APPENDIX G/INITIAL STUDY FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Environmental Checklist Form for:
Environmental Assessment No. P24-00589/Plan Amendment and Rezone
(Application No. P24-00589)

Project Title:
Plan Amendment and Rezone (Application No. P24-00589)

Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Ralph Kachadourian, Supervising Planner
City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
(559) 621-8172 664

Project Location:

The project sites consist of two adjoining parcels (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APNSs]:
494-291-10 and 494-291-05) located at the northeast corner of East McKinley and
North Fine Avenues in the central-eastern portion of the City of Fresno, Fresno County,
California.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Fresno City Council
2600 Fresno Street
Fresno, California 93721

General and Community Plan Land Use Designation:

General Plan: Employment - Light Industrial
Community Plan: McLane Community Plan Area; Light Industries, Vacant

Zoning:

Existing: Light Industrial (IL)
Proposed: Community Commercial (CC)




Description of Project:

Plan Amendment and Rezone Application No. P24-00589 pertains to two adjoining
parcels totaling 2.26 acres in size located at the northeast corner of East McKinley and
North Fine Avenues in the eastern-central portion of the City of Fresno (Figure 1). The
parcels are currently planned and zoned for Light Industrial uses. The proposed project
would amend the Fresno General Plan Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map to
rezone APNs 494-291-10 and 494-291-05 from the IL (Light Industrial) zoning
designation to the CC (Community Commercial) zoning designation.

On September 28, 2023, the Fresno City Council adopted Resolution 2023-264 to
initiate the process to amend the Planned Land Use and Zoning of the subject property
from IL to CC. Property abutting the project sites to the west is planned and zoned for
community commercial uses, and the intent of the resolution is to allow for uses which
are more in line with the commercial uses to the west, as opposed to industrial uses to
the north and east of the project sites.

The proposed project does not include the removal of existing buildings, new
development, or other site improvements that would require construction activities. No
new physical improvements would occur. However, it is reasonably foreseeable that
the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be developed with uses allowed
under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses that would have been allowed
under the existing IL zoning designation. The CC zoning designation allows for
commercial development that primarily serves local needs such as convenience
shopping and small offices. Many of the city’s current commercial districts fall into this
designation. Specific uses allowed include medium-scale retail, office, civic and
entertainment uses, supermarkets, drug stores and supporting uses. The maximum
floor to area ratio (FAR) is 1.0. Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future development
would allow for the construction of up to approximately 98,445 square feet of
commercial uses on the project sites. Future development would be subject to separate
environmental review and entitlement approval and entitlement approval.




Surrounding land uses and setting:

- Planned Land Use Existing Zoning Existing Land Use
North Light Industrial Light Industrial Light Industrial
Light Industrial and Light Industrial and
East Medium High Density Light Industrial High Density
Residential Residential
Medium Low Density Residential Single . .
South |  Residential and Family, Medium Low Med';rgs'i'ggtﬁ”s“y
Railroad Density (RS-4)
Public Facility and . Neighborhood
. Community Commercial and
West Community )
. Commercial Open Space/
Commercial .
Recreational Park

10.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing
approval, or participation agreement):

N/A

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 of California 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
California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.3.1, before public distribution
of the document, 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
that is either included in or eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHR) or local historic register, or, the lead agency, at its discretion, and
support by substantial evidence, chooses 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, including Table Mountain, Millerton, Big Sandy, Cold Springs,
and Squaw Valley; 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 and
entitlement approval, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural




resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review
and entitlement approval process (see PRC Section 21083.3.2). Information may also
be available from the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred
Lands File (SLF) per PRC Section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources
Information System (CHRIS) administered by the California Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP). Please also note that PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains provisions
specific to confidentiality.

Pursuant to Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), 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 Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). This
list includes tribes that requested notification pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52). The
City of Fresno mailed notices of the proposed project to each of these tribes on March
27, 2024, which included the required 90-day time period for tribes to request
consultation, which ended on June 24, 2024. All tribes that were contacted declined
consultation.
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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.

O | Aesthetics O | Agriculture and Forestry Resources
O | Air Quality [0 | Biological Resources

O | Cultural Resources O | Energy

O | Geology/Soils 0 | Greenhouse Gas Emissions
O | Hazards and Hazardous Materials O | Hydrology/Water Quality

O | Land Use/Planning J | Mineral Resources

O | Noise J | Population/Housing

O | Public Services O | Recreation

O | Transportation 1 | Tribal Cultural Resources
O | Utilities/Service Systems O | Wildfire

O | Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X | 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.

Kutht Kachadourian 10/25/2024

Ralph Kachadourian, Supervising Planner Date

1.

2.

3.

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

a. “No Impact” means the specific impact category does not apply to the
project, or that the record sufficiently demonstrates that project specific
factors or general standards applicable to the project will result in no impact
for 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. For purposes of this Initial Study “mitigation incorporated
into the project” means mitigation developed specifically for an individual
project.

d. “Potentially Significant Impact” means there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant related to the threshold under consideration.

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).

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, another CEQA
process, 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 another
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.

. 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
significance.



Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, 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
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
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

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

A scenic vista is a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued
landscape for the public’s benefit. The City’s approved General Plan identifies six
locations along the San Joaquin River bluffs as designated vista points from which
views should be maintained. Scenic vistas within the Planning Area could provide
distant views of features such as the San Joaquin River to the north and the foothills
of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east.

The proposed project sites consist of two adjoining parcels totaling approximately
2.26 acres located at the northeast corner of East McKinley and North Fine Avenues
in the eastern-central portion of the City of Fresno. The project sites are surrounded
by single- and multi-family residences, a public park, commercial service buildings,



b)

and commercial office buildings, and consist of a commercial office building, parking
lot, ornamental landscaping, an undeveloped building pad, and off-site improvements.
A man-made canal, locally referred to as Mill Ditch, is located south of the project sites
across East McKinley Avenue. The project sites and surrounding area are relatively
flat in elevation. The proposed project would include the amendment of the Fresno
General Plan Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project parcels
from the IL zoning designation to the CC zoning designation. No new physical
improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project. However, it is
reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be
developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Any future development would be
subject to separate environmental review and entitlement approval. The project sites
are not located within any of the scenic vista points identified in the City's General
Plan. Furthermore, the proposed project would not significantly affect or block a
potentially scenic vista in the city. Therefore, the proposed project would have no
impact.

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) State Scenic
Highway Mapping System,! there are no eligible or officially designated State Scenic
Highways within the City of Fresno. Fresno County has three eligible State Scenic
Highways; the nearest eligible highways include a portion of State Route 180, located
approximately 7 miles east of the City, and a portion of State Route 168, located
approximately 5 miles east of City. The nearest officially designated State Scenic
Highway is located more than 30 miles northeast of the City within Madera County.
Since there are no eligible or officially designated State Scenic Highways in close
proximity to the project sites, implementation of the proposed project would not
damage scenic resources within a designated state scenic highway. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no impact.

In non-urbanized areas, 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 sites are located in a predominantly commercial area that currently
consists of commercial office buildings, commercial service buildings, a public park,
and single- and multi-family residences. The proposed project would amend the

1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2023. Scenic Highways: California State Scenic
Highways. Available at: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-
livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways. Accessed January 2024.
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d)

Fresno General Plan Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project
parcels located at the northeast corner of East McKinley and North Fine Avenues from
the IL zoning designation to the CC zoning designation. No new physical
improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project; therefore, the proposed
project would not change the visual characteristics of the project sites. However, it is
reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be
developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Any future development would be
subject to separate environmental review and entitlement approval. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no impact.

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

The project sites are located in a commercial area subject to preexisting exterior
lighting from surrounding developments and existing street lighting. As discussed
previously, no new physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed
project. However, it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would
allow the area to be developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation
rather than the uses that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning
designation. Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for
the construction of up to approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the
project sites; however, specific design plans are currently not known. Future CC uses
may result in the installation of additional outdoor lighting within the project area.
Outdoor lighting is required to comply with the Municipal Code Section 15-2015
(Outdoor Lighting and Illumination) to avoid creating a new source of substantial light
or glare. Further, any future development would be subject to separate environmental
review and entitlement approval. The proposed project would not create a new source
of light and glare, and therefore the proposed project would have no impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

11



. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant ghitican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact 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 (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared X
pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monito-ring Program
of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson X
Act contract?

c¢) 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 X
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 X
non-forest use?

12



Less Than

Potentially Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant S'gh',‘llf!ca“.t With | gignificant | No
Impact itigation Impact mpact
Incorporated

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

forest use?

DISCUSSION

a)

b)

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 entire project sites and surrounding area are underlain by land designated by the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP)? as Urban and Built-Up Land. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use, and the proposed project would have
no impact.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

The project sites are not within an agricultural zoning designation. The project sites
are currently in the City’s Light Industrial zoning designation, which accommodates 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 proposed project would rezone the project parcels to the CC zoning
designation, which accommodates medium-scale retail, office, civic and entertainment
uses, supermarkets, drug stores and supporting uses. The project sites are not subject
to a Williamson Act contract. 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.

2 California Department of Conservation. 2016. California Important Farmland Finder. Available at:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed January 2024.

3 City of Fresno. 2014. Fresno General Plan. December 18. Available at: https://www.fresno.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2023/03/upload temp Consolidated-GP-10-13-2022 compressed.pdf. Accessed

January 2024.
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c)

d)

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 sites are located within an existing commercial area and currently located
in the City’s IL zoning district in the city of Fresno. The proposed project would rezone
the project parcels to the CC zoning designation. The proposed project area does not
contain forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned as Timberland Production;
therefore, it 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.

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

Please refer to threshold discussion Il.c, above. The proposed project would not result
in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses because the
site is not forested nor is it located near a forested area. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact.

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 threshold discussions Il.a and Il.c, above. The project sites are located
within an existing commercial area and would not result in the conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural uses or forest land to non-forest uses. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.
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. Less Than
Potentially Sianificant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant ghitican Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact 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

(SJVAPCD) 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 X
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative
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) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

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 region, county, or city 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 San Joaquin
Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) into attainment, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
Districts (SJVAPCD) adopted the 2022 Plan for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone Standard in

15



December 2022 to satisfy Clean Air Act requirements and ensure attainment of the 70
parts per billion (ppb) 8-hour ozone standard.

To assure the SJVAB'’s continued attainment of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) respirable particulate matter (particulate matter less than 10 microns
in diameter [PM10]) standard, the SUIVAPCD adopted the 2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan
in September 2007. SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions) is
designed to reduce PM1o emissions generated by human activity. The SUIVAPCD
adopted the 2018 plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 fine particulate matter (particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter [PM2s]) standard to address the USEPA
federal annual PM2 5 standard of 12 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?3), established
in 2012.

The SJVAPCD has established project construction and operational emissions
thresholds for criteria pollutants (Table 1).* For a project to be consistent with
SJVAPCD attainment plans, the pollutants emitted from project operation should not
exceed the SJVAPCD daily thresholds, the project should not cause a significant
impact on air quality, or the project must already have been included in the attainment
plans projection. As discussed below, emissions associated with the construction or
operation of the proposed project would not result in the generation of criteria air
pollutants that would exceed SJVAPCD thresholds of significance.

Table 1: SUVAPCD Project Construction and Operational
Emission Thresholds

co NOx ROG | SOx PMio | PM2s
Annual Construction Emissions* 100.0 | 10.0 |10.0 |27.0 |15.0 |15.0

Annual Operational Emissions* 100.0 | 10.0 |10.0 |[27.0 |15.0 |15.0

Source: SUIVAPCD (2015)
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; ROG = reactive organic gas; SOx = sulfur oxides
*Emission units = Tons per Year (tpy)

The proposed project would include the amendment of the Fresno General Plan Land
Use Map and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project parcels at the northeast
corner of East McKinley and North Fine Avenues to the CC zoning designation. No
new physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project. Since the
proposed project would not result in any new construction activities or new
development, the proposed project would not generate construction or operational
emissions and would not exceed SJVAPCD criteria pollutant thresholds. However, it
is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to
be developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,

4 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2015. Air Quality Thresholds of
Significance — Criteria Pollutants. Available at: http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/0714-GAMAQI-
Criteria-Pollutant-Thresholds-of-Significance.pdf. Accessed January 2024.
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b)

reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Any future development would be
subject to separate environmental review and entitlement approval. The proposed
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of SJVAPCD air quality
plans. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

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?

CEQA defines a cumulative impact as two or more individual effects, which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts. Therefore, if annual emissions of construction- or operational-
related criteria air pollutants exceed any applicable threshold established by the
SJVAPCD, the proposed project would result in a cumulatively significant impact. As
discussed above, the proposed project would not exceed SJVAPCD established
significance thresholds for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), reactive
organic gases (ROG), sulfur oxides (SOx), PM1o, or PM2s emissions during project
construction or operation because no physical improvements are proposed. However,
it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to
be developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. It is anticipated that the reasonably
foreseeable future construction of CC uses rather than IL uses at the project sites
would result in less stationary sources of pollutant emissions. Further, any future
development would be subject to separate environmental review and entitlement
approval. The proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
non-attainment. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The proposed project would include the amendment of the Fresno General Plan Land
Use Map and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project parcels at the northeast
corner of East McKinley and North Fine Avenues. No new physical improvements
would occur as a result of the proposed project. The project would not result in
construction or operational emissions that could expose surrounding sensitive
receptors to airborne particulates, and sensitive receptors would not be exposed to
substantial pollutant concentrations as a result of the proposed project. However, it is
reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be
developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. It is anticipated that the reasonably
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d)

foreseeable future construction of CC uses rather than IL uses at the project sites
would result in less stationary sources of pollutant emissions near sensitive receptor
locations. Further, any future development would be subject to separate
environmental review and entitlement approval. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no impact.

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

No new physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project.
However, it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow
the area to be developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather
than the uses that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation.
Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the
construction of up to approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the
project sites; however, specific design plans are currently not known. Any future
development would be subject to separate environmental review and entitlement
approval. In addition, the proposed project is not expected to produce any offensive
odors that would result in frequent odor complaints because substantial odor-
generating sources are notincluded as an allowable use in the CC zoning designation,
such as land uses including agricultural activities, feedlots, wastewater treatment
facilities, landfills, or heavy manufacturing uses. Since the proposed project would not
result in any new construction activities or new development, the proposed project
would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people during
project construction or operation. Therefore, the proposed project would have no
impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

. Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant Mitiqati Significant
Impact itigation Imoact Impact
P Incorporated P

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 X
species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
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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 Game or US 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?

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

a)

b)

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 project sites are located in a predominantly commercial area that currently
consists of commercial office buildings, commercial service buildings, a public park,
and single- and multi-family residences. Based on the location and extent of existing
development and disturbance, the project sites do not provide suitable habitat for
special-status animal species. Common wildlife species that are adapted to urban
environments are expected to continue to use the site and vicinity after
redevelopment. No new physical improvements would occur as a result of the
proposed project, and the proposed project would not result in direct or indirect
adverse effects to special-status plants or wildlife. It is reasonably foreseeable that the
proposed zoning change would allow the area to be developed with uses allowed
under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses that would have been allowed
under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future
development would allow for the construction of up to approximately 98,445 square
feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however, specific design plans are
currently not known. Any future development would be subject to separate
environmental review and entitlement approval. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no impact.

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?

Future development that occurs in the vicinity of the San Joaquin River, its tributaries,
any lakes or streams, and/or open grasslands with seasonal wetlands may result in a
significant impact to riparian habitat or a special-status natural community. No riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community occurs within the project sites, or within
the vicinity of the project sites. Further, no new physical improvements would occur
as a result of the proposed project. However, it is reasonably foreseeable that the
proposed zoning change would allow the area to be developed with uses allowed
under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses that would have been allowed
under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future
development would allow for the construction of up to approximately 98,445 square
feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however, specific design plans are
currently not known. Because there is no riparian vegetation or a sensitive natural
community within the project sites, future development is not expected to have a
substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities.
Nevertheless, any future development would be subject to separate environmental
review and entittement approval. Therefore, the proposed project would have no
impact.

20



c)

d)

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?

Future development that occurs in the vicinity of the San Joaquin River corridor may
result in significant impacts to protected wetlands. No aquatic resources occur within
the project sites, or within the vicinity of the project sites. No new physical
improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project. However, it is
reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be
developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Because there are no wetlands within
the project sites, future development is not expected to have a substantial adverse
effect on riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities. Nevertheless, any future
development would be subject to separate environmental review and entitlement
approval and approval. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

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?

Open space areas, undeveloped land, and agricultural land are mainly located along
the boundaries of the city, particularly near the northern boundary along the San
Joaquin River corridor. The San Joaquin River corridor functions as a wildlife
movement corridor for a number of terrestrial and aquatic mammals and birds. The
San Joaquin River corridor facilitates movement of wildlife species from the city to the
Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east and open agricultural land to the west.

There is not a wildlife movement corridor within or adjacent to the project sites;
however, migratory birds may use the scattered trees present within the project sites.
No new physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project.
However, it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow
the area to be developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather
than the uses that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation.
Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the
construction of up to approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the
project sites; however, specific design plans are currently not known. Because there
are no wildlife movement corridors within the project sites, future development is not
expected to have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or sensitive natural
communities. Nevertheless, any future development would be subject to separate
environmental review and entittement and approval. Therefore, the proposed project
would not interfere substantially with the movement of the migratory birds that may
temporarily use these trees. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.
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e) 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 would not conflict with any of the existing
ordinances because the proposed project does not require the removal of any trees
that would require replanting. However, it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed
zoning change would allow the area to be developed with uses allowed under the CC
zoning designation rather than the uses that would have been allowed under the

existing IL zoning designation. Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future development
would allow for the construction of up to approximately 98,445 square feet of
commercial uses on the project sites; however, specific design plans are currently not

known. Any future development would be subject to the provisions of the City’s
Municipal Code regarding trees on public property (Article 3 of Section 13 of the City
of Fresno Municipal Code) and separate environmental review and entitlement and

approval. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

f) 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 Pacific Gas and Electric (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 County. This HCP covers PG&E activities that 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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The project

sites are not located within the covered area of any HCP, Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other adopted local, regional, or state HCP. Therefore,
the project and any reasonably foreseeable future development would not conflict with

the provisions of the PG&E HCP, and the proposed project would have no impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

5 Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E). 2006. PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operation & Maintenance Habitat
Conservation Plan. Available at: https://ecos.fws.gov/docs/plan_documents/thcp/thcp 838.pdf.
Accessed January 2024.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?

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

c) Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

DISCUSSION

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource

pursuant to Section 15064.5?

A historical resource, as defined by CEQA, includes one or more of the following
criteria: 1) the resource is listed, or found eligible for listing in, the CRHR; 2) listed in
a local register of historical resources as defined by 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.

The project sites are currently developed with an existing commercial office building
and associated site improvements. The proposed project would be limited to the
amendment of the Fresno General Plan Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map to
rezone the two project parcels at the northeast corner of East McKinley and North
Fine Avenues. No new physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed
project; therefore, the proposed project would not result in removal or disturbance of
existing buildings or structures, and the proposed project would not result in potential
impacts to known or unknown historical resources. However, it is reasonably
foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be developed
with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses that would
have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore, reasonably
foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Any future development would be
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b)

subject to separate environmental review and entitlement approval and this zoning
would not interfere with any protective measures regarding historical resources.
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

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” (PRC Section 21083.2). The proposed
project would be limited to the amendment of the Fresno General Plan Land Use Map
and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project parcels at the northeast corner of
East McKinley and North Fine Avenues. No new physical improvements would occur
as a result of the proposed project, and the proposed project would not result in direct
impacts on known or unknown buried archaeological resources. However, it is
reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be
developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Any future development would be
subject to separate environmental review and entitlement approval. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no impact.

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. The proposed project would be limited to the amendment of the
Fresno General Plan Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project
parcels at the northeast corner of East McKinley and North Fine Avenues. No new
physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project, and the
proposed project would not disturb human remains. However, it is reasonably
foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be developed
with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses that would
have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore, reasonably
foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Any future development would be
subject to separate environmental review and entittement and approval and future
development projects would be subject to best practices for avoiding disturbance of
human remains as detailed in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.
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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
or local plan for renewable energy X
or energy efficiency?

DISCUSSION

a)

b)

Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

The proposed project would be limited to the amendment of the Fresno General Plan
Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project parcels at the
northeast corner of East McKinley and North Fine Avenues to the CC zoning
designation. No new physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed
project, and the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction or operation.
However, it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow
the area to be developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather
than the uses that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation.
Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the
construction of up to approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the
project sites; however, specific design plans are currently not known. Future
development would be required to comply with applicable building and energy codes
and would be subject to separate environmental review and entitiement and approval.
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The proposed project would be required to comply with the California Green Building
Standards Code (CALGreen; California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part 11)
and California Energy Code (CCR Title 24, Part 6), which include provisions related
to insulation and design aimed at minimizing energy consumption. No new physical
improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project. However, it is
reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be
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developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up to
approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites; however,
specific design plans are currently not known. Future development would be required
to comply with applicable energy efficient building design standards and would be
subject to separate environmental review and entitiement approval.

Reasonably foreseeable future development allowed under the proposed zoning
designation would be required to comply with relevant energy-efficient policies.
However, the proposed project is limited to the amendment of the Fresno General
Plan Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map to rezone the two project parcels at the
northeast corner of East McKinley and North Fine Avenues to the CC zoning
designation. No new physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed
project, and the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct state and local
plans for energy efficiency and renewable energy. Therefore, the proposed project

would have no impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are not required.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
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Less Than
Significant
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No
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VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Wo

uld the project:

a) Directly or Indirectly cause
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

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?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?
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iv) Landslides? X

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

Less Than
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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 X
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive saill,
as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), X
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 X
or site or unique geologic feature?

DISCUSSION

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

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.

Fault ruptures are generally expected to occur along active fault traces that have
exhibited signs of recent geological movement (i.e., in the last 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 sites are not located within an Alquist-Priolo

27



Earthquake Fault Zone. In addition, no known active or potentially active faults or
fault traces are located in the project vicinity. The nearest active fault is the Nunez
Fault, approximately 50 miles to the southwest of the City of Fresno. No new
physical improvements would occur as a result of the proposed project, and the
proposed project would not expose people or structures to risk as a result of fault
rupture. However, it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed zoning change
would allow the area to be developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning
designation rather than the uses that would have been allowed under the existing
IL zoning designation. Therefore, reasonably foreseeable future development
would allow for the construction of up to approximately 98,445 square feet of
commercial uses on the project sites; however, specific design plans are currently
not known. Any future development would be required to comply with applicable
California Building Code (CBC) requirements and other applicable engineering
practices to reduce the risk associated with seismic activity. Further, any future
development would be subject to separate environmental review and entitlement
approval. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

The City of Fresno is located in an area with a historically low to moderate level of
seismicity; however, strong ground shaking could occur within the project sites
during seismic events, and occurrences have the possibility to result in significant
impacts. Major seismic activity along the nearby Great Valley Fault Zone, the
Nunez Fault, or other associated faults could affect the project sites through strong
seismic ground shaking. No new physical improvements would occur as a result
of the proposed project, and the proposed project would not expose people or
structures to risk as a result of seismic ground shaking. However, it is reasonably
foreseeable that the proposed zoning change would allow the area to be
developed with uses allowed under the CC zoning designation rather than the uses
that would have been allowed under the existing IL zoning designation. Therefore,
reasonably foreseeable future development would allow for the construction of up
to approximately 98,445 square feet of commercial uses on the project sites;
however, specific design plans are currently not known. Any future development
would be required to comply with applicable CBC requirements and other
applicable engineering practices to reduce the risk associated with seismic ground
shaking. Further, any future development would be subject to separate
environmental review and entittement approval. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no impact.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

The predominant soils within the City of Fresno consist of varying combinations of
loose/very soft to very dense/hard silts, clays, sands, and gravels. Groundwater
has been encountered near the ground surface in close proximity to water-filled
features such as canals, ditches, ponds, and lakes. Based on these
characteristics, the potential for soil liquefaction within the city ranges from very
low to moderate due to the variable density of the subsurface soils and the
presence of shallow groundwater. In addition to liquefaction, the city could be
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