












































































































































ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Wo

uld the project:

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

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

i) Result in a substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;

ii) Substantially increase the rate
or amount of surface runoff in a
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 drainage systems or
provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or
seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project
inundation?
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. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnitican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
e) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality X
control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

DISCUSSION

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

The SWRCB and nine RWQCBs (collectively referred to as the California Water
Boards) regulate the water quality of surface water and groundwater bodies
throughout California. The proposed project is within the jurisdiction of the Central
Valley RWQCB. There are no surface water features located within or adjacent to the
project site; therefore, the project would not result in direct disturbance to any surface
water features.

Pollutants of concern during construction include sediments, trash, petroleum
products, concrete waste (dry and wet), sanitary waste, and chemicals. Ground
disturbance and the use of construction equipment and vehicles during proposed
construction activities have the potential to result in erosion and other pollutants that
could run off to surrounding areas. The project would result in approximately 1.25
acres of ground disturbance, including approximately 121 cubic yards of cut and 1,372
cubic yards of fill (approximately 1,251 cubic yards of net fill). Construction activities
would require the demolition of existing pavement and associated on-site
components. The project would disturb more than 1 acre of soils and would be
required to comply with RWQCB General Construction Permit requirements. In
addition, the project would be required to comply with Article 7 (Urban Storm Water
Quality Management and Discharge Control) of the City’s Municipal Code, which
requires the implementation of BMPs to reduce and/or eliminate pollutant discharge
during construction.

Operation of the project would not result in a new source of pollutants in the project
area. Further, the project would be required to implement water quality and watershed
protection measures in accordance with the City’s Storm Drainage and Flood Control
Master Plan (SDFCMP), which manages the City’s stormwater drainage systems and
the City’s participation in the Phase 1 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
Systems (Phase 1 MS4).

Based on required compliance with RWQCB and City requirements, the project would
not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
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b)

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality; therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

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

The project site is located in the Kings Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley
Groundwater Basin.?” The Kings Subbasin encompasses an area of approximately
976,000 acres (1,530 square miles) within Fresno, Kern, and Tulare Counties;
therefore, a marginal increase in impervious surface area at the site would not
substantially interfere with groundwater recharge in a manner that could impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Further, the project includes the
construction of an emergency call center within the eastern portion of the City’s MSC.
The project site is currently developed as a paved parking lot; therefore, construction
of the project would not substantially increase the amount of impervious surface area
on the project site that could interfere with groundwater recharge. Further, the project
site is located entirely within Fresno City Limits and the City’s Sphere of Influence
(SOI); therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s planned
buildout scenario. Because the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s
planned buildout scenario, the project would not result in unplanned population growth
that could deplete the City’s water supply. Therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge,
and impacts would be less than significant.

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?

The project would not result in direct alteration of any drainage or surface water
features. The project would result in approximately 1.25 acres of ground
disturbance, including approximately 121 cubic yards of cut and 1,372 cubic yards
of fill (approximately 1,251 cubic yards of net fill), which has the potential to result
in an increase in erosion that could run off from the project site to surrounding
areas. The project would disturb more than 1 acre of soils and would be required
to comply with RWQCB General Construction Permit requirements. In addition, the
project would be required to comply with Article 7 of the City’s Municipal Code,
which requires the implementation of BMPs to reduce erosive runoff during
construction. Following project construction, the project site would be covered with
hardscapes, which would reduce the potential for long-term erosion to occur at the

37 California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2006. San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin Kings
Subbasin. Available at: https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/\WWeb-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-
Management/Bulletin-118/Files/2003-Basin-Descriptions/5 022 08 KingsSubbasin.pdf. Accessed

February 2024.
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project site. Based on required compliance with RWQCB and City requirements,
impacts related to substantial erosion would be less than significant.

. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner,

which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

The project would not result in direct alteration of any drainage or surface water
features. The project site is currently developed as a paved parking lot; therefore,
construction of the project would not substantially increase the amount of
impervious surface area at the project site that could increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner that could result in flooding on- or off-site. The project
would be subject to Article 7 of the City’s Municipal Code and the SDFCMP for
long-term drainage requirements. Based on required compliance with City
stormwater requirements, the project would not increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site; therefore,
impacts would be 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?

The project would not result in direct alteration of any drainage or surface water
features. The project site is currently developed as a paved parking lot; therefore,
construction of the project would not substantially increase the amount of
impervious surface area on the project site that could increase the rate or amount
of surface water or pollutant runoff. The project would be subject to RWQCB
requirements and Article 7 of the City’s Municipal Code, which requires the
implementation of BMPs to reduce and/or eliminate pollutant discharge from
entering the City’s storm drain system during construction and operation. Further,
the project would be required to implement water quality and watershed protection
measures in accordance with the City’s SDFCMP. Based on required compliance
with RWQCB and City stormwater requirements, the project would not create or
contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

. Impede or redirect flood flows?

The 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60 regulations and Article 6
(Fresno Flood Plain Ordinance) of the City’s Municipal Code require that
placement of flood provision structures within a floodplain not result in a cumulative
change in the floodplain water surface that exceeds 1 foot. In addition, the
regulations under 40 CFR Part 60 do not allow placement of structures within a
regulatory floodway unless that placement would not result in any increase in the
floodplain water surface elevation, meaning that there is no displacement or
redirection of the floodway. The City’s Flood Plain Ordinance requires that a Civil
Engineer registered in the State of California certify that no displacement of
floodwater would result from the flood proofing of a structure within a floodplain or
a regulatory floodway.
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According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM) 06019C2110H (effective date 2/18/2009), the proposed project
is located within Shaded Zone X (500-year floodplain), an area of 0.2% annual
chance of flood hazard and 1% annual chance of flood with average depth less
than 1 foot or with drainage areas of less than 1 square mile. The City’s Flood Plain
Ordinance applies to Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHASs), including Zones A,
AO, A1-A30, AE, A99, and AH. The project site is not located within an SFHA and
would not be subject to the City’s Flood Plain Ordinance.3® The project site is
currently developed as a paved parking lot; therefore, construction of the project
would not substantially increase the amount of impervious surface area on the
project site that could increase the rate or amount of surface water runoff. Further,
the project would be subject to Article 7 of the City’s Municipal Code and the
SDFCMP for long-term drainage requirements. Based on required compliance with
City stormwater requirements, the project would not impede or redirect flood flows;
therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

project inundation?

The project site is not located in tsunami or seiche zones, butitis located in a 500-year
floodplain as mapped by FEMA. The project site is currently developed as a paved
parking lot; therefore, construction of the project would not substantially increase the
amount of impervious surface area on the project site that could increase the rate or
amount of surface water runoff. Further, the proposed project would be subject to
RWQCB requirements, Article 7 of the City’s Municipal Code, and the City’'s SDFCMP
for short- and long-term pollutant control and drainage requirements. Based on
compliance with RWQCB and City requirements, the project would not risk the release
of pollutants due to project inundation; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

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

The project site is located in the Kings Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley
Groundwater Basin (California Department of Water Resources [DWR] Groundwater
Subbasin Number 5-22.08). As evaluated in Impact Discussion X.b), the project would
not decrease groundwater supply or interfere with groundwater recharge in a manner
that would impede sustainable management of the groundwater basin. The project
site is under the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB and would be subject to
The Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board Central Valley Region,*® which establishes water quality objectives for

38 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2020. FEMA Flood Map Service Center: Search By
Address. Available at: https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery#searchresultsanchor.
Accessed January 2024.

39 Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 2019. The Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)

for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region. Fifth Edition. California

Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region. Revised February 2019 (with Approved
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beneficial uses of water resources within the Sacramento and San Joaquin River
Basins. The project would be required to comply with the Central Valley RWQCB
general construction permit requirements. In addition, the project would be required
to comply with Article 7 of the City’s Municipal Code, which requires the
implementation of BMPs to reduce and/or eliminate pollutant discharge during
construction. Further, the project would be required to implement water quality and
watershed protection measures in accordance with the City’s SDFCMP to address
long-term drainage conditions. Based on required compliance with RWQCB and City
requirements, the project would not violate any RWQCB water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements. The project would be consistent with sustainable
management of the San Joaquin Valley groundwater basin and the Water Quality
Control Plan for the Central Valley Region; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

. Less Than
Potentially - . Less Than
D e Significant with o e No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant e Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:
a) Physically divide an X

established community?

b) Cause a significant
environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for X
the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an  environmental
effect?

DISCUSSION
a) 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 example, 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

Amendments). Available at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water _issues/basin plans/sacsjr 201902.pdf. Accessed
February 2024.
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b)

impair travel to areas outside of the community. The project includes the construction
of a new emergency call center within the eastern portion of the City’s MSC, and
project activities would be limited to an existing parcel. Therefore, implementation of
the project would not result in the removal or blockage of existing public roadways or
other circulation paths and would not otherwise include any features that could
physically divide an established community, and no impacts would occur.

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 located within Fresno City Limits and the City's SOI. The project
site is located in the City’s IL zone district and is designated IL in the City’s General
Plan. This land use designation and zone district is intended to accommodate a
diverse range of uses, including limited manufacturing and processing, research and
development, fabrication, utility equipment and service yards, wholesaling,
warehousing, and distribution activities in addition to small-scale retail and ancillary
office uses. The project site would be consistent with the intent of the IL zone district.

As evaluated throughout this Initial Study, the project would be consistent with
standards and policies set forth in the City’s General Plan, Municipal Code, and 2021
GHG Plan. The project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1,
included in Section lll, Air Quality; Mitigation Measure BIO-1, included in Section IV,
Biological Resources; Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, included in Section V,
Cultural Resources; and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, included in Section IX, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, to mitigate potential impacts associated with Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, and Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, which is consistent with the identified plans and policies
intended to avoid or mitigate adverse environmental effects. Upon implementation of
the identified mitigation, the project would not conflict with other local policies or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects,
and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1, included in Section lll, Air Quality; Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, included in Section IV, Biological Resources; Mitigation Measures CR-1

and CR-2, included in Section V, Cultural Resources; and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1,

included in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
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XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

~—

a) 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?

b) 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?

DISCUSSION

a)

b)

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 principal area for mineral resources in the city of Fresno is located along the San
Joaquin River Corridor. The California Department of Mines and Geology classifies
lands along the San Joaquin River Corridor as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-1,
MRZ-2, and MRZ-3. The project site is not located in the vicinity of the San Joaquin
River, is not an MRZ, and does not contain an MRZ. Therefore, 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 no impacts would occur.

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?

Refer to Impact Discussion Xll(a). The proposed project would not result in the loss of
availability of any known locally important mineral resource recovery sites, and
no impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XIIl. NOISE — Would the project result in:

a) 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 applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
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
or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or
working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

DISCUSSION

a) 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?

Existing ambient noise levels in the project area consist of vehicle noise along East
El Dorado Street and other proximate roadways as well as noise from surrounding
public service land uses. During project construction, noise from construction and
demolition activities may intermittently dominate the noise environment in the
immediate project area. The project would require the use of typical construction
equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators, etc.) during proposed construction and
demolition activities. According to the Federal Highway Administration (FWHA), noise
from standard construction equipment generally ranges between 80 and 85 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) in equivalent sound level (Leqg) at 50 feet from the source.*°

40 Federal Highway Administration (FWHA). 2006. Construction Noise Handbook. August. Available at:

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction _noise/handbook/. Accessed March 2024.

56



b)

The nearest noise-sensitive land use is a single-family residence located
approximately 1,150 feet southwest of the project site. Due to distance, short-term
construction-related noise would be limited at the nearest noise-sensitive land use.
Further, according to Section 10-109 (Exceptions) of the City’s Municipal Code,
construction-related noise is exempt from the City’s noise standards between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on any day except Sunday. Construction-related
noise would be temporary and conducted in accordance with the City’s Municipal
Code; therefore, construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed emergency call center would be consistent with the existing and
surrounding land uses in the project area and would not result in the generation of
new sources of noise that could permanently increase ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project. Therefore, the project would not generate a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project
in excess of City noise standards, and impacts would be less than significant.

Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

The proposed project has the potential to generate limited groundborne vibration
during construction and demolition activities that require the use of heavy equipment.
Equipment used during project construction and demolition activities would be most
similar to a large bulldozer, which generates a vibration level of 0.089 inches per
second. Therefore, vibration from short-term construction activities would be below
the 0.3 inch per second building damage criterion established by Caltrans.4! In
addition, Section 15-2507 (Vibration) of the City’s Municipal Code exempts temporary
construction activities from the City’s vibration standards. The project would be limited
to the operation of an emergency call center and would not include new features that
could generate substantial groundborne noise. Therefore, impacts related to
groundborne vibration would be less than significant.

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 medical center helipad to the project site is at the Community Regional
Medical Center,*? located approximately 1.13 miles southwest of the project site. The
nearest airports include the Fresno Yosemite International Airport, located
approximately 5.15 miles northeast of the project site; Fresno Chandler Executive
Airport, located approximately 0.87 mile southwest of the project site; and Sierra Sky
Airport, located approximately 7.43 miles northwest of the project site.

41 Federal Highway Administration (FWHA). 2006. Construction Noise Handbook. August. Available at:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/. Accessed March 2024.

42 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2019. Caltrans HeliPlates. Available at:
https://heliplates.dot.ca.gov/#. Accessed March 2024.
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Each of these airports is considered under the Fresno County ALUCP,*3 which guides
local jurisdictions in determining appropriate compatible land uses with detailed
findings and policies. The City’s General Plan, other City land use plans, and all City
land use decisions must be compatible with the adopted Fresno County ALUCP. The
Fresno County ALUCP includes Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise
contours based on projected airport and aircraft operations. The project site is within
2 miles of the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport; however, the project site is located
outside of the CNEL noise contours identified in the Fresno County ALUCP.
Therefore, the project 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 measures are not required.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSIN

G — Would the project:

a) 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)?

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

DISCUSSION

a) 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 project includes the construction of a new emergency call center to serve the
existing and projected need for expanded police protection services within the city.
The proposed emergency call center would be operational 24 hours per day, every
day of the calendar year, and would be operated and maintained by the Fresno Police

43 Fresno Council of Governments. 2021. Fresno County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. December

2018; Amended December 2021. Available at: https://fresnocog.wpenginepowered.com/wp-

content/uploads/2022/09/Fresno-ALUCP-12-04-17-final-with-Amended-Table.pdf. Accessed March

2024.
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b)

Department. Operation of the emergency call center would involve transferring
existing operations (i.e., number of employees) from the police department. It is
anticipated that future operation of the emergency call center would ultimately
generate 30 to 35 new employment opportunities. Future employment opportunities
are primarily expected to be filled by existing residents; therefore, the project would
not result in substantial or unplanned population growth. In addition, the project site is
located entirely within Fresno City Limits and the City’s SOI; therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with the City’s planned buildout scenario. Proposed
construction activities have the potential to generate short-term employment
opportunities; however, project construction is expected to use workers from the local
employment force and would not require workers to relocate to the project area. The
proposed project would be necessary to serve the existing and projected need for
expanded police protection services within the city and would be consistent with the
City’s planned buildout scenario; therefore, the project would not result in substantial
or unplanned population growth, and impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project includes the demolition of existing pavement and existing on-site
structures and utilities. The proposed project does not require the demolition or
removal of existing housing and would not necessitate the displacement or removal
of existing housing; therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

Less Than Less Than
Significant with C No
s Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact
Incorporated

Potentially
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant
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?
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. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnriican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Police protection? X
Schools? X
Parks? X
Other public facilities? X

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:

Fire protection?

The Fresno Fire Department (FFD) would provide fire protection services to the
proposed project. There are 20 FFD fire stations in Fresno, with the closest fire
station, Fire Station 3, located approximately 0.75 mile southwest of the project
site. The project includes the construction of a new emergency call center to serve
the existing and projected need for expanded police protection services within the
city. Future employment opportunities are primarily expected to be filled by existing
residents; therefore, the project would not result in substantial or unplanned
population growth. In addition, the project site is located entirely within Fresno City
Limits and the City’s SOI; therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with
the City’s planned buildout scenario. The project would not generate population
growth in a manner that could substantially increase demand on existing fire
protection services within the city or require new or physically altered governmental
facilities for fire protection services; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

i. Police protection?

The Fresno Police Department provides police protection to the project site. The
Fresno Police Department Patrol Division is divided into five policing districts; the
project site is located within the Southwest District. The project includes the
construction of a new emergency call center to serve the existing and projected
need for expanded police protection services within the city. Operation of the
emergency call center would involve transferring existing operations (i.e., number
of employees) from the police department. It is anticipated that future operation of
the emergency call center would ultimately generate 30 to 35 new employment
opportunities. Future employment opportunities are primarily expected to be filled
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by existing residents; therefore, the project would not result in substantial or
unplanned population growth. In addition, the project site is located entirely within
Fresno City Limits and the City’s SOI; therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the City’s planned buildout scenario. The project would not
generate population growth in a manner that could substantially increase demand
on existing fire protection services within the city or require new or physically
altered governmental facilities for fire protection services; therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.

iii. Schools?

The Fresno Unified School District (FUSD) serves more than 74,000 students and
operates 64 elementary schools, 15 middle schools, eight high schools, four
alternative schools, and three special education schools. As discussed in Section
XIV, Population and Housing, the project would be consistent with the City’'s
planned buildout scenario and would not result in a substantial increase of school-
aged children; therefore, the project would not create an increased demand on
local schools in a manner that would require new or physically altered facilities.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

iv. Parks?

As discussed in Section XIV, Population and Housing, the project would not induce
substantial or unplanned population growth that could result in deterioration of
existing recreation facilities or require the expansion of new facilities; therefore, the
project would not create an increased demand on public recreation facilities in a
manner that would require new or physically altered facilities. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

v. Other public facilities?

As discussed in Section XIV, Population and Housing, the project would not induce
substantial or unplanned population growth. The project does not propose features
that would significantly increase the demand on public facilities, such as libraries
or post offices, or result in the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.
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XVI. RECREATION — Would the project:

a) 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?

b) Does the project include
recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect

on the environment?

DISCUSSION

a)

b)

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 project includes the construction of a new emergency call center to serve the
existing and projected need for expanded police protection services within the city. As
discussed in Section XIV, Population and Housing, operation of the emergency call
center would ultimately generate 30 to 35 future employment opportunities. Future
employment opportunities are primarily expected to be filled by existing residents;
therefore, the project would not result in substantial or unplanned population growth
as a result of new employment opportunities. In addition, the project site is located
entirely within Fresno City Limits and the City’s SOI; therefore, the proposed project
would be consistent with the City’s planned buildout scenario. The project would not
generate population growth in a manner that could increase the use of existing
recreational facilities. Therefore, the project would not increase the use of existing
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated, and impacts would be less than significant.

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 not include or require the construction or expansion of
existing public recreational facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnriican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact 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 access?

DISCUSSION

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

The Fresno General Plan Mobility and Transportation Element,** identifies goals and
implementing policies related to promoting a city of healthy communities, improving
the quality of life in established neighborhoods, planning for all modes of travel on
local and major streets in Fresno, providing a well-maintained transportation system,
and protecting and improving public health and safety. Additionally, the Fresno
Council of Governments (FCOG) 2022 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)*° reflects
transportation planning for Fresno County through 2046 and is intended to create a
region of diverse, safe, resilient, and accessible transportation options that improve
the quality of life for all residents by fostering sustainability, equity, a vibrant economy,

44 City of Fresno. 2014. Fresno General Plan, Chapter 4: Mobility and Transportation Element. Adopted
December 18. Available at: https://www.fresno.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/upload temp4-
Mobility-and-Transportation-9-30-2021.pdf. Accessed February 2024.

45 Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG). 2022. 2022 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy. Available at: https://www.planfresno.com/sustainable-communities-strategies-
fall-outreach/. Accessed February 2024.
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b)

clean air, and healthy communities. The proposed project includes the construction of
a new emergency call center within the eastern portion of the City’s MSC. The project
would be located in an existing urban area, would be consistent with the existing
zoning of the project site, and would not facilitate substantial or unplanned population
growth in a manner that could generate a substantial number of new vehicle trips,
which is consistent with the objectives of the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the
project would be consistent with the City’s Mobility and Transportation Element and
the FCOG 2022 RTP, and impacts would be less than significant.

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 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 roads,
the project may cause a significant transportation impact.

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
significant environmental impact. Therefore, LOS measures of impacts on traffic
facilities are no longer a relevant CEQA threshold for transportation impacts.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) states, “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 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.”
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On June 25, 2020, the City adopted the CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled
Thresholds (Fresno VMT Thresholds), pursuant to SB 743 to be effective July 1,
2020.46 The Fresno VMT Thresholds document was prepared and adopted consistent
with the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.3 and 15064.7. The
December 2018 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
(Technical Advisory) published by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR),4 was utilized as a reference and guidance document in the
preparation of the Fresno VMT Thresholds.

Fresno VMT Thresholds Section 3.0 regarding Project Screening discusses a variety
of projects that may be screened out of a VMT analysis including specific development
and transportation projects. For development projects, conditions may exist that would
presume that a development project has a less-than-significant impact. These may be
size, location, proximity to transit, or trip-making potential. For transportation projects,
the primary attribute to consider with transportation projects is the potential to increase
vehicle travel, sometimes referred to as “induced travel.”

The proposed project is eligible to screen out because the project includes the
development of institutional/government and public service use that supports
community health, safety, and welfare. According to the Fresno VMT Thresholds,
these facilities are already part of the community and, as a public service, the VMT is
accounted for in the existing regional average. In addition, many of these facilities
generate fewer than 500 ADT and/or use vehicles other than passenger-cars or light
duty trucks. Therefore, the VMT generated by the project and associated
environmental impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project does not include the construction of new roadways or other roadway
components that could introduce hazardous roadway features. Further, the project
would not alter pedestrian or vehicle access to the project site or introduce
incompatible design features or equipment. The project site is located on a single
parcel within the City’s MSC; therefore, pedestrian facilities are limited to internal
pathways. There is an existing pedestrian crosswalk located at the entrance of the
MSC, located at the intersection of E Street and East El Dorado Street. The project
would retain existing pedestrian facilities within the project area. Further, the project
does not include new features that could reduce pedestrian safety in the project area.

46 City of Fresno. 2020. CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled Thresholds. June 25. Available at:
https://www.fresno.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/CEQA-Guidelines-for-Vehicle-Miles-Traveled-

Final-Adopted-
Version.pdf#:~:text=final%20rulemaking%20surrounding%20SB%20743%20and%20the%20implement

ation. Accessed February 2024.

47 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). 2018. Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA. December. Available at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180416-
743 Technical Advisory 4.16.18.pdf. Accessed March 2024.
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Therefore, the project would not substantially increase the risk of roadway or
pedestrian hazards, and no impacts would occur.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

The project includes the construction of a new emergency call center within the
eastern portion of the City’s MSC. Emergency and other vehicles would have access
to the project site via existing internal roadways from East ElI Dorado Street, and
emergency access would not be modified as a result of the proposed project.
Construction activities would be limited to an existing parcel and would not require the
closure of any public roadways that could impede emergency access to the project
site during temporary construction activities. Therefore, the project would not result in
inadequate emergency access, and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant ghiiican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact 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:

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,
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Less Than

Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnitican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact

Incorporated

ii) A resource 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 PRC section X

5024.1. In applying 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:

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

As previously discussed in Section V, Cultural Resources, there are no historic
resources located within the project area; therefore, the project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and no
impacts would occur.

. A resource 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 either sites,
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features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural
value to a tribe that is either included in or eligible for inclusion in the CRHR or
local historic register, or, the lead agency, at its discretion, and supported by
substantial evidence, chooses to treat the resources as a Tribal Cultural
Resources (PRC Section 21074(a)(1-2)).

Additional information may also be available from the NAHC SLF per PRC Section
5097.96 and the CHRIS administered by the OHP. Please also note that
PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

Pursuant to AB 52, Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the project area were invited to consult regarding the project based on a list of
contacts provided by the NAHC. The City mailed notices of the proposed project
to each of these tribes on March 11, 2024, which included the required 90-day time
period for tribes to request consultation, which ended on April 10, 2024. One letter
response was received from Robert Pennell, Tribal Cultural Resources Director for
the Table Mountain Rancheria, in a letter dated March 28, 2024, stating that they
“...Decline participation at this time but would appreciate being notified in the
unlikely event that cultural resources are identified.” All other tribes that were
contacted declined consultation.

As previously discussed in Section V, Cultural Resources, based on searches of
the SSJVIC records and NAHC SLF, there are no previously recorded
archaeological resources within the project area, and the project area is
considered to have low sensitivity for the presence of unidentified prehistoric or
historic archaeological resources. Therefore, proposed ground-disturbing activities
are not anticipated to adversely affect any known or unknown cultural resource
sites within the project area. Further, Mitigation Measure CR-1 requires that in the
unlikely event that previously unidentified cultural resources are uncovered during
proposed ground-disturbing activities, all work shall cease within the vicinity of the
find until a qualified archaeologist is retained to evaluate the significance of the
find and determine the need for further study. Further, Mitigation Measure CR-2
has been identified to require the project to comply with California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5, which outlines the protocol for unanticipated
discovery of human remains. Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance
shall occur until the Fresno County Coroner has made a determination of origin
and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. Based on the low
archaeological sensitivity of the project area and implementation of Mitigation
Measures CR-1 and CR-2, the project would not result in disturbance to tribal
cultural resources; therefore, impacts related to disturbance of human remains
would be less than significant with mitigation.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, included in Section V, Cultural
Resources.
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Less Than
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Less Than
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No
Impact

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:

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)

b)

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 proposed project would result in the construction of new or expanded utility
infrastructure within the footprint of the proposed project. As evaluated throughout this
Initial Study, the project has the potential to result in adverse impacts related to Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, and Hazards
and Hazardous Materials. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, included in Section Ill, Air Quality;
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, included in Section |V, Biological Resources; Mitigation
Measures CR-1 and CR-2, included in Section V, Cultural Resources; and Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1, included in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, have been
included to avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Further, as discussed in Impact Discussions XIX.b) through XIX.d), the project would
not increase demand on existing water, wastewater, or solid waste infrastructure in a
manner that would require the construction of new or expansion of existing City utility
infrastructure elsewhere. Upon implementation of the identified mitigation measures,
the project would not result in adverse environmental effects related to the relocation
or installation of utility infrastructure; therefore, impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation.

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

The City’s Department of Public Utilities would supply water to the project site. Based
on the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan,*® the City has a water supply of
329,030 acre-feet per year (AFY) for the year 2025 and a project water supply of
357,330 AFY for the year 2045. The project would result in the construction of a new
emergency call center that would result in a marginal increase in water use. The
project site is located entirely within Fresno City Limits and the City’s SOI; therefore,
the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s planned buildout scenario.
Because the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s planned buildout
scenario, the project would not result in unplanned growth that could deplete the City’s
water supply. Therefore, the project would have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry,
and multiple dry years, and impacts would be less than significant.

48 City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities. 2021. Final 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.
Available at: https://www.fresno.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Fresno-2020-UWMP_Final 2021-07-
21.pdf. Accessed March 2024.
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c) 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?

The City owns and operates two wastewater treatment facilities. They are the
Fresno/Clovis Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facility (WRF) and the North Fresno
WREF. The Fresno/Clovis Regional WRF currently has a capacity of 91.5 million
gallons per day (mgd). The North Fresno WRF has a capacity of 0.71 mgd. The project
would result in the construction of a new emergency call center that would result in a
marginal increase in wastewater generation. The project site is located entirely within
Fresno City Limits and the City’s SOI; therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the City’s planned buildout scenario and would not result in unplanned
growth that could result in a substantial increase in wastewater generation. Therefore,
the project would not generate wastewater in excess of existing wastewater treatment
infrastructure, and impacts would be less than significant.

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?

Garbage disposed of in the city 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 Fresno
County 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 2047.50

Construction of the project may result in a temporary increase in solid waste, which
would be disposed of in accordance with applicable state and local laws and
regulations, such as CALGreen Sections 4.408 and 5.408, which require diversion of
at least 75% of construction waste. The project would also be required to comply with
the City’s Construction & Demolition Approved Disposal Facilities guide®' for proper
disposal methods. Based on required compliance with CALGreen and City

49 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2024. SWIS Facility/Site
Summary: American Avenue Disposal Site (10-AA-0009). Available at:
https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Summary/352. Accessed March 2024.

50 CalRecycle. 2024. SWIS Facility/Site Summary: City of Clovis Landfill (10-AA-0004). Available at:
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Summary/347. Accessed March 2024.

51 City of Fresno. 2020. Construction & Demolition Approved Disposal Facilities. Available at:
https://www.fresno.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/DPUSW191004-Construction-Demolition-
Approved-Disposal-Facilities-PDF.pdf. Accessed March 2024.
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regulations, construction of the project would not generate solid waste in excess of
local infrastructure capacity.

The project would result in the construction of a new emergency call center that would
result in a marginal increase in solid waste. The project site is located entirely within
Fresno City Limits and the City’s SOI; therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the City’s planned buildout scenario and would not result in unplanned
growth that could result in a substantial increase in solid waste generation. Solid waste
generated by the proposed project would be disposed of at either the Fresno Sanitary
Landfill or the American Avenue Landfill, which have adequate capacity to dispose of
the marginal amount of solid waste generated by construction activities. Operation of
the project would result in a marginal increase in solid waste and would not generate
waste in excess of state or local standards or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project would result in a marginal increase in solid waste and would not result in
a substantial increase in solid waste that could interfere with solid waste reduction
statutes and regulations, including, but not limited to, policies identified in the Fresno
General Plan Public Utilities and Services Element.52 The project would be required to
comply with CALGreen and City requirements to ensure proper diversion and disposal
of short- and long-term solid waste. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste, and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1, included in Section lll, Air Quality; Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, included in Section IV, Biological Resources; Mitigation Measures CR-1
and CR-2, included in Section V, Cultural Resources; and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1,
included in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnriican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact 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?

52 City of Fresno. 2014. Fresno General Plan, Chapter 6: Public Utilities and Services Element. Adopted
December 18. Available at: https://www.fresno.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/General-Plan-6-Public-
Utilities-and-Services-7-19.pdf. Accessed March 2024.
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b) Due to slope, prevailing winds,
and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or
the wuncontrolled 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
utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

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

DISCUSSION

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency

evacuation plan?

The project site is located in an urban area and not within a VHFHSZ.53 The project

includes the construction of a new emergency call center within the eastern portion of

the City’s MSC. Construction activities would be limited to an existing parcel and would
not require the closure of any public roadways that could impede emergency response
or evacuation efforts. The proposed project would not require the alteration of any
existing roadways that could interfere with any emergency evacuation routes within
the city or an adopted emergency response plan. Therefore, the proposed project

53 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2024. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in
State Responsibility Area. Available at: https://calfire-
forestry.maps.arcqgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=988d431a42b242b29d89597ab693d008.

Accessed March 2024.
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would be consistent with the Fresno General Plan Noise and Safety Element>* and
the Fresno County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan,® and impacts would
be less than significant.

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

The project site is located in an urban area and not within a VHFHSZ. The project site
is located in a highly developed area and does not consist of physical characteristics
that would exacerbate wildfire risks. The project would be required to comply with the
CFC to reduce risk associated with wildfire ignition at the project site. Therefore, the
project would not expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire, and impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project would require the expansion of utility infrastructure to serve the proposed
emergency call center. The project would be required to comply with the CFC to
reduce risk associated with wildfire ignition at the project site. Therefore, the project
would not exacerbate wildfire risk at the project site, and impacts would be less than
significant.

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

The project site is not located in an area that would be susceptible to landslide. The
project site is located in a 500-year flood zone. The project would be required to
comply with applicable CFC and CBC requirements to avoid risk associated with post-
fire hazards. Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to significant
post-fire risks, and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

54 City of Fresno. 2014. Fresno General Plan, Chapter 9: Noise and Safety Element. Adopted December
18. Available at: https://www.fresno.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/9-Noise-and-Safety-02-03-21.pdf.
Accessed March 2024.

55 County of Fresno. 2018. Fresno County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan. May. Available at:
https://www.fresnocountyca.gov/files/sharedassets/county/v/1/public-health/fresno-county-hmp-
final.pdf. Accessed March 2024.
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XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

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
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
on human beings, either directly

or indirectly?
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DISCUSSION

a)

b)

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?

As discussed in the preceding sections, the project has the potential to significantly
degrade the quality of the environment, including effects on Biological Resources.
During construction, tree removal and construction equipment use may affect
biological resources, including special-status and migratory birds. Mitigation Measure
BIO-1, included in Section IV, Biological Resources, requires preconstruction nesting
bird surveys prior to the start of the construction period and identifies the proper
protocol to be implemented if nesting birds are present within the project area at the
time of project construction, which would reduce potential impacts a less-than-
significant level.

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.)

When project impacts are considered along or in combination with other impacts, the
project-related impacts may be significant. Construction and operation of the project
would contribute to cumulative impacts related to Air Quality, Biological Resources,
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project to reduce project-related
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Based on implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-1, included in Section lll, Air Quality; Mitigation Measure BIO-1, included
in Section IV, Biological Resources; Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, included in
Section V, Cultural Resources; and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, included in Section IX,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the cumulative effects of the proposed project
would be less than significant.

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

The project would result in air emissions and may disturb hazardous substances
during construction of the project. Mitigation measures have been identified that would
reduce these project-specific impacts to a less-than-significant level; therefore, the
project would not result in substantial, adverse environmental effects to human beings,
either directly or indirectly.
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APPENDIX A

CDFW CNDDB Query Results



CALIFORMIA DEPARTMENT OF .
FISH and wioLre RareFind

Query Summary:
Quad IS (Fresno North (3611977) OR Fresno South (3611967) OR Caruthers (3611957) OR Raisin (3611958) OR Kearney Park (3611968) OR Herndon (3611978)
OR Clovis (3611976) OR Malaga (3611966) OR Conejo (3611956))

[ Print I [ Close ]

CNDDB Element Query Results
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CDFW_SSC— )
Agelai tricolored ggﬁgﬁ;d e FresILwiﬂter h &
gelaius ricolore . ' marsh, Mars
tricolor blackbird Birds ABPBXB0020 (960 |3 None Threatened |G1G2 |S2 |null |[IUCN_EN- swamp, Swamp,
Endangered, Wetland
USFWS_BCC-Birds
of Conservation
Concern
Cismontane
W woodland,
t? aél:orma Meadow & seep,
Ambystoma sglamander CDFW_WL-Watch |Riparian
californiense |~ central Amphibians | AAAAA01181 |1326 |4 Threatened | Threatened |G2G3T3|S3 null | List, IUCN_VU- woodland,
pop. 1 California Vulnerable Valley & foothill
DPS grassland,
Vernal pool,
Wetland
Northern CDFW_SSC-

. e oy i Chaparral
Anniella California . Species of Special !
pulchra legless Reptiles ARACC01020 |386 |1 None None G3 S2S3 |null Concern, USFS_S- goas:a: duneé)s,

lizard Sensitive oastal scru
Chaparral,
Coastal scrub,
Desert wash,
Great Basin
grassland, Great
BLM_S-Sensitive, | Basin scrub,
CDFW_SSC- Mojavean desert
Antrozous . Species of Special |scrub, Riparian
pallidus pallid bat Mammals |AMACC10010 (420 |1 None None G4 S3 null Concern, IUCN_LC- | woodland,
Least Concern, Sonoran desert
USFS_S-Sensitive |scrub, Upper
montane
coniferous
forest, Valley &
foothill
grassland
Brackish marsh,
CDF_S-Sensitive, | Eovua.
Ardea alba great egret |Birds ABNGA04040 |43 1 None None G5 S4 null |IUCN_LC-Least marsh. Marsh &
Concern swamp, Riparian
forest, Wetland
Arizona California CDFW_SSC-
elegans glossy Reptiles ARADBO01017 |260 |2 None None G5T2 S2 |null |Species of Special |null
occidentalis | snake Concern
Coastal prairie,
BLM_S-Sensitive, |Coastal scrub,
CDFW_SSC- Great Basin
Species of Special |grassland, Great
Athene burrowing Birds ABNSB10010 12017 |6 None None G4 s2 null Concern, IUCN_LC- | Basin scrub,
cunicularia owl Least Concern, Mojavean desert
USFWS_BCC-Birds | scrub, Sonoran
of Conservation desert scrub,
Concern Valley & foothill
grassland
SB_CalBG/RSABG- é'hkiﬂo’ﬁiﬁa’
Atriplex lesser . California/Rancho
minuscula saltscale Dicots PDCHE042M0 |52 1 None None G2 S2 |1BA Santa Ana Botanic scrub, Valley &
foothill
Garden
grassland
Bombus Crotch Candidate IUCN_EN-
crotchii bumble bee Insects IIHYM24480 437 |2 None Endangered G2 S2  |null Endangered null




Coastal prairie,

Bomb Ameri IUCN VU Great Basin
om ;‘S ) bme{)'lcag Insects IIHYM24260 |320 None None G3G4 |82 |null |\t grassland,
pensylvanicus | bumble bee ulnerable Valley & foothill
grassland
Valley & foothill
Branchinecta |vernal pool IUCN_VU- grassland,
lynchi fairy shrimp Crustaceans | ICBRA03030 |804 Threatened |None G3 S3 null Vulnerable Vernal pool,
Wetland
Great Basin
grassland,
But Swai . BLM_S-Sensitive, | Riparian forest,
uteo hwal'(”sons Birds ABNKC19070 |2576 None Threatened |G5 S4  |null |IUCN_LC-Least Riparian
swainsoni aw Concern woodland,
Valley & foothill
grassland
Castilleja_
campestris  fsucculent | pye 1o PDSCROD3Z1 |99 Threatened |Endangered |$47.  [s283/1B.2 | null Vernal pool,
var. owl's-clover T2T3 Wetland
succulenta
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
California/Rancho
Santa Ana Botanic Chenop(_)d
scrub, Pinon &
. ! Garden, SB_SBBG-|; "+
Caulanthus | California |y, PDBRA31010 |67 End d|End d|G1 st [1B.1 | santa Barb Juniper
californicus | jewelflower icots ndangere ndangere ' anta barbara woodlands,
Botanic Garden, |56y & foothill
SB_UCBG-UC rassland
Botanical Garden at | ¢
Berkeley
Cocoyzus  (VEElT BLM_S-Sensitive
americanus |V Birds ABNRB02022 |165 Threatened |Endangered |G5T2T3 |S1 null = ...' | Riparian forest
; ; billed USFS_S-Sensitive
occidentalis
cuckoo
Desmocerus ;?Jlsr}éerry
californicus longhorn Insects 11ICOL48011 271 Threatened |None G3T3 S3 null | null Riparian scrub
dimorphus beetle
Dipodomys Fresno IUCN VU
nitratoides kangaroo | Mammals AMAFD03151 |12 Endangered | Endangered |G3TH |SH  |null Vulner: A Chenopod scrub
exilis rat ulnerable
Efferi Antioch
t‘?”ah. efferian Insects IIDIPO7010 |4 None None G1G2 [S1S2|null |null Interior dunes
antiocht robberfly
Marsh & swamp,
Meadow & seep,
showy . IUCN_LC-Least Riparian forest,
Egretta thula egret Birds ABNGA06030 |20 None None G5 S4 null Concern Riparian
woodland,
Wetland
Aquatic, Artificial
flowing waters,
Klamath/North
coast flowing
waters,
Klamath/North
BLM_S-Sensitive, | c°@st standing
CDFW SsC. | |waters, Marsh &
E " P d Species of Special ;wamp, to/S
mys western Reptiles ARAAD02030 |1559 ropose None G3G4 |S3 null | Concern, acramento/san
marmorata pond turtle Threatened JUCN VU- Joaquin flowing
Vulnerable, \gaters,
USFS_S-Sensitive | Sacramento/San
- Joaquin
standing waters,
South coast
flowing waters,
South coast
standing waters,
Wetland
Chenopod
SB_CalBG/RSABG- | scrub, Pinon &
Eriastrum | Hoover's | p,. o PDPLMO3070 |47 Delisted  |None G3 s3 |42 |California/Rancho juniper
hooveri eriastrum Santa Ana Botanic |woodlands,
Garden Valley & foothill
grassland
Chaparral,
Eumops BLM_S-Sensitive, | Cismontane
perotis western | \iammals | AMACDO02011 |296 None None G4G5T4 | 5354 |nuil | SDFW_SSC- | woodland,
californicus mastiff bat Species of Special | Coastal scrub.,
Concern Valley & foothill
grassland
Imperata California | Monocots PMPOA3D020 |32 None None G3 S3 |2B.1 | SB_CalBG/RSABG- | Chaparral,
brevifolia satintail California/Rancho | Coastal scrub,




Santa Ana Botanic
Garden, SB_SBBG-
Santa Barbara
Botanic Garden,
USFS_S-Sensitive

Meadow & seep,
Mojavean desert
scrub, Riparian
scrub, Wetland

Broadleaved
upland forest,

Cismontane
. woodland,
Lasiurus hoary bat |Mammals | AMACCO05032 [238 None None G3G4 |s4 |nun [MYON_LC-Least | er montane
cinereus Concern !
coniferous
forest, North
coast coniferous
forest
Lasthenia — alkali-sink |5, PDAST5L030 |55 None None G2 s2 [1B.1 |nul Vernal pool
chrysantha goldfields ' P
BLM_S-Sensitive, i t
Leptosioh Mad SB_SBBG-Santa 'S"(‘if“ Z”e
eptosiphon | Viadera Dicots PDPLM09130 |26 None None G3 S3  |1B.2 |Barbara Botanic  |Wood'and.
serrulatus leptosiphon Lower montane
Garden, USFS_S- .
Sensitive coniferous forest
Linderiella | California | \s12ceans | ICBRA06010 {508 None None G2G3  |s283|null [MWCNNT-Near — 1yoma) hool
occidentalis  |linderiella Threatened
molestan
Lytta molesta |blister Insects 11ICOL4C030 17 None None G2 S2 null | null Vernal pool,
Wetland
beetle
Hurd's
hMLﬁtélipogon metapogon |Insects 1IDIP08010 3 None None G1G2  |S1S2|null |null Interior dunes
robberfly
Riparian forest,
Nannopterum double- . CDFW_WL-Watch Riparian scrub,
auritum crested Birds ABNFD01020 |39 None None G5 S4 null | List, IUCN_LC- Riparian
cormorant Least Concern woodland
Northern Northern Vi | |
Claypan Claypan  |Herbaceous |CTT44120CA |21 None None G1 S1.1 |null | null V\?rtr;a g°°v
Vernal Pool | Vernal Pool etan
Marsh & swamp,
) black- Riparian forest,
Nyctt.'°°rax crowned  |Birds ABNGA11010 |37 None None G5 s4  |nul 'é’CN—'-C"-eaSt Riparian
nycticorax night heron oncern woodland,
Wetland
San
: Joaquin
ﬁ;fqtﬂilis \g:gﬁtyt Monocots | PMPOA4G060 |47 Threatened | Endangered | G1 st [1B.1 |nul \\,’\z{;:;g”"
grass
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
Orcuttia hairy Oreutt | \onocots | PMPOA4G040 |35 Endangered | Endangered | G1 s1 |1B.1 |Califonia/Rancho | Vernal pool,
pilosa grass Santa Ana Botanic | Wetland
Garden
Cismontane
o " fa” . BLM_S-Sensitive, m°9d'a”dv dosert
rerognathus | Joaquin Mammals | AMAFDO1060 |140 None None G2G3 |S2S3|null [IUCN_LC-Least cjavean dese
inornatus pocket c scrub, Valley &
oncern )
mouse foothill
grassland
Chaparral,
Cismontane
woodland,
Coastal bluff
- scrub, Coastal
BLM_S-Sensitive, scrub, Desert
Phrynosoma coast CDFW_SSC- wash, Pinon &
e horned Reptiles ARACF12100 (841 None None G4 S4 null | Species of Special | = '
blainvillii h juniper
lizard Concern, IUCN_LC- woodlands
Least Concern Py !
Riparian scrub,
Riparian
woodland,
Valley & foothill
grassland
Sagitaria | Sanford's I honocots  |PMALIO40Q0 [ 143 None None G3 $3  [1B.2 |BLM_S-Sensitve | jyarh & swamp,
Cismontane
BLM_S-Sensitive, |woodland,
Spea western Proposed CDFW_SSC- Coastal scrub,
hgmmond" spadefoot Amphibians | AAABF02020 |1444 Thrgatened None G2G3 | S3S4 |null | Species of Special | Valley & foothill
I P Concern, IUCN_NT-| grassland,
Near Threatened Vernal pool,
Wetland
Taxidea taxus | American | Mammals AMAJF04010 |645 None None G5 S3 null | CDFW_SSC- Alkali marsh,
badger Species of Special | Alkali playa,

Alpine, Alpine




Concern, IUCN_LC-
Least Concern

dwarf scrub,
Bog & fen,
Brackish marsh,
Broadleaved
upland forest,
Chaparral,
Chenopod
scrub,
Cismontane
woodland,
Closed-cone
coniferous
forest, Coastal
bluff scrub,
Coastal dunes,
Coastal prairie,
Coastal scrub,
Desert dunes,
Desert wash,
Freshwater
marsh, Great
Basin grassland,
Great Basin
scrub, Interior
dunes, lone
formation,
Joshua tree
woodland,
Limestone,
Lower montane
coniferous
forest, Marsh &
swamp,
Meadow & seep,
Mojavean desert
scrub, Montane
dwarf scrub,
North coast
coniferous
forest,
Oldgrowth,
Pavement plain,
Redwood,
Riparian forest,
Riparian scrub,
Riparian
woodland, Salt
marsh, Sonoran
desert scrub,
Sonoran thorn
woodland,
Ultramafic,
Upper montane
coniferous
forest, Upper
Sonoran scrub,
Valley & foothill

grassland
. . Marsh & swamp,

Thamnophis | giant Reptles  |ARADB36150 |381 Threatened | Threatened |G2 s2  [nun |UCN_VU- Riparian scrub,
gigas gartersnake Vulnerable

Wetland
Tuctoria Greene's Vernal pool,
greenei tuctoria Monocots PMPOAGBN010 |50 Endangered | Rare G1 S1 1B.1 | null Wetland

Riparian forest,
Vireo bellii least Bell's . Riparian scrub,
pusillus vireo Birds ABPBWO01114 |505 Endangered | Endangered | G5T2 S3 null | null Riparian

woodland
Vulpes San Cher;og/ocljl &
macrotis Joaquin kit | Mammals AMAJAO03041 [1020 Endangered | Threatened |G4T2 S3 null | null scrub, valley
mutica fox foothill

grassland




