
Planning and Development Department 

2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor, Room 3065 Keith Bergthold, Interim Director 
Fresno, California 93721-3604 
(559) 621-8003, FAX (559) 498-1012 

October 2,2008 

Mr. Dennis L. Simonian 
2629 S. Clovis Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93725 

Dirk Poeschel Land Development Services, Inc. 
923 Van Ness Ave., Suite 200 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Subject: Southeast Growth Area Landowner Plan Modification 

Dear Mr. Simonian and Mr. Poeschel: 

We received your SEGA Preferred Alternative 2 - Landowner Plan Modification ("Plan Modification") 
application by the deadline of September 4, 2008. 

Your Plan Modifications has been formally accepted for processing and has been given the application 
processing identification code A-08-14. To allow the Council to formally consider and potentially 
approve your proposed Plan Modification, your Plan Modification, as well as all others properly 
submitted, will be: 

(I)	 Assessed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the SEGA Specific Plan; and 

(2)	 Evaluated by City Planning Staff in a staff report to accompany presentation of the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan. 

The Project Description in the EIR will describe each proposed Plan Modification. The landowner
 
suggested modifications will be characterized as options to the implementation of the SEGA Preferred
 
Plan (Alternative 2). The Council will be presented with all Plan Modifications when considering
 
certification of the EIR and approval of the SEGA Specific Plan. At that time, Council mayor may
 
not approve the SEGA Specific Plan with or without your Plan Modification.
 

The City will provide you with a notice by mail for all future proceedings or events where the City
 
provides public notice for review and approval of the Draft SEGA Specific Plan and the ElR.
 
Although the following dates may be subject to change, the City has established the following tentative
 
timelines for the review and approval ofthe SEGA Specific Plan and EIR:
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SEGA Landowner Plan Modification Response 
October 2, 2008 
Page 2 of2 

June 2009 Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR released to the public for a 45-day public 
review period. The Draft Specific Plan released. 

July 2009 Public presentation of the Draft SEGA Specific Plan to the Fresno 
Planning Commission. 

City to conduct separate public meeting to receive comments on the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR. 

November 2009 Planning Commission and Council hearings to consider Draft SEGA 
Specific Plan for approval and certification of EIR. 

If you have any questions, please contact Keith Bergthold, at (559) 621-8049 or 
keith.bergthold@fresno.gov and/or Mike Sanchez at (559) 621-8040 or mike.sanchez@fresno.gov. 

Sincerely, 

/~td
 
Keith Bergthold 

Cc:	 Andy Souza 
Kathy Phelan 
Mike Sanchez 
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Planning and Development Department 

2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor, Room 3065 Keith Bergthold, Interim Director 
Fresno, California 93721-3604 
(559) 621-8003, FAX (559) 498-1012 

October 2, 2008 

Ralph and Frances Reitz 
1080 S. Temperance Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Subject: Southeast Growth Area Landowner Plan Modification 

Dear Mr. and Ms Reitz: 

We received your SEGA Preferred Alternative 2 - Landowner Plan Modification ("Plan Modification") 
application by the deadline of September 4, 2008. 

Your Plan Modifications has been formally accepted for processing and has been given the application 
processing identification code A-08-20. To allow the Council to formally consider and potentially 
approve your proposed Plan Modification, your Plan Modification, as well as all others properly 
submitted, will be: 

(l)	 Assessed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the SEGA Specific Plan; and 

(2)	 Evaluated by City Planning Staff in a staff report to accompany presentation of the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan. 

The Project Description in the EIR will describe each proposed Plan Modification. The landowner
 
suggested modifications will be characterized as options to the implementation of the SEGA Preferred
 
Plan (Alternative 2). The Council will be presented with all Plan Modifications when considering
 
certification of the EIR and approval of the SEGA Specific Plan. At that time, Council mayor may
 
not approve the SEGA Specific Plan with or without your Plan Modification.
 

The City will provide you with a notice by mail for all future proceedings or events where the City
 
provides public notice for review and approval of the Draft SEGA Specific Plan and the EIR.
 
Although the following dates may be subject to change, the City has established the following tentative
 
timelines for the review and approval of the SEGA Specific Plan and EIR:
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SEGA Landowner Plan Modification Response 
October 2, 2008 
Page 2 of2 

June 2009 Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR released to the public for a 45-day public 
review period. The Draft Specific Plan released. 

July 2009 Public presentation of the Draft SEGA Specific Plan to the Fresno 
Planning Commission. 

City to conduct separate public meeting to receive comments on the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR. 

November 2009 Planning Cornn1ission and Council hearings to consider Draft SEGA 
Specific Plan for approval and certification of EIR. 

If you have any questions, please contact Keith Bergthold, at (559) 621-8049 or 
keith.bergthold@fresno.gov and/or Mike Sanchez at (559) 621-8040 or mike.sanchez@fresno.gov. 

Sincerely, 

-Ie/(
 

Cc:	 Andy Souza 
Kathy Phelan 
Mike Sanchez 
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From: markreitz1@aol.com [mailto:markreitz1@aol.com]  

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 1:59 PM 
To: Arnoldo Rodriguez 

Subject: Re: SEGA Plan - Temperance Between Church and California 

 
Did you receive this email from me back in August?  Would it be appropriate for my father and possibly 
the other people who followed this process back in 2008 when the SEQA plan was being adopted and 
paid the $4,200 fee, write a letter to the Planning Department requesting the fee be returned since this 
Plan Modification process was not followed?  Thanks 
  
 -----Original Message----- 
From: Mark Reitz <markreitz1@aol.com> 
To: arnoldo.rodriguez <arnoldo.rodriguez@fresno.gov> 
Sent: Mon, Aug 25, 2014 12:01 am 
Subject: Fwd: SEGA Plan - Temperance Between Church and California 
I sent this email with attached letters, correspondence, and figures back on May 1, 2014.  I have reviewed 
the draft general plan and draft EIR for the general plan and didn't ready see any of the proposed  five 
different specific alternative land use changes addressed under the application process we each paid 
$4,200 to have considered.  As it appears this process was not followed or was not considered relevant 
or necessary, we would like you to consider returning our fee paid for these applications for the 
SEGA  land use plan changes.  Thanks for your consideration of this request. 
 
Mark Reitz 
559-905-4523 
Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: markreitz1@aol.com 
Date: August 8, 2014 at 2:45:24 PM PDT 
To: mark.reitz@aecom.com 
Subject: Fwd: SEGA Plan - Temperance Between Church and California 

 -----Original Message----- 
From: markreitz1 <markreitz1@aol.com> 
To: arnoldo.rodriguez <arnoldo.rodriguez@fresno.gov> 
Sent: Thu, May 1, 2014 8:15 am 
Subject: Fwd: SEGA Plan - Temperance Between Church and California 
Please confirm that you got this. Thanks 
  
As we discussed last night enclosed are three documents I have sent over the last 5 years to the city 
regarding our input to the proposed plan for this area under the new proposed general plans. Also 
enclosed are the documents related to the Plan Modifications we submitted back in 2008 with the fee of 
$4,200 for the city to consider our proposal.  There is a color map in these documents that shows the 5 
Plan Modification received by the city.  Please review and pass this on to whomever needs to review and 
comment on our requests.  Please call or email me with any questions or to provide me with updates to 
the schedule for review of the proposed General Plan and Environmental documents.  Thanks 
  
Mark Reitz PE 
559-905-4523 
markreitz1@aol.com  

 

mailto:markreitz1@aol.com
mailto:mark.reitz@aecom.com
mailto:markreitz1@aol.com
mailto:arnoldo.rodriguez@fresno.gov
mailto:markreitz1@aol.com
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City of 

~~...~I~rnE-;;R,.V Planning and Development Department 

2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor, Room 3065 Keith Bergthold, Interim Director 
Fresno, California 93721-3604 
(559) 621-8003, FAX (559) 498-1012 

October 2, 2008 

Greg T. Gaddie Et. AI. 
1125 S. DeWolf Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Subject: Southeast Growth Area Landowner Plan Modification 

Dear Mr. Gaddie: 

We received your SEGA Preferred Alternative 2 - Landowner Plan Modification ("Plan Modification") 
application by the deadline of September 4, 2008. 

Your Plan Modifications has been formally accepted for processing and has been given the application 
processing identification code A-08-24. To allow the Council to formally consider and potentially 
approve your proposed Plan Modification, your Plan Modification, as well as all others properly 
submitted, will be: 

(l)	 Assessed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the SEGA Specific Plan; and 

(2)	 Evaluated by City Planning Staff in a staff report to accompany presentation of the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan. 

The Project Description in the EIR will describe each proposed Plan Modification. The landowner
 
suggested modifications will be characterized as options to the implementation of the SEGA Preferred
 
Plan (Alternative 2). The Council will be presented with all Plan Modifications when considering
 
certification of the EIR and approval of the SEGA Specific Plan. At that time, Council mayor may
 
not approve the SEGA Specific Plan with or without your Plan Modification.
 

The City will provide you with a notice by mail for all future proceedings or events where the City
 
provides public notice for review and approval of the Draft SEGA Specific Plan and the EIR.
 
Although the following dates may be subject to change, the City has established the following tentative
 
timelines for the review and approval of the SEGA Specific Plan and EIR:
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SEGA Landowner Plan Modification Response 
October 2, 2008 
Page 2 of2 

June 2009 Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR released to the public for a 45-day public 
review period. The Draft Specific Plan released. 

July 2009 Public presentation of the Draft SEGA Specific Plan to the Fresno 
Planning Commission. 

City to conduct separate public meeting to receive comments on the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR. 

November 2009 Planning Commission and Council hearings to consider Draft SEGA 
Specific Plan for approval and certification ofEIR. 

If you have any questions, please contact Keith Bergthold, at (559) 621-8049 or 
keith.bergthold@fresno.gov and/or Mike Sanchez at (559) 621-8040 or mike.sanchez@fresno.gov. 

;:~~~
 
Keith Bergthold 

Cc:	 Andy Souza 
Kathy Phelan 
Mike Sanchez 



Planning and Development Department 

2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor, Room 3065 Keith Bergthold, Interim Director 
Fresno, California 93721-3604 
(559) 621-8003, FAX (559) 498-1012 

October 2, 2008 

BN Childers 115 LP 
7030 N. Fruit Ave, Suite 101 
Fresno CA 93711 

Bonadel1 e Homes, Inc. 
7030 N Fruit Ave, Suite 101 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Subject: Southeast Growth Area Landowner Plan Modification 

Dear Applicant: 

We received your SEGA Preferred Alternative 2 - Landowner Plan Modification ("Plan Modification") 
application by the deadline of September 4, 2008. 

Your Plan Modifications has been formally accepted for processing and has been given the application 
processing identification code A-08-25. To allow the Council to formally consider and potentially 
approve your proposed Plan Modification, your Plan Modification, as well as all others properly 
submitted, will be: 

(l)	 Assessed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the SEGA Specific Plan; and 

(2)	 Evaluated by City Planning Staff in a staff report to accompany presentation of the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan. 

The Project Description in the EIR will describe each proposed Plan Modification. The landowner
 
suggested modifications will be characterized as options to the implementation of the SEGA Preferred
 
Plan (Alternative 2). The Council will be presented with all Plan Modifications when considering
 
certification of the EIR and approval of the SEGA Specific Plan. At that time, Council mayor may
 
not approve the SEGA Specific Plan with or without your Plan Modification.
 

The City will provide you with a notice by mail for all future proceedings or events where the City
 
provides public notice for review and approval of the Draft SEGA Specific Plan and the EIR.
 
Although the following dates may be subject to change, the City has established the following tentative
 
timelines for the review and approval of the SEGA Specific Plan and EIR:
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SEGA Landowner Plan Modification Response 
October 2,2008 
Page 2 of2 

June 2009 Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR released to the public for a 45-day public 
review period. The Draft Specific Plan released. 

July 2009 Public presentation ofthe Draft SEGA Specific Plan to the Fresno 
Planning Commission. 

City to conduct separate public meeting to receive comments on the 
Draft SEGA Specific Plan EIR. 

November 2009	 Planning Commission and Council hearings to consider Draft SEGA 
Specific Plan for approval and certification ofEIR. 

If you have any questions, please contact Keith Bergthold, at (559) 621-8049 or 
keith.bergthold@fresno.gov and/or Mike Sanchez at (559) 621-8040 or mike.sanchez@fresno.gov. 

~4

Keith Bergthold ~ 

Cc:	 Andy Souza 
Kathy Phelan 
Mike Sanchez 
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4949 E. Kings Canyon Road | Fresno, CA 93727-3812 | (559) 244-5710 | FresnoBHC.org 

August 17, 2014 
 
 
 
Jennifer Clark, 
AICP, Director, Development and Resource Management Department 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 
  

Dear Ms. Clark, 
 
We are writing to provide comments to the City of Fresno Draft General Plan (Draft Plan). We thank you for 
the opportunity to provide comments and to work closely with you to make sure we have a strong plan in 
place that prioritizes the future of our City’s younger generation. We submit this comments as a coalition of 
youth focused on identifying and advocating for improved youth services and programs in our city.  
 
Our work up to date has focused on investigating the fact that youth feel that there aren’t many youth 
opportunities for employment, enrichment programs and safety in their neighborhoods and at their parks. 
We have conducted a survey of 406 young people of South Fresno that we would like to share with you that 
identifies priorities.  We have also launched the Youth Power’d campaign as grassroots led effort to make 
healthy youth development a priority in the city of Fresno. 
 
We are in support of a Final General Plan that focuses on existing neighborhoods, our neighborhoods. We 
live in South Fresno and would like to see more investment and improved partnership with City officials in 
ways that result in real action. We don’t want to see our neighborhoods continue to deteriorate or feel like 
we can’t have pride of the place we call home. We don’t want our young peers, friends and family members 
to leave Fresno. We want to work towards creating One Healthy Fresno so that those of us can have a stable 
and bright future in this City.  
 
Job Training Programs for Youth 
We would like to see our City work towards creating opportunities for youth to have access to workforce 
development, job training and to help us connect to jobs. While we are in support of implementing policy 
ED-4-c of “Job Training Program Incentives. Strive to create a program to provide incentive for local 
businesses to offer internship, mentoring, and apprenticeship programs to high school and college students 
in partnership with California State University, Fresno and other educational institutions and major 
employers” we ask that this policy be further strengthened to actually create a program and provide 
incentives to businesses, public institutions and community organizations to offer paid internship 
opportunities. In authorizing the creation of such a program, we also ask the City ensure that youth voices 
have an equal seat at the table to ensure success of this program. We would like to be equally engaged in 
this process because we are intimately aware of barriers and challenges that limit our ability to have access 
to appropriate job training programs. 
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4949 E. Kings Canyon Road | Fresno, CA 93727-3812 | (559) 244-5710 | FresnoBHC.org 

 
Improve our Communities 
 
Our work has also focused on improving access to parks and open space. We would like to see more 
opportunities to enjoy park space that has all of the basic amenities. All too often we experience parks with 
damaged or poorly maintained bathrooms, damaged or no sports equipment and broken water fountains. 
Improving access to park and prioritizing the operation and maintenance of existing parks in South Fresno 
would go a long way in the City’s quest to revitalize established neighborhoods. We hope that the Final 
General Plan includes policies that explicitly prioritize our neighborhoods for parks and open space 
investments and proper operation and maintenance.  
 
There are also some canals in our neighborhoods around Belmont and Fulton Streets that would benefit 
from beautification efforts, trails and/or installation of barriers to protect children and youth from falling 
into the water. We also feel we can use investments along our canals to be used as trails and to provide for 
walking opportunities.  
 
Address Abandoned Homes in our Neighborhoods 
 
We have noticed that our neighborhoods have many abandoned homes and we would like the City to 
address this issue. Abandoned homes invite crime, drug deals and become dumping grounds. The City 
should require the home owners to adequately maintain their properties so that they don’t continue to 
impact our community in negative ways. We also think that the City should help our community renovate 
abandoned homes and use them for positive purposes. Improvements such as bike lanes in South Fresno, 
more street lights, better green space opportunities for young people and their families to play since 
sometimes parks are too far some community members to walk to would be of benefit to areas where 
abandoned homes are of plenty.  
 
Thank you for considering our comments. We would like to have a key role in shaping the future of our 
City. We want to take pride in where we live, go to school, work and play. If you have any questions, please 
contact Fresno Building Healthy Communities organizer Cesar E. Casamayor at 559-244-5170.  
 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
 
Cesar e. Casamayor 



1

Casey Lauderdale

From: Steven Weil <sweilhorizon@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 8:12 AM

To: Trai Her

Subject: Draft City of Fresno 2035 General Plan -- Comment

To City Staff: 

 

As the City of Fresno embarks on a General Plan to line many arterial streets with dense housing, it should, at 

the same time, follow the lead of cities such as San Francisco and adopt specific regulations and procedures in 

the form of an ordinance to protect the residents of those dense corridors, especially children, from harmful air 

quality and noise impacts.  A specific example, from San Francisco, is summarized below: 

Background  

San Francisco Health Code Article 38 Guidance for Project Sponsors  

March 2014 Guidance  

(Supersedes the July 2013 Guidance)  

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may have been  
moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify  
that the link points to the correct  
file and location.

 

Scientific studies have found an association between exposure to particulate matter and significant human health problems, 

including: aggravated asthma; chronic bronchitis; reduced lung function; irregular heartbeat; heart attack; and premature death in 

people with heart or lung disease. Exposure to air pollutants that are carcinogens can also have significant human health 

consequences. For example, exposure to diesel exhaust is an established cause of lung cancer.  

Heart disease and stroke are the first and fourth leading causes of death in the U.S, respectively. Air pollution affects heart health 

and can trigger heart attacks and strokes that cause disability and death. One in three Americans has heart or blood vessel disease 

and is at higher risk of heart attacks or strokes from air pollution. Impacts on the lungs may take several forms. Short-term effects 

include deficits in lung function that can limit breathing, especially during exercise. Irritants may cause airway constriction or chest 

tightening that is uncomfortable or limiting to normal activity. These changes in lung function sometimes have underlying lung tissue 

inflammation which over the long term may lead to chronic lung disease. Exposure to air pollutants may be a contributing factor to 

leading causes of death recorded for San Francisco’s population (ischemic heart disease; lung, bronchus and tracheal cancers; 

cerebrovascular disease; chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; hypertensive heart disease and lower respiratory infection).  

Persons living in close proximity to air pollution sources, such as freeways or busy roadways, have poorer lung functions and are 

more susceptible to develop asthma and other respiratory problems, compared with persons living at a greater distance from air 

pollution sources. The California Air Resources Board’s 2005 Land Use Guidance document, Air Quality And Land Use Handbook: A 

Community Health Perspective, reviewed traffic-related air pollution studies and found that particulate matter pollution levels 

decrease by about 70 percent at 500 feet from freeways and high-traffic roadways, defined as urban roads with 100,000 

vehicles/day or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.  

Currently, technologies exist to protect sensitive uses from air pollution health effects. Available and accepted air pollution modeling 

technology allows for the estimation of certain air pollutant concentrations for individual land parcels. Furthermore, available 

building ventilation and engineering systems provide mechanisms to protect indoor environments from the infiltration of ambient 

air pollutants.  
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In 2008, San Francisco Health Code (“Health Code”) Article 38 was adopted to protect the public health and welfare by requiring new 

residential construction projects within a defined Potential Roadway Exposure Zone to estimate concentrations of roadway 

particulate matter air pollution. If warranted by this assessment, Article 38 requires an enhanced ventilation system. This 

requirement has helped the City maintain and increase the stock of infill housing while reducing the risk of human health impacts 

from air pollutants among occupants of, and visitors to, buildings in high air pollution areas.  

 

One of the key elements of such a program is the formulation and adoption of a Potential Roadway Exposure 

Zone Map (Screening Map) such as that shown below for San Francisco: 

 

OPTIONS FOR COMPLYING WITH HEALTH CODE ARTICLE 38  

The Potential Roadway Exposure Zone Map (Screening Map) illustrates shaded parcels that are located within the boundaries of the 

Screening Map. Parcels within the Screening Map boundaries must be further assessed for compliance with the Enhanced 

Ventilation Requirement of Health Code Article 38.  

Project Sponsors may assess the need for enhanced ventilation using any of these three options: Option 1 (Voluntary adherence 

with enhanced ventilation performance standards); or 

Option 2 (Site-specific modeling approach); or 

Option 3 (Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map).  

Potential Roadway Exposure Zone Map (Screening Map)  

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 
 

This concludes my comments. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Steve Weil 

 

Resident within the City of Fresno 2035 General Plan boundary  

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Law Offices of
Richard L, Harriman
1078 Vi¡ Verona Drive
Chico, CA 95973-1031

Telephone: (530) 343-1386
Fncsimile: (530) 343-1155

Email: harrimanlawl@,sbcglobal.net

August 1,8,2014

VIA F'ACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
[Fnx No- (ss9) 4SS-100s]

Jennifer Clark
Department of Planning and Community Development
c/o City Clerk
City ofFresno
2600 Fresno Street
Fresno, California 93'121 

,

Re: City of Fresno General Plan Update
Draft Envirorunental Impact Report (DEIR)
Comments re General PIan Update ÐEIR
Request for Special Written Notice of the Availability of the Final EIR

Gentlepersons:

Because of my long-term interest in land use plarning and proteotion of environmental
rssources in the City of Fresno and the San Joaquin Valley, I have reviewed the proposed

General Plan Update (GPID and the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) datedJ'uly 22,

2014 for the proposed GPU, and other public documents for this Project.

The analysis ofthe Energy Alternatives and Mitigation Measures set forth in Section 15.6

of the DEIR, pp. 15.6-l through 15,6-14 is inadequate, beoause of the lack of an adequate

alternatives analysis of the renewable energy alternatives andbecause the following Policies are

which are too vague and non-specific to be adequate.

Policy RC-8-g. Revolving Energy Fturd. Create a City Energy Fund which uses first year savings

and rebates from completed City-ow¡red Energy efficiency projects to provide tesotuces fc,r

additional energy projects. Dedicate this revolving fund to the sole use of energy efficienc'y
projects that witl pay back into the fund-

Policy RC-S-h. Solar Assistance, Identiff and publicíze infornatiorr about financial mecb,anisms

for private solar installations and provide over-the-counter permittíng for solar installations
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cc: City Councilmembers
Clients

FEDEX ÛFF]CE 51.32 PÊGE Ø2

meeting specified standards, which may include maximum size (in k$ of units that can btr so

approved.
Policy RC-B-i. Renewable Target. Adopt and implerinent a program to increase the use of
renewable energy to meet a given percentage of the City's peak electrÍcal load within a given

time frame

Policy RC-8-j. ÀltEmative Fuel Network. Support the development of a network of integrated

charging and alternate fuel station for both public and private vehicles, and if feasible, open up

municípal stations to the public as part of network development.

The foregoing policies are too vague as to the time frame within which they will be devokped

and achieved. Thore is no quantification of the enetry conservation or reduction that will result

from the foregoing Policies. Finally, since thore are no mitigation measures or mitigation
monitoring program identified in Section 15.6, the foregoing Policies inadequatel)'address the

curnulative impaots from the relia¡rce on fossil fuel energy sources.

Therefore, the GPU DEIR should be revised and amended to inchrde the following mitigation

measure to conserve and reduce the use of fossil fuel energy during the build-out of the Ge;neral

Plan:

:All new industrial development, business parks, tptail-commercial development, multi-fa:mily

and single-family development and public buildings, including rvithout limitation, public turd

private schools and administrative buildings, and other government buildings shall be reqr,rired to

include photo-voltaio and/or solar-thermal energy ofl all buildings and occupied struottueli

suflicient to provide enough electric energy to $erve these buildings during the months of March

through October of each year-" 
:

For the foregoing reasons, this co¡nmentator:submits that the proposed GPU and I,IEIR

for the Fresno General Plan Update should be revised, amencted, and re-circulated before Jinal

adoption and certifioation and submission to the Fresno County Local Agency Formation

Commission for final approval. Please provide special written notice of the availability tcr the

public of the Responses to Comments and the Final EIR at the address on the letterhead above'

Thank you for the opportrrnity to provide comments on these documents-

Respectfully

RICHÀRD
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Casey Lauderdale

From: M Kolstad <marthak@atoz-insurance.com>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:20 AM

To: Trai Her

Subject: City of Fresno General Plan 2035

Hi Tra, 
 
I want to comment on the City of Fresno General Plan for 2035 which is scheduled to 
be voted on Monday, August 18th.  It is obvious that the vote should not take place as it 
has been confirmed that it is still being revised as I write this e/m.  There are many 
parts of the plan that will affect most of the citizens of Fresno in multiple ways—most 
of them invasive and unnecessary.   
 
The public comment period needs to be extended and the Council must not vote until 
they have read the Plan.  When they assume that it is written in the best interests of the 
city instead of the citizens, we waste time, money and resources all at the same time.  
From what I have read, the Plan places way too many restrictions on the citizens by 
micromanaging every aspect of our lives from transportation, to real estate, to 
suggesting what the farmer should plant, to our health—obesity. I heard on the news 
this morning that almost 60% of those who responded to a survey said they wanted 
government out of their lives!  I am not comfortable with bureaucrats and citizen 
members at large who have taken on the task of planning our future based on Federal 
Government guidelines that line their own pockets and restrict my freedom.  This plan 
should be thrown out and common sense planning should be implemented to help 
make Fresno flourish.   
 
 
Martha Kolstad 
A to Z Insurance 

1209 E Shaw Ave 
Fresno, Ca 93710 
559-226-1561 
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Casey Lauderdale

From: Jeff Reid <Jeff.Reid@mccormickbarstow.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:27 PM

To: Trai Her

Subject: General Plan

The following comments is submitted with respect General Plan. 

I recommend that all references in the General Plan to Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreements (VERAs) be 

deleted as they do not constitute feasible CEQA mitigation measures. 

 

 
Jeff Reid 
Attorney 
McCormick Barstow et al LLP  
7647 North Fresno Street  
Fresno, CA 93720  
T (559) 433-2310   |    
www.mccormickbarstow.com 
Jeff.Reid@mccormickbarstow.com  
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Casey Lauderdale

From: Jared Gordon <Jared.Gordon@mccormickbarstow.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:11 PM

To: Trai Her

Subject: Comment on the City of Fresno General Plan Update 2035

To the City of Fresno: 

 

In regards to the 2035 General Plan Update, I write with two comments. 

 

First, it is unclear why written comments must be submitted on or before today, or even if the City of Fresno is legally 

permitted to so limit written comments.  Further public hearings are anticipated to take place, as I understand it, and 

those hearings may uncover new issues or concerns that warrant further written submission.  Given the importance of 

the 2035 General Plan Update, I strongly urge the City of Fresno to extend the comment period until a reasonable time 

following the last public hearing on the 2035 General Plan Update. 

 

Second, I urge the 2035 General Plan Update and its implementing resolutions to include a provision permitting property 

owners to elect to rezone their property to the new zoning, where the zoning of their property has changed as a result 

of the new General Plan.  Such rezoning should be ministerial in nature and not require the approval of the City Council, 

so long as it was requested within three years of the adoption of the 2035 General Plan Update. 

 

Providing for a ministerial zoning revision where a General Plan Update changed zoning was one of the 

recommendations of the City of Fresno Charter Review Committee, of which I was a member.  I recommend that it be 

incorporated into this General Plan Update, regardless of whether comments are further extended. 

 

 

 

JARED  GORDON 

Attorney 
 
McCormick Barstow, LLP 
7647 North Fresno Street 
P.O. Box 28912 
Fresno, CA 93729-8912 
(559) 433-1300 main 
(559) 433-2300 fax 
 
Jared.Gordon@mccormickbarstow.com 

 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  E-mail may contain confidential information that is legally privileged.  Do not read 

this e-mail if you are not the intended recipient.  This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or 

previous e-mail messages attached to it may contain confidential and proprietary information that is legally 

privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended 

recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information 

contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED.  If you have received this transmission 

in error, please immediately notify us by forwarding this to info@mccormickbarstow.com or by telephone at 

(559) 433-1300, and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading or saving it in any 

manner.  Thank you.  
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Casey Lauderdale

From: Arnoldo Rodriguez

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:56 PM

To: Trai Her; Michelle Zumwalt

Subject: General Plan comments

 

 

From: Israel Trejo  

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:14 PM 
To: Arnoldo Rodriguez 

Subject: FW: General Plan Powerpoint 

 

FYI. 

 

From: Gary Nachtigall [mailto:Gary.Nachtigall@fresno.edu]  

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 12:53 PM 

To: Israel Trejo; baroni.kiran@gmail.com; laisne2u@comcast.net; joseleonbarraza@sefceda.org; gigpatta@aol.com; 
michael_rabara@yahoo.com 

Subject: RE: General Plan Powerpoint 

 

Israel, 

Thank you for the GP Powerpoint. 

  

I would like to reiterate a comment I made at the end of the meeting. 

  

With the advent of High Speed Rail depot downtown, every effort should be made to: 

     1) create a transit line to the Yosemite International Airport, to accommodate national and international 

visitors whose destination is the National Parks.  Fresno could be the destination place for visits to the parks 

and connections to L.A. and S.F.  Food and lodging costs are more reasonable in Fresno. 

    2)  focus attention on valley agriculture.  Tulare already accommodates the largest world agricultural expo in 

the nation.  The downtown mall/depot should be designed to accommodate a world class expo for what is 

already world class agriculture that resides here in the Central Valley.  Agricultural displays from all aspects of 

valley agriculture could be a magnet for both L.A. and S.F. citizens. 

    3) highlight our cultural diversity.  Our diversity which is sometimes seen as our problem should become our 

strength.  Perhaps zone for "Little China towns" of all groups with restaurant's and accompanying space for 

these groups to meet as well. 

  

Planning is central in order to get buy-in from all parties involved.  Best wishes. 

Gary 

From: Israel Trejo <Israel.Trejo@fresno.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 8:23 AM 

To: baroni.kiran@gmail.com; laisne2u@comcast.net; joseleonbarraza@sefceda.org; gigpatta@aol.com; 

michael_rabara@yahoo.com; Gary Nachtigall 

Subject: General Plan Powerpoint  

  

Attached, please see the Powerpoint presentation given by Arnoldo at our last meeting. 
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PO Box 7861 
Fresno, CA 93747 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

August 18, 2014 
 

Jennifer Clark, AICP, Director  
Development and Resource Management Department 2600  
Fresno Street, Room 3065  
Fresno, CA 93721 
 
Re: Comments to City of Fresno General Plan Draft 2035 
 
Dear Ms. Clark,  
 
Friends of Calwa, Inc. is a non-profit, community based organization founded in 2009 by 
community residents with the goal to ensure that all people in Calwa will have viable opportunities 
and access to healthy food, transportation, housing, recreation, retail and employment that will 
enable them to live a quality and productive life. Over the last two years we have engaged and 
met with hundreds of community residents to discuss the current status of our community and 
deliberate about the investments required in order to ensure that our community is no longer left 
behind.  
 
As you may know, Calwa is considered a disadvantaged unincorporated community, located 
minutes away from the downtown City of Fresno area. Calwa consists of a county island, an 
incorporated portion, a county service area, and a special park district. This complexity of 
jurisdictional issues has negatively impacted the community in the following ways: 
 

1. Infrastructure Deficits and Service Disparities – Calwa has faced and continues to 
face uphill struggles to attain basic features of safe and healthy neighborhoods.  
 
a. Lack of Sidewalks, Curbs, Drainage and Gutters – the unincorporated area of 

Calwa and portions of the incorporated area lack sidewalks, curbs and gutters 
which contribute to stagnant pools of water, flooding when it rains, and limits the 
mobility of residents due to these physical barriers and disconnect between one 
side of our community and the other.   
 

b. Lack of Street Lighting - lack of street lighting in the unincorporated area of Calwa 
is a built environment barrier to health as it decreases the likelihood that residents 
will be able to walk and engage in other forms of physical activity in the evening 
hours. This also impacts the overall safety of the community. 
 

c. Road Safety & Maintenance – roads in Calwa are unsafe and inadequate due to 
number of heavy vehicle traffic that results from being surrounded by industrial 
development. Traffic levels exceed what the roads were built to handle and cause 
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neighborhood roads to be riddled with potholes. The combination of vehicle traffic 
and lack of pedestrian sidewalks expose children and families to traffic accidents 
since people are forced to walk on the street in order to get to school and/or work.  
 

d. Garbage Collection & Illegal Dumping – illegal dumping in Calwa is and has been 
very problematic. But the problem is rooted in the services provided or absent. In 
Calwa, half of our community is served by the City of Fresno while the other half is 
served via the County of Fresno and left without large garbage pickup. Residents 
are left with the difficulty of disposing of bulky items and face substantial challenges 
with illegal dumping. This further exposes our community to health hazards and foul 
smelling matter.   
 

e. Fire & Police – due to the artificially created disconnect between the east and west 
parts of our community, emergency response services are often delayed and 
difficult to access. The incorporated east side of Calwa receives policing and fire 
services from the City of Fresno but the west unincorporated area receives services 
from the County of Fresno. This creates confusion when residents call on 
emergency services and response times takes much longer in the unincorporated 
area. This poses a significant safety risk for the entire community.   
 

2. Disproportionate Overburden of Pollution and Industrial Siting – residents in 
Calwa are disproportionally burdened by multiple sources of pollution and are 
subjected to an unequitable number of industrial developments that physically surround 
our community. According to the Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 
(“CalEnviroScreen”) created by the California Communities Health California 
Environmental Protection Agency (“CalEPA”)1, Calwa ranks in the top 5% of 
environmentally impacted communities statewide. This means that residents in Calwa 
are sicker and die younger due to ozone concentrations, particulate matter (PM) 2.5 
concentrations, diesel PM emissions, toxic releases from surrounding facilities, traffic 
density and other pollution burdens. Many of which have resulted and are exacerbated 
by land use decisions without public input. Because of our jurisdictional barriers, 
residents in Calwa are often left without a say about what our community looks like but 
suffer the health consequences.  
 

3. Historical Disadvantageous Annexation Practices – the community of Calwa 
developed in the 1890’s around the California Wine Association then located on S. 
Orange Ave. The community is considered a historical neighborhood in the County of 
Fresno. Beginning in the late 1950’s and well into the early 2,000’s the external portions 
of Calwa were annexed to the City of Fresno. This included all of the industrial 
developments to the north, east, south and west. Portions of the residential areas in 
Calwa were annexed in the late 1990’s, leaving a vast majority of residents in an 
intentionally created county island. This annexation pattern resulted in the absorption 
of almost all businesses in Calwa and the exclusion of the majority of residents. This 
type of annexation practice adds to the disenfranchisement of community residents and 
further complicates jurisdictional issues, thus making it much more difficult to address 
the lack of infrastructure and service disparities discussed above.       

 
*** 

 

1 Rodriguez, M. and Alexeeff, PhD., G. (2014). California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool, Version 2.0. Retrieved 
August 16, 2014 from http://oehha.ca.gov/ej/ces2.html.  
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Based on the feedback from the community and the challenges Calwa has been subjected to over 
the years, we respectfully submit the following comments on the City of Fresno’s General Plan 
Draft:  

 
1. Conflict Between LU-1-e, “Annexation Requirements”, and Government Code § 56375 

  
As written, Draft Plan Policy LU-1-e  and related commentary could prevent the City from seeking 
to annex  - or even allowing the annexation of - areas subject to annexation pursuant to 
Government Code § 56375(a)(8)(A) which requires that an application for annexation of a 
disadvantaged community be made under certain circumstances. Furthermore the policy is unfair 
and quite possibly violates civil rights and fair housing laws to the extent that it would deny a 
disadvantaged unincorporated community (“DUC”) annexation in circumstances where the City’s 
historic and unequitable growth and investment decisions is the very cause of inadequate 
infrastructure. That unfairness is multiplied in situations, such as in Calwa where the City’s 
industrial and other undesirable land uses negatively impact a community.   
  
We believe that the inclusion of these policies will facilitate future annexation of Calwa should the 
community desire to be annexed. As drafted, LU-1-e would possibly not allow a future potential 
annexation to move forward. To prevent conflict with state law and to ensure that the Plan upholds 
fundamental fairness, we recommend the following revised version of Policy LU-1-e and the 
following additional Policy: 
  

• LU-1-e Annexation Requirements.  Except in the case of annexations of 
disadvantaged communities within or adjacent to the City’s Sphere of Influence, 
“Consider implementing implement policies and requirements that achieve 
annexations to the City that conform to the General Plan Land Use Designations 
and open space and park system, provide affordable housing opportunities for all 
income brackets, and are revenue neutral and cover all costs for public 
infrastructure, public facilities, and public services on an ongoing basis.  
 

• Prioritize annexation of existing disadvantaged communities that are within or 
adjacent to the city's sphere of influence over annexation of greenfield areas for 
new communities.  
 

• Work collaboratively with governmental and non-governmental entities to develop 
annex disadvantaged communities that are within or adjacent to the City’s sphere 
of influence when such annexation is desired by the subject community.   

 
 

2. Failure to Plan for Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities in Accordance with 
Address Government Code § 65302.10  

  
Government Code § 65302.10 requires that, before the due date for the adoption of the next 
housing element after January 1, 2012, cities update their general plan land use element to: 
identify disadvantaged unincorporated communities within a City’s sphere of influence; analyze for 
each identified community the water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, and structural fire 
protection needs; and identify financial funding alternatives for the extension of services to 
identified communities. 
  
The General Plan Update provides an appropriate opportunity for the City to satisfy § 65302.10.  
If the Plan does not include this analysis, the City must amend the Plan’s Land Use Element by 
December 2015, the due date for the adoption of its next housing element update, to include such 
analysis. 
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*** 
We thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the City of Fresno General Plan 2035 Draft 
and look forward to working with you to adopt a Final General Plan that contributes to the overall 
health and success of everyone in the City of Fresno and the community of Calwa. Please feel 
free to contact me directly at (559) 477-9327 or lmoreno@friendsofcalwa.org.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Laura Katie Moreno 
Executive Director  
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OFFICE OF 

TELEPHONE (559) 233-7161 
FAX (559) 233-8227 

2907 S. MAPLE AVENUE 
FRESNO, CALIFORNIA 93725-2208 

YOUR MOST VALUABLE RESOURCE - WATER 

August 18,2014 

Jennifer K Clark, Director 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, CA 93721 

RE: 	 City of Fresno Draft General Plan 
FlO Facilities: Various 

Dear Ms. Clark: 

The Fresno Irrigation ~istrict (FlO) has reviewed the Draft General Plan for the City of Fresno 
(Project). The Planning Area includes the City of Fresno, its sphere of influence (SOl), and land 
to the north adjacent to the SOl that serves as a logical boundary along Willow Avenue and east 
of the San Joaquin River, as well as land to the southwest of the SOl dedicated to the Fresno­
Clovis Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facility (RWRF). The Project is an update to the City 
of Fresno General Plan since the last comprehensive update in 2002. The Fresno General Plan 
Update is intended to shape development within the Planning Area through 2035 and beyond. 
We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the subject documents for the 
proposed project. Your proposed project is a significant development and requires thorough 
and careful consideration of all of the potential impacts. Our comments are as follows: 

Impacted Facilities 
1. 	 FlO has many canals within the Project Area as shown on the attached FlO exhibit map. 

The major facilities include: Briggs No.7, Fancher No.6, Mill No. 36, Herndon No. 39, 
and Dry Creek No. 75. FlO's canals range from smaller diameter pipelines to large open 
canals. In many cases, the existing facilities will need to be relocated to accommodate 
new urban developments which will require new pipelines and new exclusive 
easements. FlO anticipates it will impose the same conditions on future projects as it 
would with any other project located within the common boundary of the City of Fresno 
and FlO. FlO will require that it review and approve all maps and plans which impact 
FlO canals and easements. 

2. 	 FlO's facilities that are within the Planning Area carry irrigation water for FlO users, 
water to the City's surface water treatment facility, recharge water for the City, and flood 
waters during the winter months. In addition to FlO's facilities, private facilities also 
traverse the Planning Area. 

BOARD OF Pre sid e n tRY A N J A COB SEN, Vic e - Pre sid e n t S T EVE N B ALL S 


DIRECTORS GEORGE PORTER, GREGORY BEBERIAN, JERRY PRIETO JR. General Manager GARY R. SERRATO 
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Ms. Jennifer K Clark 
Re: Fresno General Plan Update 
August 18,2014 
Page 2 of 4 

Water Supply Impact 
3. 	 The northern parts of the Planning Area are located within a portion of the County of 

Fresno that is outside of the FlO service area. See the attached FlO water service area 
map as reference. Surface water was not allocated by FlO to those areas outside of the 
FlO service area for the City's use. The City's Urban Water Management Plan was 
updated in 2010 and calls for the City to balance its water usage by 2025. It was not 
known whether the Urban Water Management Plan corresponds with the water 
consumption by development projects like the ones proposed within the Planning Area . 

4. 	 The potential for increase in water consumption by the project will result in additional 
groundwater overdraft. There is a significant cone of depression beneath the City of 
Fresno. The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) states that the City will have a 
balanced water supply by 2025, and the goal includes reducing the consumption of 
gallons per capita per day from 300 to 243. It is assumed that the water users within the 
City will be willing to use less water. Will that truly be the case? If not, FlO is concerned 
that the increased water demand due to a change in land use will have a significant 
impact to the groundwater quantity and/or quality underneath the City of Fresno, FlO and 
the Kings Groundwater Sub-basin. 

5. 	 According to the City's Urban Water Management Plan, the City of Fresno is currently in 
the process of planning projects which will enable increased use of available surface 
water supplies and recycled water, and eliminate groundwater overdraft. It is projected 
that total water supplies and demands will be balanced by the year 2025. FlO would like 
to see the City keep progressing towards this goal, but FlO is concerned with the City's 
progress in balancing the water usage if the necessary offsets for the increased water 
demands are not accomplished or development occurs at a rate greater than water 
conservation goals. 

6. 	 In the City's efforts to create a viable water supply system, new considerations are being 
proposed including changing the practice of lining canals with concrete or piping canals 
through residential neighborhood development to allow for additional natural recharge. 
FlO's policy requires our facilities to be piped or concrete lined in order to mitigate for the 
effects of new development and increased population. The City should pursue 
constructing more recharge basins rather than impacting FI D's ability to maintain and 
operate its conveyance system. 

Agricultural Land Conversion Impact 
7. 	 The proposed General Plan would convert Farmland to other land use designations. FlO 

assumes the water allocated to the agricultural land within FlO boundary would be 
converted onto City water rates, assuming the current agreement between the City and 
FlO remains intact. 

8. 	 Conversion of agricultural land for urban use should be done in a manner to limit the 
area impacted and minimize the impacts to the agricultural industry and agricultural 
resources caused by urbanization. 
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Ms. Jennifer K Clark 
Re: Fresno General Plan Update 
August 18, 2014 
Page 3 of 4 

Trail Impact 
9. 	 According to the City of Fresno General Plan, the City is proposing trail projects that will 

impact FlO's canals. As noted in the general plan, significant issues remain before FlO's 
canal system can be used for trail purposes. 

Road Improvement Impact 
10. History and Prior Rights -	 FlO was formed in 1920 as a successor to the privately owned 

Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company. The assets of the company consisted of over 
600 miles of canals and distribution works, which were constructed between the years 
1860 and 1900, as well as extensive water rights on the Kings River. In most cases, FlO 
canals pre-date all roads, highways, and railroads. 

11. There will be many FlO canals impacted by future road improvements to meet the 2035 
traffic demands. Significant effort will be required to allow for such growth and expansion 
in a manner that allows FlO to maintain and operate its facilities in an efficient and 
effective manner. 

12. Small/Medium Canal Crossing Requirements -	 The majority of the proposed crossings 
will impact existing pipelines and small open channel canals . Transition from an 
agricultural setting to an urban setting typically requires FlO's existing conveyance 
system to be converted to Rubber Gasket Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RGRCP) installed 
to FlO's specifications. 

13. Large Canal Crossing Requirements -	 There are several large canal crossings, such as 
the Enterprise, Gould, and Big Dry Creek canals, that will not be able to be contained 
within a pipeline. The design shall protect the canal's integrity and FlO's ability to 
maintain and operate the conveyance system in an urban setting . The proposed canal 
crossing must be designed to convey the water in a safe and efficient manner without 
altering the existing conditions in a negative manner. FlO has requirements for minimum 
freeboard, span and type of bridge or culvert, trash and debris, and equipment and 
vehicle access. Each crossing is unique, and specific requirements will be provided at 
the time of improvement. 

14. Water Routings and Construction Window - The FlO construction window will vary from 
year-to-year based on the length of the irrigation season, flood routings, recharge 
deliveries, maintenance projects and projects funded by others. FlO's typical irrigation 
season begins on March 1. An average irrigation season lasts 6 months; therefore the 
season will typically end around August 31. In very wet years, the irrigation season may 
go through mid-November. 

15. Oischarges into FlO Canals -	 FlO will not allow any discharges into the canals for 
numerous reasons, including but not limited to : Federal! State/Local regulations , FlO's 
Rules and Regulations, and the potential negative impact to water quality. All new and 
existing discharges and runoff must be routed to FMFCO storm drain facilities. 
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Ms. Jennifer K Clark 
Re: Fresno General Plan Update 
August 18, 2014 
Page 4 of 4 

Thank you for making available to us the City of Fresno's General Plan Update for our review 
and allowing us the opportunity to provide comments. We appreciate the opportunity to review 
and comment on the subject documents for this project. While it is difficult to envision all of the 
potential impacts without all of the improvement details, we attempted to provide you as much 
information as possible. More detailed comments will be provided after reviewing the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. We reserve the right to provide additional comments when more 
detailed information becomes available. If you have any questions please feel free to contact 
me at (559) 233-7161 extension 7103 or LKimura@fresnoirrigation.com . 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Laurence Kimura, P.E. 

Chief Engineer - Special Projects 


Attachments 
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Casey Lauderdale

From: Jennifer Clark

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:30 PM

To: Arakel Arisian

Cc: Trai Her; Leland Parnagian (leland@fowlerpacking.com)

Subject: RE: Fresno GP Update Comments - Parga Partners

Thank you. 

Jennifer 

 

 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone 

 

-------- Original message -------- 

From: Arakel Arisian  

Date:08/18/2014 5:24 PM (GMT-08:00)  

To: Jennifer Clark  

Cc: Trai Her , "Leland Parnagian (leland@fowlerpacking.com)"  

Subject: Fresno GP Update Comments - Parga Partners  

 

Hi Jennifer, 

As a follow up to our August 1, 2014 meeting, I wanted to share with you some proposed GP policies regarding Parga 

Partners properties.  As you know, Parga Partners intends to develop the area around the SCCCD south campus (in 

SEDA) as a master planned community.   These are policies were presented in our June 14, 2012 comment letter to Keith 

Bergthold (see attached).   

WP 1: Economic Development  

ED-#. Improve access to education and skills training by locating housing and employment opportunities near academic 

and vocational training facilities and programs. 

ED-#. Support the use of public-private partnerships that bring together academic programs and employers through 

internships, mentoring, and outreach initiatives.  

WP 2: Urban Form and Land Use  

UF-#. Encourage development of campus-centered communities by focusing growth around existing and planned 

academic facilities and by directing infrastructure to those areas.  

WP 5: Resource Conservation  

ED-#. Foster opportunities for public-private partnerships that leverage infrastructure, encourage pooling of resources, 

and promote shared-use activities. 

  

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Arakel 
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Arakel A. Arisian  

AICP, LEED AP 

Arisian Group 

389 Clovis Avenue, Ste. 200 

Clovis CA 93612 

Office: 559-797-4359 

Mobile: 559-260-2070  

  

http://www.arisiangroup.com 
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Casey Lauderdale

From: Betty Van Valkenburg <golferbetty@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 11:34 PM

To: Trai Her

Subject: Comments on the General Plan

My comments are based on many hours of studying the proposed General Plan and its related documents, 

and I’ve only scratched the surface.  My interest was generated by a cursory look at the original draft Plan and 

the general plans of cities around the country - which are all basically the same and based on Smart Growth 

and Sustainable Development.   The principles governing my opinions and comments are: maximizing 

individual liberty (freedom of choice), limiting governmental control to that which is absolutely necessary, free 

enterprise and fiscal responsibility. 

 

Unfortunately what I see in this plan is:  overreaching government control based on flawed assumptions, 

central planning run amok, pie-in-the-sky social engineering ideas, and millions of wasted taxpayer 

dollars.  The totality of The Plan’s central planning overshadows any of the provisions that might by themselves 

be desirable. 

 

The legitimacy of the 45-day comment process is suspect.  The plan is too long to study in just 45 

days, integral parts of it are missing, and only two hard copies are available for the public to read.  

 

The Plan (approved for public comment on July 2) is 542 pages long, minus two appendices that are 

integral parts of the plan. Appendix A is not yet available.  The Appendix B page in The Plan refers 

readers to the wrong city webpage.  When readers do find Appendix B on the correct webpage, they 

are confronted with another 820 pages. 

 

That’s 1,362 pages minus Appendix A to read, digest and prepare comments on  - over 30-plus pages 

per day for 45 days.    And that does not include the Development Code which implements The Plan 

and is not yet complete. 

 

The only available hard copies are at City Hall and at the downtown library.  Or a book can be 

purchased for over $60.  Downloading The Plan takes 10 to 20 minutes, and printing it would take 

hours on a home printer or $130.66 and 1 ½ hours to be printed at Kinko’s. 

 

How can average citizens comment in such a limited time, and how valid are comments based 

on an incomplete document?   Perhaps the Fresno Bee editorial writer read every word before 

enthusiastically endorsing the General Plan, but I doubt it.  

 

The plan limits choices. 

 

The Plan states that it increases housing/development choices, but it does just the opposite.   

 

The Plan is based on Transit-Oriented Development in which government decides where transit will be 

placed (BRT, FAX, HSR and Amtrak) and then development is planned around it, rather than traditional 

Development-Oriented Transit zoning where transportation plans are built around where free people 

want to live. 
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The Plan calls for much higher density (smaller units) and mixed-use development along “transit 

corridors” and other areas, thus limiting choices.   Higher density and smaller lots are called for 

throughout the city, again limiting choices.  The city’s Sphere of Influence is decreased, limiting 

potential buildable land area overall.  

 

The Plan is top-down, not bottom up.  It is obvious that this is not a locally generated plan “by Fresno for 

Fresno”.  

 

It’s the same plan that is being proposed or is already adopted by almost every city in the country, as 

stated before.  Much of it is mandated by state and federal laws and regulations. However, some of the 

major details are gratuitously left to the city.  The city is then “guided” to adopt pre-determined Smart 

Growth “principles” through a variety of means:  grant money offered for the specific purpose of 

implementing Smart Growth, HUD and EPA funding of the General Plan to insure inclusion of Smart 

Growth, the White House SC2 program sending bureaucrats to City Hall to “help” with the General Plan 

for Smart Growth, and “generally accepted planning principles” that have been promulgated and 

pushed by non-governmental agencies that rely on government funding…for Smart Growth.  “Urban 

planners”, steeped in Smart Growth, are then paid millions by the City to prepare a General Plan, an 

MEIR, a Development Code and Specific Area Plans that include….Smart Growth.  

 

The Plan is based on flawed assumptions. 

             

Assumption: Greenhouse gases, CO2 and man-made climate change (previously global warming) must 

be curtailed by getting people out of their cars and decreasing vehicle miles traveled and the use of 

fossil fuels.  Rebuttal:  Climate change is not settled science.   Dramatic climate changes have occurred 

throughout time, without human intervention.  The last ice age formed Yosemite Valley, and the planet 

warmed without industrialization and fossil-fueled autos.   And the last time I checked, carbon dioxide is 

naturally occurring and beneficial to all life. 

 

Assumption:  Fresno residents are docile lab rats subject to experimentation by federal, state and 

regional governments and professional planning “experts” who know best.  Rebuttal: If some people 

want to live in a “compete, compact neighborhood” as envisioned in The Plan, then a developer will be 

glad to build it.  However, most people want the mobility offered by their cars.  When free to live where 

they want, they will vote with their moving vans and live somewhere more hospitable to family life.  The 

City of Fresno will lose sales tax and property tax money. 

 

Assumption:  City land-use planning should be used for top-down social engineering, “social justice”, 

keeping residents healthy through walking and biking and community gardens. Rebuttal: Land-use 

planning should be used for, well, planning the best use of land in keeping with the desires of the 

public.   

  

Assumption:  “Urban sprawl” increases costs of city services because of the increased travel 

distances.  Granted, stacking and packing people in small areas would be easier to “service”.  But the 

city has the responsibility to provide minimum services to all residents.  Developers pay hefty fees for 

any new developments, no matter where they are, and homeowners pay property taxes.  The city 

wastes millions and millions of taxpayer dollars, for instance millions paid to consultants for preparing 

this General Plan, the MEIR, the Development Code, and more millions on failed projects. Over $36 



3

million has been spent on bike lanes that few people use.  All that money and more might be better 

spent to fund police and firefighters and small substations for all the city including the suburbs.  

 

The “Primacy of Downtown” requirement protects and promotes downtown at the expense of the rest 

of the city. 

 

It requires (1) that Downtown be “The Activity Center” of the city, (2) that no future development will 

compete with downtown businesses, (3) that even the downtown skyline is prime, (4) that future 

development will “preserve existing sightlines to Downtown”, and (5) that the city will pay for signage 

throughout the city that point to Downtown.   My question is, why does the General Plan promote a love 

affair with Downtown and promote and protect Downtown businesses? 

 

The plan states that recent residential development in the Downtown Planning Area “required a subsidy 

to cover development costs”.  Subsidies will no doubt be needed for the proposed mixed-use, high-

density, high-rise apartments over dry cleaners and donut shops along busy transit corridors.  The 

developers will still make money, at the taxpayers’ expense, instead of profit made from building what 

people want and where they want to live. 

 

Page 3-57 states:  “Avoid over concentrating office uses in any one part of Fresno when new office 

developments would create excessive vacancy rates in other established office areas.”  Is it the city’s job to favor 

businesses in one area over another or to force business decisions based on what the City thinks may happen in 

the future?   

 

Smart Growth may sound “nice” at first blush, but it will undoubtedly be another failed Fresno 

government experiment -  because it is top-down, cookie-cutter meddling in people’s lives and 

choices.  The bigger problem may occur when every city and county becomes exactly the same and there’s 

no reason for the moving van.  

 

“Compact, complete neighborhoods” envision high-density, high-rise, small residential units over first-

floor businesses on transit corridors within half a mile of public transportation, with bike lanes, and 

within walking or biking distance to work, school, a park and amenities. The street is to be the place for 

socializing and mingling with your neighbors, and a canopy of trees shades the street.  At the Planning 

Commission meeting on July 30th, the paid consultant, Mr. Steele, described his ideal “life in the 

day”.  He imagined getting up and walking down the street for a donut, then walking to work, then 

walking with his wife to lunch, and more walking and biking.  That’s great if it works out.  But there is no 

guarantee that businesses will locate in the “neighborhood”, that a school will be built (and is that 

elementary, middle school, high school, junior college, or a university that you will walk to?) or that the 

City can afford another park.  And what are the chances that your job will actually be within walking 

distance of your small apartment?   More likely, residents will drive to their jobs at Kaiser Hospital or 

Riverpark.  

 

Thank you for your consideration,  

 

 

Betty Van Valkenburg 

Cell 246-3956 

Home 322-7247   

 

 



Betty Van Valkenburg 

333 W. Escalon 

Fresno, CA 

(559) 322-7247 

golferbetty@comcast.net 

 

General Plan Workshop 

Edison High School, Fresno, CA 

September 6, 2014 

 

I’m concerned that we are paying high-priced out-of-town consultants to prepare our local General Plan, 

and also that federal agencies fund the development of our local plan. Questions: 

1. How much total will all consultants have been paid for work on the Plan in the end? 

2. How much total will the federal government have funded? 
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Betty Van Valkenburg 

333 W. Escalon 

Fresno, CA 

(559) 322-7247 

golferbetty@comcast.net 

 

General Plan Workshop 

Edison High School, Fresno, CA 

September 6, 2014 

 

The Plan states that new development will not compete with Downtown businesses. Is that even 

remotely legal? 
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August 17, 2014 
 
 
Jennifer Clark, 
AICP, Director, Development and Resource Management Department 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 
  
RE: Comments to Draft 2035 City of Fresno General Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Clark, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the Draft 2035 Fresno General Plan (“Draft Plan”). 
Fresno Building Healthy Communities (Fresno BHC) submits these comments and recommendations as 
a collaborative of community based organizations representing over 90,000 residents living in 
southeast, central and southwest Fresno. Fresno BHC intends to transform our neighborhoods into 
healthier communities. Where we live, work, learn and play has a profound impact on our health and 
we are taking action to create one safe and healthy community, one safe and healthy Fresno.  
 
As you may know, Fresno BHC partners and residents have participated in the general plan update 
process over the last three years. We have participated in a number of community workshops hosted 
by community partners and City officials, planning commission meetings and City Council workshops 
and hearings. We look forward to continuing to work with the City to adopt a plan that truly addresses 
the needs and leverages the opportunities of existing neighborhoods.  
 
We commend City of Fresno staff and officials for the tremendous amount of work to date. We 
recognize the importance of creating a vision for the future that invests in existing communities and 
plans for future population growth. While the Draft Plan contains goals aimed at creating a healthier, 
more equitable Fresno it does not go far enough to meaningfully address historic disparities and 
unequitable practices impacting existing neighborhoods.  
 
We submit the following comments and recommendations to assist the City in adopting a final general 
plan that meets the needs of all City residents with a focus on Central, Southeast and Southwest 
Fresno. Our recommendations ensure that the City’s own stated goals of creating healthy, thriving and 
economically vital neighborhoods become reality.  
 

4949 E. Kings Canyon Road | Fresno, CA 93727-3812 | (559) 256-8724 | FresnoBHC.org      
 Fresno BHC General Plan Comments - Page 1 of 12 
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Though the comments and recommendations in this letter are relevant to the Draft Master 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft MEIR) for the Draft Plan and Development Code Update, the 
comments do not directly address the Draft MEIR. We will follow this letter with separate letter 
directly addressing the MEIR and related issues prior to the September 8th deadline.  
 
 
The City Must Support Its Commitment to Investing in Existing Communities through Clear and 
Enforceable Policies and Implementation Measures 
   
The Current Infill Policy is Vague and Unenforceable  
 
The Draft Plan’s themes of balanced growth and investment and revitalization of existing communities 
were embodied in General Plan Alternative A Modified that was adopted by the City Council in Spring 
of 2012. That alternative resulted from broad and informed community input including participation by 
Fresno BHC in workshops and hearings over the course of many, many months. The adoption of 
General Plan Alternative A Modified was heralded by many as a historic vote and a historic moment 
representing a commitment by the City of Fresno to prioritize infill over new growth. However, despite 
that vote, and despite the Draft Plan’s stated intentions to achieve balanced growth it falls short of 
making this any more than an aspiration. 
 
Objective UF-12, the cornerstone objective regulating growth under the Draft Plan, is vague and 
unenforceable and lacks real commitment from the city to truly invest in existing neighborhoods and in 
particular those neighborhoods that represent the focus of this correspondence.  UF-12 reads: 
 

 “Locate roughly one-half of future residential development in infill areas – defined as 
being within the City on December 21, 2012 – including the Downtown core area and 
surrounding neighborhoods, mixed-use centers and transit-oriented development along 
major BRT corridors, and other non-corridor infill areas, and vacant land.” 

 
At first view, Objective UF-12 indicates that about half of future development must occur in infill areas, 
keeping with the commitment made by the City with the adoption of Alternative A-Modified. However, 
as defined in the Draft Plan, the term “roughly” allows for broad deviation from a given figure by up to 
30% or more.  
Thus, infill levels under UF-12 could range from less than 20% of future residential development to 
over 80% of such development.  Such range of permissible infill levels does not provide for 
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enforcement of future implementation and conflicts with the Draft Plan’s stated commitment to 
balanced growth.1   
 
The City’s General Plan initiation draft called for 57% of residential units to be built within city limits2. 
To maintain the City’s commitment to residents and key stakeholders and to allow for internal 
consistency of the Draft Plan, we recommend Objective UF-12 be revised to read: 
 
 

“57% or more of future residential development shall be located in infill areas – defined as 
being within the City on December 21, 2012 – including the Downtown core area and 
surrounding neighborhoods, mixed-use centers and transit-oriented development along major 
BRT corridors, and other non-corridor infill areas, and vacant land.” 

 
The Draft Plan Fails to Specify Monitoring Programs and Requirements with Respect to New Growth  
 
The Draft Plan’s Implementation Chapter adds to the inefficacy of UF-12’s directive that “roughly half” 
of future residential growth be located in infill areas.  The Implementation Chapter states: 
 

 “Following adoption of the Fresno General Plan, the City will focus on infill 
development and new development within the city limits, as well as new development 
within Growth Area 1 based on planned infrastructure expansion, public service 
capacity, and fiscal considerations.  Growth Area 2 needs critical infrastructure 
improvements, and the City does not anticipate that funding for Growth Area 2 can be 
committed in the near-term.  To this end, the City will need to establish a way to 
monitor investment within the city limits and Growth Area 1 before approving the 

1 Notably, Draft Plan Objective UF-12 contrasts with UF-12 as set forth in the General Plan Land Use, Urban Form, and 
Design Chapter Preliminary Workshop Discussion Draft, which reads, “Locate 45% or more of future residential 
development in infill areas – defined as being within the boundary of the Fresno City Limits as of December 31, 2012…”.  
The phrase “45% or more” is clear and unequivocal as compared to the phrase “roughly half” contained in Draft Plan 
Objective UF-12. 
2 City of Fresno General Plan Initiation Draft, pg. 7. Table 1 tracks the existing and additional housing units expected 
under the General Plan buildout. As shown, approximately 171,000 units currently exist in the Planning Area. The 
General Plan is intended to accommodate an additional 76,000 units, through both infill development and growth area 
development. In total, General Plan buildout will result in approximately 247,000 housing units in the Planning Area. 
Around 43,500 of these new units, or 57 percent, would be located in the existing City limits, including the Downtown as 
defined on the Land Use Diagram inset. 
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opening of Growth Area 2.  The Administration will prepare options for the Council to 
consider for such a program. 
 
“…Whatever form is ultimately adopted, the City should implement an easy-to-track, objective, 
transparent measurement that can be used to determine the appropriate timing for opening 
Growth Area 2 for new growth.  The City will use “strategic phasing” to achieve the overall goals 
of the plan, as opposed to annual limits of some sort that place unrealistic controls on the local 
market” (12:27) 

This discussion does not provide for any form of monitoring to track relative proportions of infill and 
growth area development as Growth Area 1 is developed.  In fact, the discussion indicates that any 
development in Growth Area 1 is permissible regardless of the level of development that has occurred 
within infill areas. The Final Plan must contain policies to limit development in growth area 1 to fulfill 
stated goals of prioritizing infill development.  
 
The Draft Plan must include implementing policies and actions that (1) clarify how levels of infill 
development and development in growth areas will be measured, (2) provide for ongoing monitoring 
and reporting as called for by UF-12’s commentary3, and (3) establish mechanisms to ensure the 
achievement of clear infill targets which prohibit greenfield development and development in Growth 
Areas 1 and 2 where it would result in or contribute to existing failures to achieve infill goals and, (3) 
Establish a public process by which residents and interested stakeholders can monitor progress.  
 
Establish an Infill Opportunity Working Group to Ensure Equitable Implementation of the Final General 
Plan 
 
The Final Plan should include policies and implementation necessary to create an Infill Opportunity 
Working Group (“Working Group”). Our work with community partners has demonstrated strong 
interest for new and meaningful opportunities to inform and monitor General Plan implementation. 
We believe that a Working Group composed of a broad range of constituents such as residents, City 
officials and representatives from other sectors will be critical to creating prosperous, healthy 
communities.  

3 The Planning Director will provide an annual report to City Council, and prepare, every five years, an updated plan 
for achieving this goal, with recommended appropriate policy amendments and also new implementation strategies 
necessary to meet this goal by 2035.  
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The General Plan Should Promote Affordable Housing Opportunities in Neighborhoods throughout 
the City 
 
Provide Access to High-Quality Affordable Housing throughout the City including in Growth Areas 
 
The Draft Plan recognizes the need for increased affordable housing opportunities for low and 
medium-income residents throughout the City and in Growth Areas.  However, the Plan must do more 
to address Fresno’s historic and ongoing racially concentrated poverty through clear policies and 
implementation actions to ensure that the City meets the housing needs of all of its residents.  
 
We recommend that the final plan include the following policies to increase access to affordable 
housing throughout the city: 
 

• Adopt an inclusionary zoning ordinance that requires that at least 20% of housing units in new 
growth areas are affordable to low, very low and extremely low income residents.  

• Provide incentives for and assist developers in the pursuit of financing to support the inclusion 
of housing affordable to low income populations in all residential development projects. 

• Undertake a nexus study to determine an affordable housing impact fee appropriate to 
mitigate new market-rate housing development.  

• Develop and implement a housing impact fee program to support an affordable housing trust 
fund that can assist in the financing of affordable housing units in high opportunity 
neighborhoods 

  
The General Plan Should Prevent Overconcentration of Low-Income Housing in Low-Income 
Neighborhoods  
 
For many years, community partners and residents have voiced concern over the concentration of low 
income housing in Southeast and Southwest Fresno. Throughout various city workshops and hearings, 
residents from these neighborhoods expressed strong desire for increased mixed income housing 
opportunities. The City must ensure that the Final General Plan contains policies to both address and 
eliminate conditions hindering development of mixed income housing in target neighborhoods as well 
as proactively promote and incentivize development of mixed income housing in the same.   
 
To achieve this, we recommend the addition of the following policies to the Draft Plan: 
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• Prohibit land use designations that would result in disproportionate residential density in low-
income neighborhoods compared to other neighborhoods. 

• Identify and mitigate impediments for the development of mixed income housing in low 
income neighborhoods. 

• Provide incentives for the development of mixed-income housing in low-income 
neighborhoods.  

o The City can draw on programs such as the Measure C Transit Oriented Development 
fund to create similar incentives for development of mixed income housing in low income 
neighborhoods.  

Protect Existing Residents from Displacement  
 
The City will experience significant population growth over the life of the General Plan. The Draft Plan 
calls for increased investment in the Downtown area and surrounding neighborhoods, implementation 
of Bus Rapid Transit and the potential development of High Speed Rail and a High Speed Rail station in 
the Downtown area. These actions will likely increase housing costs that may displace existing 
residents in the surrounding area, particularly low income residents. The Draft Plan fails to analyze, 
discuss or otherwise address potential housing cost increases and resulting displacement. The final 
plan must include specific, measurable policies and implementation actions that will prevent physical 
and economic displacement of existing low income residents.  
 
The Plan Must Promote High-Quality Parks and Open Space in Underserved Neighborhoods 

Fresno BHC places great importance on access to parks and open space to improve the overall health 
of our communities. Established neighborhoods south of Shaw are areas with the least access to parks 
and open space when compared to neighborhoods north of Shaw. In cases where parks and 
recreational opportunities are available, community residents experience malfunctioning or non-
existent sports equipment, closed and/or poorly maintained public restrooms and poorly maintained 
field or grass areas.  

The Draft Plan fails to prioritize and identify concrete implementation actions that address such 
deficiencies. In fact, policy POSS-2 calls for recreation opportunities near freeway corridors. Such a 
policy must be eliminated or significantly modified as it threatens the health and well-being of city 
residents and unnecessarily increases exposure to poor air quality and particulate matter.  

While the Draft Plan includes policies aimed at improving park access in established neighborhoods, it 
falls short of prioritizing efforts for neighborhoods with least access to parks and open space. 
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The City must prioritize improving access to parks and open space in established communities, 
particularly for low income neighborhoods. The final plan must call for permanent funding sources and 
financing mechanism to properly plan for, design, construct and maintain park land. The City must also 
seek to address deficiencies in neighborhoods with the greatest need in the next 5-10 years as 
opposed to the proposed 10-20 year timeline proposed in the implementation chapter. Addressing 
deficiencies in the near term will assist the City’s efforts to create complete and healthy neighborhoods 
in historically neglected areas.  

Mitigate and Prevent Over-Concentration of Business Park and Industrial Land Uses in and 
Disproportionately Burdened Communities  
 
For decades, community residents have expressed to city officials that Southeast and Southwest 
neighborhoods are disproportionately burdened by industrial uses and continue to be 
disproportionately zoned for industrial facilities, agricultural uses, solid waste facilities, hazardous 
waste sites and other polluting land uses as compared to other neighborhoods. In fact, the recently 
released Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool (“CalEnviroScreen”) created by the 
California Communities Health California Environmental Protection Agency (“CalEPA”) and the 
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard identifies California communities that are 
disproportionally burdened by multiple sources of pollutions. South Fresno neighborhoods are among 
the top 5% of most impacted communities in the entire state. As evidenced by the CalEnviroScreen 
findings among other data and studies, current land-use patterns in South Fresno, and West Fresno in 
particular, pose a significant hazard to human health and safety.  
 
Despite decades of numerous requests by community residents to the City to mitigate unhealthy land 
uses and rezone their neighborhoods to promote healthier land uses, the Draft Plan proposes to 
continue to disproportionately site industrial uses in and around Southeast and Southwest Fresno. The 
heavy industrial land use designations in South Fresno comprise all of the heavy industrial land use 
designations on the General Plan’s Land Use Diagram, with the exception of a relatively small area in 
central east Fresno south of the Fresno Yosemite International Airport (which is bordered by light 
industrial, mixed use, and open space designations). The Land Use Diagram includes all three industrial 
land use categories - heavy industrial, light industrial, and business park - in the midst of only one 
Fresno neighborhood – West Fresno.   
 
While the Draft Plan attempts to use Regional Business Park and Business Park land use designations as 
buffers between industrial and residential land uses, such designation allows for a variety of uses 
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associated with environmental impacts that negatively affect nearby residences and sensitive 
receptors.  Examples of uses permitted in Regional Business Park under draft Development Code 
Update articles4 include Limited Industrial, Research and Development, Indoor Warehousing and 
Storage, Outdoor Storage, Wholesaling and Distribution, Freight/Truck Terminals, Light Fleet-Based 
Services and Warehouses, and Minor Utilities by right and Airports and Heliports and Major Utilities by 
conditional use permit. 
 
The Light Industrial land use designation accommodates a diverse range of light industrial uses, 
including limited manufacturing and processing, research and development, fabrication, utility 
equipment and service yards, wholesaling, warehousing, and distribution activities. 3:41. Light Fleet-
Based Services include businesses that rely on fleets of vehicles for their operations.  Development 
Code Update Revised Module 3, p. 51.  Minor utilities include structures such as electrical distribution 
lines and underground water and sewer lines.  Major Utilities include “Generating plants, electric 
substations, solid waste collection, including transfer stations and material recovery facilities, solid 
waste treatment and disposal, water and wastewater treatment plants, and similar facilities of public 
agencies or public utilities”. Id.   
 
Taken together these designations continue the practice of placing undesirable land uses in low 
income communities. Community residents and partners have repeatedly expressed to the City that 
these practices will further degrade the quality of life and overall health of Southeast and Southwest 
Fresno neighborhoods.  
 
The Final Plan must address and mitigate the current concentration of undesirable land uses and adopt 
policies and implementation actions that will lead to community based processes to determine 
appropriate land use designations in the most impacted neighborhoods. The Final Plan must also 
conduct an analysis of impediments to revitalization and create an action plan to address such findings. 
The City must also identify funding sources and other incentives such as capital infrastructure financing 
and reduced impact fees to support true revitalization efforts. The Final Plan must also call for a rezone 
of the Draft Plan’s current land use designation to eliminate any and all land uses that result in 
negative cumulative effects or negatively impact residents’ health and well-being.  
 
Fresno BHC hopes to enter into a collaborative partnership with the City, as described in the Draft 
Plan’s Healthy Communities chapter, to engage residents in a community based process that we 

4 Revised Module 3 District Purpose Statements and Use Regulations (“Development Code Update Revised Module 3”), 
provided to the Development Code Update Technical Advisory Committee on August 12, 2013. 
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believe will respond to multiple requests to invest to promote health and vibrancy in these 
neighborhoods.  
 
Provide Affordable and Equitable Multi-Modal Transportation Service to all Fresnans 

A safe, efficient and affordable transit system is critical to connecting neighborhoods to critical 
destinations such as employment centers, recreation centers, civic centers, medical care, shopping 
centers and educational institution. Community residents have also expressed great interest in 
improved transportation service and pedestrian and biking infrastructure to access essential services 
such as those mentioned above. The Final Plan must ensure that the City operates an efficient 
transportation system that not only connects residents to critical services but one that also seamlessly 
connects bus service to Bus Rapid Transit corridors and potentially High Speed Rail. The Final Plan must 
also contain policies and implementation actions geared towards regional collaboration to provide for 
well-coordinated transportation programs throughout the region. The Final Plan must also incorporate 
measurable performance indicators to determine quality of service and effectiveness of polices. Such 
indicators may include: annual performance reports to the city council, updated maps of transit service 
and amenities, track standard service enhancement such as changes in routes, increase/decrease in 
service frequency, placement of bus stops, shelters, sidewalks and bike lanes, cost effectiveness, 
ridership projections and annual performance standards to assess policy effectiveness.  

We recommend the following policy revisions and additions to assist the City in its efforts to provide a 
safe, efficient and equitable transportation system that meets the needs of all Fresnans: 

• The City shall allocate 30% of all Federal, State, and local transportation funds to transit for 
capital investment, operations and maintenance. 

• The City shall impose impact fees on all new development to pay for the cost of transit services 
to the new development. 

• Revise MT-8-d to Facilitate Use of Multiple Transportation Modes. Plan, design and construct 
improvements that promote single and serial use of multiple transportation modes. 

• Ensure that traditional transit service will connect to Bus Rapid Transit in ways that enhance 
traditional service.  

• Revise MT-9-a to Provide Equitable Transit. Provide transit service that all riders are able to use 
regardless of age or disability.  

• Revise MT-8-j to Expand transit service in low income neighborhoods that lack adequate 
service. Connect these neighborhoods with destinations referred to in Objective MT-8. 

• Provide bus stop amenities on all routes, particularly in low income neighborhoods that lack 
bus shelters and benches.   
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Prioritize Investments and Revitalization Efforts in Low Income Neighborhoods 
 
The Draft Plan calls for priority investment in established neighborhoods generally South of Herndon. 
While we recognize that there are needs and infrastructure deficiencies throughout our City we must 
focus investment and revitalization efforts in those neighborhoods that have been historically 
neglected. The Final Plan must contain policies that improve and expand basic infrastructure and 
revitalize those neighborhoods through infill strategies. The Final Plan must also contain specific 
implementation programs that create financial incentives for private and public sector investments to 
achieve revitalization goals. As previously mentioned, the City can draw upon the success of the 
Measure C TOD funding program to incentivize investment and work with community partners to apply 
for and advocate for planning and infrastructure grants from state and federal funding sources. As is 
recognized by city officials, low income neighborhoods lack the basic features of a complete, healthy 
community –grocery stores that offer fresh fruits and vegetables, health and medical services, 
employment opportunities that provide for upward financial mobility, sidewalks and streetlights, 
quality housing,  
To meaningfully address such disparities, we recommend that the Final Plan include the following 
policy:  
 

• Pursue all sources of funding for and prioritize basic infrastructure improvements in established 
neighborhoods within (1) neighborhoods in Fresno at or below 60% Medium Household Income 
(MHI) for Fresno County and (2) neighborhoods which rank within the top 10% of pollution-
burdened census tracts under the Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 
(“CalEnviroScreen”) created by the California Communities Health California Environmental 
Protection Agency (“CalEPA”) and the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
(“OEHHA”). 

 
The inclusion of this policy will allow for targeted investment and revitalization to the neighborhoods 
that can best leverage targeted investment. 

Prioritize Farmland Conservation and Prevent Premature Conversion  

Key to fulfilling stated goals of revitalization in established neighborhoods will be strong and 
enforceable farmland conservation policies. While the Draft Plan makes numerous mention of the 
importance of protecting this the foundation of our economy, it fails to meaningfully protect and 
mitigate for possible loss of land due to greenfield development. The Final Plan must contain 
enforceable policies to protect agricultural lands and prevent premature conversion for new 
communities. Adopting strong conservation policies will assist the City in meeting its goal to prioritize 
and revitalize established neighborhoods.    
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Reporting and Monitoring on the General Plan’s Effectiveness 

The City Planning staff shall provide City administrators and the City Council with an annual status 
report on the General Plan which incorporates quantifiable indicators such as transit ridership, 
infrastructure investments, infill and new growth statistics, water and energy conservation, number of 
incidents of hospital and clinic visits for respiratory problems and heart attacks, housing statistics and 
employment statistics in industrial clusters so that the City Council and City Administration can judge 
the success, or lack thereof, of the implementation of each of the City’s General Plan policies to reach 
the City’s goals as specified in the Fresno City General Plan. 

     *                       *                                      *                                             *                                                 *                                                                                                                                                                                             

We thank you for your consideration of our comments. We look forward to working with you to adopt 
a Final General Plan that creates One Healthy Fresno. Please feel free to contact me via email to 
sceledon@fresnobhc.org or by phone at (559) 392-6012 with any questions or comments relating to 
this letter.  

Sincerely,  

                                                    

            /s/ 
Sandra Celedon-Castro                           Ashley Werner  Sabina Gonzalez  
Fresno BHC Hub Manager     Staff Attorney    Regional Director 
                                                                                                                      

                               

          
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                       
/s/                                         /s/  
Amparo Cid                               Mary Curry                       Nyla Zender 
Director           Chair            President                           
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Margarita Rocha        Cesar Campos   Andy Levine  
Executive Director        Coordinator                 Executive Director  

                                                                         
 
 
 
 

/s/                    
Daniel O’Connell, PhD                      Artie Padilla   Ben Wong 
San Joaquin Valley Program Manager                   Executive Director   Executive Director 
 

                         
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Yammilette Rodriguez   Laura Katie Moreno   Socorro Santillan  
Senior Director    Executive Director         Executive Director 
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