5la


caseyl
Typewritten Text
51a





51b


caseyl
Typewritten Text
51b


52a


caseyl
Typewritten Text
52a





52b


caseyl
Typewritten Text
52b


52C

From: markreitz1@aol.com [mailto:markreitzl@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

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

| sent this email with attached letters, correspondence, and figures back on May 1, 2014. | 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: markreitzl @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

From: markreitzl <markreitzl @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 | 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
markreitzl@aol.com
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City of CITY OF FRESNO FILE NO.
EEEEERE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
F NRAE=3SR =7y

PLAN AMENDMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT APPLICATION

1. Applicant: 2. Consultant:
Name: Ralph and Frances Reitz

Address: 1080 S. Temperance Avenue
City & Zip: Fresno, CA 93727

Telephone:  559-255-2039

If applicant is not the property owner, list owner information.

2, Name:
Address:
Telephone:

Description of Proposed Project; (Atiach a vicinity map showing adjacent land uses within 300 feet of
the amendment site)

3. Plan(s) to be amended: preferred SEGA Plan proposed by City Council on July 22, 2008

4. Land use designation to be changed from: See attached letters and revisions recommended

on map showing area bounded by Temperance Ave (west), railroad {north}, Briggs Canal (east),

and Church Ave (south}.

5. Amendment location: (corner)  (side of)
between {Avenue/Street) and
see attached map Avenue/Street.
6. Assessor's Parcel Number(s). gee attached list of pargel numbers
7. Acreage of Amendment: See attached list (approximately”fv-é' acres) .
8. Existing zoning: Not zoned yet. Currently Industrial/Flex R&D is being studied as preferred
alternative.
9. If proposed Residential use, number of units: _n/a
10. Non-residential use, floor area: N/A
11. Identify other current applications that have been or are proposed to be filed on this project.
Site Plan Review No. N/A
Conditional Use Permit No.
Rezone Application No. from to

For Department Use Only

G Consultant Technical Services G Stalf Technical Services
{Includes Plan Amendment Report)

Fee: $ Cashier's Memorandum No.

Received By: Date:

Application verified complete by: Date:

Signature
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Plan Amendment and File No.
Environmental Assessment Application
Page 2

12, State briefly how the proposed land uses will implement the policies and achieve the goals of the
City's General Plan better than the existing land use designation.

See attached letter dated August 18, 2008 describing the reasons the recommended
land uses are a better choice than the proposed Industrial/Flex R&D. See supporting
property owners list and signatures.

13. By signing below, l/we declare, under penalty of perjury, that the information provided on, and
altached to, this application is true and correct to the best of myfour knowledge and belief. Al
signatures below are required.

Signature of Applicant: Date:

Signature of Owner(s): Date:

Date:

Signature of Consultant: Date:
See attached list of property owners within the proposed plan area who have signed this

14, MANDATORY ATTACHMENTS: application,

Al Copy of recorded grant deed showing current ownership of the subject parcel(s).
Deed for Ralph and Frances Reitz attached.

B. If a consultant is utilized, a letter of authorization from the properly owner(s).

C. If a consultant is utilized, a list of property owners within 300 feet of the amendment site is
required 30 days prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing date. This list is to
include every owner of every parcel, the Assessor's Parcel Number of each parcel, and the
mailing address of each owner.

K:A\Word Forms \Plan Amendment App




C 57086669
' RECORDED IN OFFi¢
FRESNO Coutiy, ity Spgprosor

AT MIN PAST J“i’l N

Recording Requested By and

When Recorded Return To: JUL 6 1997

Kenneth J. Fransen

-1 FRESNO COUNTY,
Bolen, Fransen & Boostrom LLP WILLIAM C. GREENWOODC&I&%?%Q.;ME;
414 Pollasky Avenue

: FEE
Clovis, CA 93612 BY DEPUTY RECORDER | $ ]2»/

(SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE ONLY)

GRANT DEED

THE UNDERSIGNED GRANTORS DECLARE:

DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER TAX IS § -0-

Assessor's Parcel Nos. 316-150-01 and 316-150-02

FOR VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
RALPH PHILIP REITZ and FRANCES SULLIVAN REITZ, husband and wife, as joint tenants,
hereby GRANT to RALPH P. REITZ and FRANCES S. REITZ, husband and wife, as
community property, the following described real property in the County of Fresno, State of

California:

See Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

THIS GRANT IS MADE EXPRESSLY SUBJECT TO ALL ENCUMBRANCES DONE, MADE OR
SUFFERED BY THE GRANTOR(S), OR ANY PERSON CLAIMING UNDER THE GRANTOR(S).

Dated: ‘77?%4/;/ ?, 1997
Ro0 e, QAL 0 &i

RALPH PHILIP REITZ

FRANCES SULLIVAN REITZ
MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO PARTY SHOWN ON FOLLOWING LINE; I NO PARTY SO SHOWN, MAIL AS DIRECTED ABOVE.

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

002\22228.00 \GrantDeed(CP)




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF o

On {/]//ﬂ [4’ ?'q , 19 47, before me, [/4/ / {/1 / Z L Hjﬁ{/— , notary

public, personally 'appea%ed RALPH PHILIP REITZ and FRANCES SULLIVAN REITZ,
personally known to me (orp isfactory evidence) to be the persons
whose names are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that they executed

the same in their authorized capacities, and that by their signatures on the instrument the persons,
or the entity upon behalf of which the persons acted, executed the instrument,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

% VALFRIE L. HEATER
¥

Wiy L. jeitss

i | N PP

002\22228.001\GrantDeed(CP)




Exhibit A

The North half of the Northwest quarter of the Northwest quarter of Section 14, Township 14
South, Range 21 East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian, in the County of Fresno, State of
California, according to the United States Government Township Plats approved by the Surveyor
General on July 15, 1854.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM the North 30 feet thereof.

TOGETHER WITH the North 32 feet of the South half of the Northwest quarter of the
Northwest quarter of said Section 14.

APNs 316-150-01 and 316-150-02

002\22228.00\ExhibitA




August 18, 2008
City of Fresno
Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043
Fresno, CA 93721

SEGA Preferred Alternative Modification Process
Property Address 1080 S, Temperance, APN 316-150-01 and 02 (19 acres)

The following is a discussion and a description of a requested change in land use designation for
the preferred SEGA Growth Alternative selected at the July 22, 2008 City Council hearing. This
requested change is a continuation of the previous request made in our letter dated July 7, 2008
presented to the SEGA Advisory Committee. The Committee recommended this change be
adopted at the July 8, 2008 hearing, but it was dismissed by the Planning Commission and City
Council at subsequent hearings. The majority of our neighbors also disagree with the proposed
Industrial/R&D zoning in this area (bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west, the railroad on
the north, the Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the south),

During the review of our proposed land use change by the City’s consultant (Calthorpe &
Associates), they gave the following strong reasons for changing the proposed zoning to
“Community Center” at the corners of the new California Avenue alignment and Temperance
Avenue:

e Better and more direct access to related employment (north and east of the
Community Center) and the Community Center desighated east of Briggs Canal.

e California Avenue is on the 1-mile city grid and between Kings Canyon and Jensen,
providing good access from both directions.

e If the planned community rail line along the existing railroad tracks just north comes
to fruition and the arca becomes more urban over time, there could be a potential
stop at the California Avenue Community Center.

e A California Avenue Community Center also serves planned residential
development to the west and does not conflict with other planned commercial
developments in the area.

This plan was illustrated in a modification to Alternative 2, prepared by Calthorpe for
consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council. This land use plan is shown
enlarged for the area we are requesting to be changed (see Exhibit 1).




City of Fresno Planning and Development Department Page 2
August 18, 2008

In addition, the following advantages of this plan are presented as follows:

This area will be ideal for a mixture of uses including a medium-sized commercial center,
office/R&D centers, residential, mixed residential, and similar job-creating and residential
uses as shown in Exhibit 1.

There will be significant pressure on areas such as this to develop with these land uses
soon as SR 180 will be completed to Temperance Avenue within a year and Temperance
will become a major connector between SR 180 and small communities to the east and
south such as Sanger, Del Rey, Parlier, Reedley, and Selma.

There are currently no commercial/business (jobs) for a distance of over 3 miles (Kings
Canyon and Clovis Avenue). This would cause the new residences and future schools
between Temperance and Clovis (4 square miles of residential) to drive long distances to
shop and work. A Community Center with businesses/R&D in the California/Temperance
area would provide this and reduce miles driven, air pollution, and time wasted. The
Community Center shown on the current plan at the Fowler and Annadale is many years
away, and there is no residential planned in this area in the near future.

There are already existing water and sewer utilities extended to the California and
Temperance area which would allow economical connections and would be a further
impetus for needed commercial/businesses (jobs) growth in this area.

In addition, following are reasons we feel that zoning this area Industrial/R&D would be an
impediment to orderly growth:

Industrial to the north of the railroad at Temperance is primarily an agricultural/wet
industry (La Destria, formerly Bonner Packing). This is a significant development which
has existed for over 100 years at this site, Zoning of R&D may not be consistent with this
existing use due to odors, noise, rail traffic, and similar impacts.

Industrial/R&D is typically the last of areas to develop in a new, large growth area. By
making this area Industrial/R&D, it will essentially stop or severely slow development of
this area and cause the areas east of the Briggs Canal to leapfrog over it. This would cause
an expensive and undesirable situation for City services such as roads, water, sewer, and
storm drainage, to be extended far to the east without development west of the Briggs
Canal. This would cause unnecessary environmental impacts to the area.

The areas west of the Temperance and California intersection are entirely residential and
would be incompatible with various types of industrial uses that may develop here and
bring few jobs.

If' it is necessary to have a certain number of Industrial/R&D areas in the plan, we suggest
moving this zoning to the areas adjacent to Jensen Avenue between the Briggs Canal and
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List of Property Owners Signing Application

No. Name Address APN Acres
5 Ralph and Frances Reilz 1080 S. Temperance 316-150-01 17.23
5 Ralph and Frances Reitz 1080 S. Temperance 316-150-02 1.72
6 Dennis Simonian 7254 E. Church 316-150-11 9.92
7 Peter Toomajian 7374 E. Church 316-150-13 0.97
8 Peter Toomajian 7404 E. Church 316-150-14 18.20
10 Dennis Simonian 2629 S. Clovis Ave., 93725 316-150-31 18.35
11 Simonian Family Trust 1180 S, Temperance 316-150-32 0.25
12 Dennis Simonian 2629 S. Clovis Ave., 93725 316-150-33 6.00
14 Donna Elliott 1270 S. Temperance 316-150-35 19.59
16 Ron and Judy Rostykus 1236 S. Locan 316-150-38 2.41
18 Garrett and Jane Wimer 4860 E. Normal Ave., 93703 316-150-44 2.46
19 Emil and Janice Sereda 1202 S. Locan 316-150-45 2.37
20 Jane Wimer 1156 S. Locan 316-150-46 12.50
21 Willie and Betty Martin 1412 S. Temperance 316-150-47 7.32
27 Michael Garcia 7222 E. Church 316-150-57 3.04
17 John and Loretta Showalter 1318 S. Locan 316-170-17 533
16 John and Loretta Showalter 1318 S. Locan 316-170-16 5.50

Total | 133.16
Additional Neighbors Adjacent to Proposed Area Also in Favor of Change
Miriam Kaprielian 1291 S. DeWolf Ave. 313-410-02& | 50.00
316-170-15
Lyle and Nancy Nelson 1419 S. De Wolf Ave. 316-170-04 1.08
William Magnuson 7088 E. Jensen Ave. 316-030-54 0.12
Johnny Niizawa 8467 E. Chwrch 0.75
Total {  60.95







City of Fresno Angs 18, 2008
Planning and Development Department

2600 Fresno Strect, Room 3043

Fresno, CA 93721

-
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SEGA Preferred Alternative Modification Progess 276 = /S0~ B2 3/6 ~§0-32 2
Property Ovmer: 3/~ 501l ~313-05/~27- 3/6-/50-3/

Property Address: ¢ %W&ﬂ_é ¢ W 7259 C/?:.&ZZDC«
Aascssor’s Parcel No.: ‘// Qs Q — LY/ acres

This letter is being submittad in support of a change in the proposed zoning for the SEGA
Growth Plan selected by the City Council on July 22, 2008, as the overall plan 0 be evaluated
under the BIR process during the ackt yesr, :

This proposed change relates to the gencral aréa boundcd by Temperance Avenue on the west,
the railroad on the north, Briggs Canal on the cast, and Church Avenue on the south, The change
we arc requesting consists of mixed fand uses containing a medium-sized commercial center at
Temperance and California, office/R&D centers, residential, mixed residential, and similar job-
oreating uses. These uscs are generally shown on Exhibit 1 (attachcd).

We support this or a similar plan but do not support the Industdal/R&D zoning shown in the plan
described as Alternative 2 sclected for study by the City Council.

1f you have any questions, please fec! free to contact me,

Sincerely,




August 18, 2008
City of Fresno
Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043
Fresno, CA 93721

SEGA Preferred Alternative Modification Process

Property Owner: (/Z,ﬁ-?/fv *‘-j NN Ef A fn/
Property Address: 7.3 7 4 < 74p "’f /C %/l (.’«K‘

Assessor’s Parcel No.: 3/6 ~/.870-/ '.3/, 31415014 20 acres

This letter is being submitted in support of a change in the proposed zoning for the SEGA
Growth Plan selected by the City Council on July 22, 2008, as the overall plan to be evaluated
under the EIR process during the next year.

This proposed change relates to the general area bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west,
the railroad on the north, Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the south. The change
we are requesting consists of mixed land uses containing a medium-sized commercial center at
Temperance and California, office/R&D centers, residential, mixed residential, and similar job-
creating uses. These uses are generally shown on Exhibit 1 (attached).

We support this or a similar plan but do not support the Industrial/R&D zoning shown in the plan
described as Alternative 2 selected for study by the City Council.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me,

Sincerely,

ﬁ,@/ﬁ/of/am f A










August 18, 2008

City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043
Fresno, CA 93721

Property Owner: @wa»rr a“fj( A &< J QN e L \\/ Lpley e “(?’é;ﬂé 3)
Property Address: \i LOC-L,,{D /\/
Assessor's Parcel No.: Do~ 1S~ Y Acres £ L {p

This letter is being submitted in support of a change in the proposed zoning for the
SEGA Growth Plan selected by the City Council on July 22, 2008, as the overall plan to
be evaluated under the EIR process during the next year.

This proposed change relates to the general area bounded by Temperance Avenue on
the west, the raiiroad on the north, Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the
south. The change we are reguesting consists of mixed land uses containing a
medium-sized commercial center at Temperance and California, office/R&D centers,
residential, mixed residential, and similar job-creating uses. These uses are generally
shown on Exhibit 1 (attached).

We support this or a similar plan but do not support the industrial R&D zoning shown in
the plan described Alternative 2 selected by the City Council.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

s ap.wku/u

9] ettt Ul i













August 18, 2008

City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043
Fresno, CA 93721

SEGA Preferred Alternative Modification Process

Property Owner: Ml(}hﬂ (9/{ (] ’7 ﬂ }’)f )LM 6@ VCI/J;

Property Address: 7‘4/2 Q 9 | E 0//“/{ f (0/ /’L I’/bf‘-@ WSWO 9579(7

Assessor’s Parcel N0.16é, 6\0 5,0'*\’ acres
Sle~iBo-~G Y

This letter is being submitted in support of a change in the proposed zoning for the SEGA
Growth Plan selected by the City Council on July 22, 2008, as the overali plan to be evaluated
under the EIR process during the next year,

This proposed change relates to the general area bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west,
the railroad on the north, Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the south. The change
we are requesting consists of mixed land uses containing a medium-sized commercial center at
Temperance and California, office/R&D centers, residential, mixed residential, and similar job-
creating uses. These uses are generally shown on Exhibit 1 (attached).

We support this or a similar plan but do not support the Industrial/R&D zoning shown in the plan
described as Alternative 2 selected for study by the City Council.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
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August 18, 2008
City of Fresno
Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043
Fresno, CA 93721

SEGA Preferred Alternative Modification Process

Property Owner: \/I//:A_A’/,Q/&j p. ’M’,D VS Y,
Property Address: /2 8g E. %{‘/Fq e EM ‘A /£
Assessor’s Parcel No.: 3/ (-0 {boiﬁg{‘[ ? 12 acres

This letter is being submitted in support of a change in the proposed zoning for the SEGA
Growth Plan selected by the City Council on July 22, 2008, as the overall plan to be evaluated
under the EIR process during the next year,

This proposed change relates to the general area bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west,
the railroad on the north, Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the south. The change
we are requesting consists of mixed land uses containing a medium-sized commercial center at
Temperance and California, office/R&D centers, residential, mixed residential, and similar job-
creating uses. These uses are generally shown on Exhibit 1 (attached).

We support this or a similar plan but do not support the Industrial/R&D zoning shown in the plan
described as Alternative 2 selected for study by the City Council.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

) llju P gt —
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Mark Reifz, PE
246 E. Dernise Avenue
Fresno, CA 93720
(559) 905-4523

December 4, 2012
Jamie Holt
City of Fresno Planning Commission
2600 Fresno Street
Fresno, CA 93721

Initial Study — General Plan and Development Code Update

Enclosed are copies of correspondence sent to the City of Fresno Planning Department related to
an approximately 200-acre area within the SEGA bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west,
the railroad on the north, the Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the south, The
correspondence dates back to August 18, 2008 and November 20, 2008.

Modifications were requested from the land use designation of Industrial/Flex R&D as proposed
under the SEGA plan. This was requested in an application with a fee paid to the City Planning
Department, which was acknowledged in the enclosed letter dated October 2, 2008.

Based on our attendance at many planning meetings since then, we understand that this area is
now proposed as a Regional Business Park (RBP) and no longer the Industrial/Flex R&D per
SEGA.

The landowners within this 200-acre area are also not in favor of the RBP land use designation for
this area and would prefer the alternatives proposed in our correspondence for the environmental
and planning reasons stated.

We would appreciate your consideration in incorporating our proposed land uses or something
similar and more flexible for this area in the new General Plan.

Please call if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Mark Reitz
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Mark Reitz, PE
246 E. Denise Avenue
Fresno, CA 93720
(559) 905-4523

December 4, 2012
Michael E. Houlihan
Michael Brandman Associates
220 Commerce, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92602

Initial Study — General Plan and Development Code Update

Enclosed are copies of correspondence sent to the City of Fresno Planning Department related to
an approximately 200-acre area within the SEGA bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west,
the railroad on the north, the Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the south. The
correspondence dates back to August 18, 2008 and November 20, 2008.

Modifications were requested from the land use designation of Industrial/Flex R&D as proposed
under the SEGA plan. This was requested in an application with a fee paid to the City Planning
Department, which was acknowledged in the enclosed letter dated October 2, 2008,

Based on our attendance at many planning meetings since then, we understand that this area is
now proposed as a Regional Business Park (RBP) and no longer the Industrial/Flex R&D per
SEGA.

The landowners within this 200-acre area are also not in favor of the RBP land use designation for
this area and would prefer the alteratives proposed in our correspondence for the environmental
and planning reasons stated.

We would appreciate your consideration in incorporating our proposed land uses or something
similar and more flexible for this area in the new General Plan.

Please call if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

7?%{/%

Mark Reitz







November 20, 2008
City of Fresno
Attn: Mr. Keith Bergthold
Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065
Fresno, CA 93721-3604

SEGA Plan
Response to Notice of Preparation and Initial Study EIR

This letter is in follow-up to our letter of August 18, 2008 submitted with the Alternative
Modification Process application and comments made at the City of Fresno presentation on
November 13, 2008.

Following are envirommentally-related reasons that we believe favor zoning the approximatcly
200-acre area (bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west, the railroad on the north, the Briggs
Canal on the cast, and Church Avenue on the south) as Community Center, Mixed Residential,
Neighborhood Residential and Office/R&D Center instead of Industrial/Flex R&D, which is
tentatively proposed.

1. A community center and the office/R&D center and similar job-creating uses at this site
will serve the proposed residential and mixed residential areas as well as the very large
residential areas (4 square miles) to the west of Temperance between Kings Canyon Road
and Jensen Avenue. Currently there are no shopping/commercial areas for over 3 driving
miles to the Kings Canyon/Clovis Avenue center. Adding a community center/office/
R&D center would greatly reduce trip miles, air pollution, and noise. These uses would
not conflict with the community center proposed at DeWolf and California Avenue and
would complement it by reducing trip miles between shopping/office space needed in both
of these areas. The proposed four-lane California Avenue would support both of these
developments and conveniently connect the Temperance and DeWolf arterial streets for
both bicycle and foot traffic with the Briggs Canal green space as the centerpiece.

2. There will be significant pressure/demand on this area to develop with these land uses soon
as SR 180 will be completed to Temperance Avenue within a year, and Temperance will
be a major connector between SR 180 and Jensen Avenue for communities to the south
and east such as Sanger, Del Rey, Reedley, Parlier, and Selma. There are no services, such
as gas stations, grocery stores, drug stores, restaurants, etc., to serve this traffic volume.
The streets and community centers proposed over a mile to the east will not develop for 15
to 20 years or more and will not be able to serve the immediate needs. This will create
more trip miles, air pollution, and noise.




City of Fresno Planning and Devclopment Department Page 2
November 20, 2008

3. More jobs would be created by the uses we propose than industrial land uses. If industries
ever develop in this area, it would be primarily warehouses, storage areas, or agricultural-
related processing industries. There are already many large industrial areas in the Fresno
area along Jensen Avenue to the west, at the Fresno airport only 5 miles away, and in
Clovis. There is no demand in this area for this land use, and it would cause this area to
develop last, if ever. By making this area Industrial/R&D, it will essentially stop or
severcly slow development of this area and cause the areas east of the Briggs Canal to
leapfrog over it. This would cause an expensive and undesirable situation for City
services, such as roads, water, sewer, storm drainage, gas, and electrical, to be extended far
to the east without development west of the Briggs Canal. This would cause unecessary
environmental impacts to the area.

4. The areas west of the Temperance/California intersection are entirely residential and would
be incompatible with the various types of industrial uses that will develop here (noise from
large trucks, traffic safety issues, air poliution, visual impacts, etc.). When the residential
areas to the west were approved for development, the current General Plan showed the area
to the cast to be residential, commercial, or businesses — not industrial. Property owners to
the west may feel this land use would negatively impact their property values and quality
of life.

5. The industrial area to the north of the railroad at Temperance up to Butler Avenue is
primarily an agricultural/wet industry (La Destria, formerly Bonner Packing). Thisisa
significant industrial development that has existed for over 100 years at this large site,
Zoning of Flex R&D may not be consistent with this existing use due to significant odors,
noise, rail (double rail spur), truck traffic, and similar environmental impacts. We suggest
that this entire area north of the railroad up to Butler Avenue be kept as industrial only.
The railroad would provide a good buffer transition to the community center/office/R&D
Uses we are proposing.

6. Ifitis necessary to have a certain number of Industrial/Flex R&D acres in the plan, we
suggest moving this zoning to a buffer strip north of Jensen Avenue between the Briggs
Canal and Highland Avenue. The present plan shows residential in these areas, which
would be an environmental unsound choice due to the heavy traffic noise, and air quality
impacts created by a future six-lane roadway such as Jensen Avenue. An example of this
undesirable situation can now be found on the north side of Jensen between Clovis and
Fowler Avenues, where homes are being built adjacent to this busy highway. Another
option that would better support Industrial/Flex R&D would be in the vicinity of nearby
SR 180 or the new proposed Kings Canyon alignment.

7. Asevidenced by the proposed application for this modification, over 70 percent of the
property owners (17 parcels) in this area do not want the Industrial/Flex R&D Zoning in
this area. These property owners have owned and paid taxes on these properties for many
years, in some cases over 75 years. Many of the parcels are small (less than 10 acres) and
are not conducive to developing the larger parcels necessary for Industrial/Flex R&D,
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which would further hamper the sales and development of the area for these uses. This
would cause further leapfrogging over this area.

Thank you for your consideration of these environmental reasons to support our proposed
alternative land use.

Sincerely,

R&\;Q,Q_{L,, . R X
Ralph Reitz Frances Reitz




August 18, 2008
City of Fresno
Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043
Fresno, CA 93721

SEGA Preferred Alternative Modification Process
Property Address 1080 S. Temperance, APN 316-150-01 and 02 (19 acres)

The following is a discussion and a description of a requested change in land use designation for
the preferred SEGA Growth Alternative selected at the July 22, 2008 City Council hearing. This
requested change is a continuation of the previous request made in our letter dated July 7, 2008
presented to the SEGA Advisory Committee. The Committee recommended this change be
adopted at the July 8, 2008 hearing, but it was dismissed by the Planning Commission and City
Council at subsequent hearings. The majority of our neighbors also disagree with the proposed
Industrial/R&D zoning in this area (bounded by Temperance Avenue on the west, the railroad on
the north, the Briggs Canal on the east, and Church Avenue on the south).

During the review of our proposed land use change by the City’s consultant (Calthorpe &
Associates), they gave the following strong reasons for changing the proposed zoning to
“Community Center” at the corners of the new California Avenue alignment and Temperance
Avenue:

¢ Better and more direct access to related employment (north and east of the
Community Center)} and the Community Center designated east of Briggs Canal.

e California Avenue is on the 1-mile city grid and between Kings Canyon and Jensen,
providing good access from both directions.

e Ifthe planned commumity rail line along the existing railroad tracks just north comes
to fruition and the area becomes more urban over time, there could be a potential
stop at the California Avenue Community Center.

o A California Avenue Community Center also serves planned residential
development to the west and does not conflict with other planned commercial
developments in the area,

This plan was illustrated in a modification to Alternative 2, prepared by Calthorpe for
consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council. This land use plan is shown
enlarged for the area we are requesting to be changed (see Exhibit 1).
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In addition, the following advantages of this plan are presented as follows:

This area will be ideal for a mixture of uses including a medium-sized commercial center,
office/R&D centers, residential, mixed residential, and similar job-creating and residential
uses as shown in Exhibit 1.

There will be significant pressure on areas such as this to develop with these land uses
soon as SR 180 will be completed to Temperance Avenue within a year and Temperance
will become a major connector between SR 180 and small communities to the east and
south such as Sanger, Del Rey, Parlier, Reedley, and Selma.

There are currently no commercial/business (jobs) for a distance of over 3 miles (Kings
Canyon and Clovis Avenue). This would cause the new residences and future schools
between Temperance and Clovis (4 square miles of residential) to drive long distances to
shop and work. A Community Center with businesses/R&D in the California/Temperance
area would provide this and reduce miles driven, air poltution, and time wasted. The
Community Center shown on the current plan at the Fowler and Annadale is many years
away, and there is no residential planned in this area in the near future.

There are already existing water and sewer utilities extended to the California and
Temperance area which would allow economical connections and would be a further
impetus for needed commercial/businesses (jobs) growth in this area.

In addition, following are reasons we feel that zoning this area Industrial/R&D would be an
impediment to orderly growth:

Industrial to the north of the railroad at Temperance is primarily an agricultural/wet
industry (La Destria, formerly Bonner Packing). This is a significant development which
has existed for over 100 years at this site. Zoning of R&D may not be consistent with this
existing use due to odors, noise, rail traffic, and similar impacts,

Industrial/R&D is typically the last of areas to develop in a new, large growth area. By
making this area Industrial/R&D, it will essentially stop or severely slow development of
this area and cause the areas east of the Briggs Canal to leapfrog over it. This would cause
an expensive and undesirable situation for City services such as roads, water, sewer, and
storm drainage, to be extended far to the east without development west of the Briggs
Canal. This would cause unnecessary environmental impacts to the area.

The areas west of the Temperance and California intersection are entirely residential and
would be incompatible with various types of industrial uses that may develop here and
bring few jobs.

If it is necessary to have a certain number of Industrial/R&D areas in the plan, we suggest
moving this zoning to the areas adjacent to Jensen Avenue between the Briggs Canal and
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Highland Avenue. The present plan shows residential in these areas, which would be a
poor choice due to the heavy traffic, noise, and air quality impacts of a future six-lane
roadway such as Jensen Avenue. Another option that would better support Industrial/R&D
would be in the vicinity of nearby SR 180 or the new Kings Canyon alignment.

In summary, the property owners in this area do not support the Industrial/R&D zoning, as
exhibited by the attached letters representing the majority of owners in this area. We sincerely
appreciate your consideration in modifying the currently proposed SEGA plan in this area to a
plan similar to that shown in Exhibit 1.

Sincerely,

Ralph Reitz Family

Ralph Reitz . Frances Reitz
R atn % &74/5@/ %

Mark Reitz Dale Reitz

ZE




Muark P. Reitz, PE
246 E. Denise
Fresno, CA 93720
(559) 905-4523

July 7, 2008
Trai Her
City of Fresno
Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043
Fresno, CA 93721

Re: SEGA Specific Plan

This letter is in response to the proposed land use and zoning alternative presented at the June 10,
2008 public meeting held at the Fresno Exhibit Hall. The presentations and discussions appeared
to focus heavily on the one proposed plan shown in the enclosed color handout entitled
“Building neighborhoods that thrive,” also shown as Alternative 2.

We own a 20-acre farm at 1080 S. Temperance Avenue at the southeast corner of Temperance
and the east/west California railroad tracks. We have lived at this family farm continuously for
over 100 years. My parents, who are in their mid-80s, still reside there. We have anticipated the
growth of Fresno in this area for over 50 years. The previous General Plan and Sphetes of
Influence have always shown this area to be future residential or commercial zoning. We are
very disappointed now to see the proposed plan showing this area and the land on the east side of
Temperance Avenue south to Jensen Avenue to be designated as Industrial. This does not seem
to be consistent with the land use to the west, the northwest, and the southwest, which is all
developed as residential/commercial all the way west to Clovis Avenue. The areas south of
Jensen have always been planned as Industrial, which is consistent going west all the way to
Freeway 99. We and our neighbors feel that zoning this area as Industrial is wrong, inconsistent
with past plans, will severely slow the development of this area, and will severely decrease its
property value as compared to the original General Plan.

If there are any important reasons that this particular area be designed Industrial other than “well
we had to show so many acres of Industrial somewhere because we changed some of the area
around the proposed Community College at Clovis and North Avenues to residential/
commercial,” T would like to know them. This was the reason stated to me at the meeting.

1 am enclosing three other alternatives for your review that are very similar to your proposed
plan but locate the Industrial area (which I assume you are including to balance the land use
types) along the north side of Jensen east of Locan Avenue (Attachment 1) or the Briggs canal
(Attachment 2). There is also an alternative showing the Industrial area east of Temperance,
south of Jensen Avenue, and south of the proposed flood control basin (Attachment 3). 1 realize
this third alternative includes land outside your study area, but this area should be considered as
well just as the drainage basin that was selected for this area. These alternatives are superior
because they have more frontage along Jensen, which is a four-lane divided highway and more







The 9, bﬂﬂ-acre SEGA sits at the eastern
edge of the curvent Fresno City limits,
generally located east of Temperance
Avenne, south of the City of Clovis,

and west of the City of Sanger.

(]

SOUTHEAST GROWTH AREA
/

A model for smart

and sustainable growth

The SEGA planning process is based on listening
to the community—thats you and your neighbors.
This bold approach is different from standard
planning projects as it compares the growih pattern
of the past decades ro alternative urban designs
and brings the costs, benefirs, and consequences of
these options inta the public forum. The process
shows us if alternarive designs will help us meet

air quality goals, housing needs, and reduce warer
and energy demand. We get 1o see if new designs
support our economy’s growth within the limits
of our fiscal and environmental resources, Only
through this combination of advaneed planning
and defensible analysis can we make an informed
choice about our furure. This model has the
potential to solve many urban growth challenges,
air pollution, sustainability issues, and more. With
input from you and your neighbors, the process
will be more accurate and thorough.

Be the change

More than 800 people have attended public
listening sessions and forums about the SEGA
with Gty of Fresno staff, the locally appointed

SEGA Advisory Committee, and intemarionally.

recognized Calthorpe Associires. On June 10,
2008 plan alternatives for SEGA will be unveiled
for discussion and evaluation by the public.

It's up to us to make an informed decision abour
the furure direction of our city.

Innovative
Employment Areas
The SEGA could attract
opportunities in green
technology and energy
systems, agrelated

N -

Dedicated

Trail Systems

Trail systems and
bicycle paths make
traveling without a car
safe and convenient.
Schools and major
centers can be
reached safely with or

Open Space

and Recreation

A variety of natural

open spaces and

parks provide for

recreation in all areas
4 of the SEGA.

Walkable
Neighborhoods

Nearly all homes are |
wilhin walking distance
of a neighborhood
center, with an
elementary school,
recreation areas,
community gardens,

and small shops.

High Quality
Transit Service
Fast and frequent
transit service
connects the SEGA's
major centers to jobs
and housing inside
the SEGA and across
the region.

Wi

industries, and other
emerging fields.

MINNEWAWA

Housing Choice

A variety of single
family housing types,

as well as multifamily
options offer choices to
a mix of incomes, age
groups, and lifestyles.

o

This map depicts one of a series of conceptual draft plan alternatives developed for the SEGA.
This alternative expresses many of the key opportunities and goals of the planning process, as described in the map captions.
Each plan alternative is being analyzed and compared for its consequences on a broad array of issues, from emvironmental impacts ke air

poliution and water use, to fiscal impacts ke infrastructure cost and utlty rates, to commundy impacts kke wal

bty and neighborhood qualities.

_‘ Community Farming

and Agriculture
Small farms form the
edge to the SEGA, and

| community gardens

and farmer's markets
are integrated into

| neighborhoods,

schools, and centers.

M Mixed Use Centers

Vibrant regional and
community centers
mix shopping, housing,
and jobs and are easily
accessible to most
residents via a short
walk, bike ride, drive,
or transit trip.

LEGEND
Regional Center
Commindy Center

|| Nesghborhood Center
Educational Faciity
Office/RAD Center
Indistrial Fiex RAD
Waterway
| Greenwsy/Open Space

MNiced
Veigh

Il FurddRes

I | Rural Cluster Residential
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ad/Expressway

Conneclor
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COUNTY OF FRESNO
COUNTY CLERK / REGISTRAR OF VOTERS
BRANDI L. ORTH

The “Why™ and “How® of
Establishing Vﬁﬁ@ Precincts

When:

Thursday, September 18, 2014

Time:

5:30 PM ~7:00 PM
Topics to Cover

Where : 899 Raceson the Ballot
77 Overfapping Boundary Lines

resno County Election Training Room
a y nirg Process of Precinet Conseclidation

4525 E. Hamilton Ave., Fresno, CA, 93702 .
: Applicable Laws

How a Polling Place is Established

Advantages of Being a Mail Ballot Precinct

Efects of Provisicnal Ballots after Hection

Bring a Friend!

Please Contact Robert G. Bergstrom at rbergstrom@co.fresno.ca.us to RSVP
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Baker Manock

&lJensenc
ATTORNLEYS AT LAW /MWW_M\
Robert 3. Wilkinson
Anorney at Law
Al.lgllSt g 8, 20 | 4 rwitkinson@bakermanock com
Fig Garden Yinancial Center
VIA HAND DELIVERY & ELECTRONIC MAIL 5260 Norih Palin Avenue

Fourth Floor
Jenntfer K. Clark, AICP
Director
City of Fresno - Development and Resource
Management Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065
Fresno, CA 93722
E-Mail: trai.her@fresno.gov

[iresno, California 93704

Tel: 559.432.5400
Fax 559432 5620

wivew,bakermanock.com

Re:  City of Fresno - General Plan Update
Dear Ms, Clark:

Please accept the following comments on behalf of our client Vie-Del Company.
Thank you for your consideration.

The City of Fresno (“City”) is required to cvaluate the totality of actions one
could reasonably expect to occur as a result of adopting its General Plan. One of those actions,
in fact, one of the goals of the City’s General Plan, is to support the development of the high
speed rail (“HSR™). However, the City’s evaluation of the HSR project in its draft General Plan
is currently nothing more than stating what the HSR is and, if the project is developed, what
benefits there may be to the community. This analysis is vague and does not adequately inform
the public of the impacts the HSR will have on the City’s General Plan.

Additionally, the City’s General Plan does not adequately analyze how the HSR,
and its impacts to the City, will affect the City’s General Plan. Specifically, the impacts to Vie-
Del Company’s Assessor Parcel Number (“APN™) 508-020-048 (the “Property”), are not
mentioned or even considered. Furthermore, the pictures in the City’s draft General Plan are at
such a large scale that it is difficult to identify where on my client’s Property the realignment of
North Golden State Boulevard is proposed. A few inches could drastically change the impacts
such realignment would have on my client’s Property.

For your reference, attached and incorporated herein is the comment letter that we
submitted to Mr. Bergthold on December 6, 2012, as part of the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the City of Fresno General Plan and Development Code
Update. As we stated in that comment letter, City staff should be fully aware that the exercise of
relocating the route of North Golden State Boulevard should only oceur if the HSR is built.
Furthermore, the alignment of North Golden State Boulevard identified in the HSRs
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Jennifer K. Clark, AICP
August 18, 2014
Page 2

Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) is not the same as that identified in the City’s General
Plan or draft master FIR. This should be clarified in both the City’s draft General Plan and the
City’s draft master EIR for the General Plan Update.

Again, we strongly request that the City include in its analysis and General Plan
Update that if the TSR is not constructed, then the current North Golden State Boulevard
orientation would not change, We also urge the City to analyze the impacts the HSR will have
on the changes to its General Plan and the City as a whole.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

i ZSane o

Roberi D, Wilkinson
BAKER MANOCK & JENSEN, PC

LDL:LDI.

Attachment

ce: Ms. Dianne 8. Nury, Vie-Del Company
M. Dirk Poeschel
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Baker Manock
& Jensen

ATTORNEYS AT Law

S

— B
Robhert D. Wilkinson

Attorney ar Law
nvilkinsonggbakermanock.com

December 6, 2012

Fig Garden Financial Center

Via ELECTRONIC MAIL AND 1.5, MATL 5260 North Palm Avernie
Mr. Keith Bergthold Fousth Floo
Assistant Director Fresno, Califoriua 93704
City of Fresno Tel 559.432.5400
2600 Fresno Street, Room 365 .

FTGSHO, CA 9372} Tax: 559,432 5620
E-Mail: Keith.Bergthold@fresno.gov wwwhakermauack com

Re:  Notice ot Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report for the City of Fresno General Plan and
Development Code Update

Dear Mr. Bergthold:

Please accept the following comments on behalf of our client Vie-Del Company.
Thank you for your consideration.

I.
INTRODUCTION

Vie-Del Company {"Vie-Del") owns Assessor Parecl Number ("APN™) 508-020-
0483 (the "Property"}, which is located southwest of the existing North Golden State Boulevard
between Veterans Boulevard and the Herndon Canal in north Fresno. Vie-Del is a family owned
business established in 1946. It is a majority woman-owned manufacturing and food processing
business.

On the Property, Vie-Del maintains the largest industrial site and largest industrial
building north of downtown Fresno. The property is unique in terms of its size, location and
fixtures, which include cranes and high capacity electrical outlets that make it particularly well
suited for manufacturing. Currently the Property is occupied by three tenants, two of whom are
also majority woman-owned businesses. One of the businesses manufaciures agricultural
harvesters and is one of the few domestic manufachurers of this type competing in an
international market. A second tenant manufactures road repair equipment. These (wo tenants
take advantagc of the facility's unique properties. The third tenant stores agricultural products at
the site.

1217730v4 / 9489.0027



Mr. Keith Berpthold
December 6, 2012
Page 2 IR

IL.
BACKGROUND

A. California Hich Speed Train

Larlier this year, the California High Speed Rail Authority ("CHSRA") certified
the Merced 1o Fresno Final Environmental Iimpact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement
(Final EIR/EIS) and approved the Hybrid Route as the Preferred Alternative. An aerial map with
engineering designs dated February 24, 2012, 1s attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and was included
in the Final EIR/EIS. Exhibit "A" shows the proposed California High Speed Train ("HST")
route, the existing right of ways for North Golden State Boulevard, the proposed right of ways
for the HST, and the property that would be affected by a realignment of North Golden State
Boulevard. This map covers an area along the existing North Golden State Boulevard from
southwest of Veterans Boulevard (not identified on the map) to just past the Herndon Canal, at
North Market Street.

The right of way shown as "proposed” in Exhibit *A" was approved by the
CHSRA based on the certification of the Final EIR/EIS for the HST. As shown in Exhibit "A."
this right of way to the southwest of the railway does have impacts on parcels that are currently
located adjacent to the southwest side of North Golden State Boulevard. However, in the HST
Final EIR/EIS the CHSRA determined that such impacts were less than significant.

Exhibit "A™" also shows the planned new alignment of North Golden State
Boulevard, which would generally run adjacent and parallel to the HST, on the southwest side.
The proposed new alignment of North Golden State Boulevard as shown in Exhibit "A," and as
approved by the CHSRA, will impact those same parcels as the right of way. Of course, the new
North Golden State Boulevard alignment will impact those parcels (o a greater degree than the
right of way for the HST, but the impact is still less than significant.

Among the parcels impacted by the approved HST right of way and new North
Golden State Boulevard alignment (as identified in the Final EIR/EIS), is property owned by
Vie-Del. Specifically, Assessor's Parcel Number ("APN") 508-020-048S is impacted. The area of
the Property imapacted by the HST and new aligniment of North Golden State Boulevard is
currently nsed as a temporary drainage basin by the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District.
Thete are no existing structures on this area of the Property.

The CHSRA, in the HST Final EIR/EIS has already evaluated and made a
determination about the impacts to all the properties along the HST right of way and within the
area of the proposed new North Golden State Boulevard. The CHSRA conchuded that the
alignment ol North Golden State Boulevard adjacent and parallel to the HST is the preferred
route. Therefore, no party can make further comments on the impacts and findings of the
CHSRA concerning the HST and the associated relocation of Golden State Boulevard.

1217730v4 19489.0027
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111
ISSULES

A. City of Fresno General Plag Updaie

On Oetober 26, 2012, we obtained a copy of the City of Fresno's ("City™)
proposed Golden State and West Barstow Businesses and Owners site plan dated September 235,
2012 ("Golden State Site Plan"), which s attached hereto as Exhibit "B." Unlike the HST Final
EIR/EIS, the Golden State Site Plan shows two different alignments for North Golden State
Boulevard. Shown on Exhibit "B" with a solid black line and teal outline, 1s the path of the
North Golden State Boulevard alignment as identified in the Final EIR/EIS and as adopted by the
CHSRA. Shown on Exhibit "B" with two red lines, is the City's new proposed alignment for
North Golden State Boulevard ("Proposed Alignment"). This Proposed Alignment is to be
evaluated i the City of Fresno 2035 Gencral Plan Master Environmental linpact Report
("Master EIR"). Vie-Del was very disappointed to learn that the Proposed Alignment was the
product of meetings with its neighbors, meetings to which Vie-Del was not invited. Vie-Del
only learned of the Proposed Alignment indirectly from City staff after it was already decided
the Proposed Alignment would be mcluded in the 2035 General Plan Update.

Notably, the Proposed Alignment no longer runs adjacent to the HST, but instead
creates a new route from north of Veterans Boulevard to Hermndon Canal. This new Proposed
Alignment cuts through the middle of larger APNs, including property owned by Vie-Del. If this
Proposed Alignment is adopted, it would cut through the biggest industrial site north of
downtown Fresno and severely restrict the job generating activities that could utilize this site at
its current size and state of development. These impacts negatively affect the economic
development in and fiscal sustainability of the City. ln particular, the current facility is very
unique as it is one of the few manufacturing facilities left in Fresno. Most other large
commercial facilities in the City are dedicated to storage and warehousing. Wiih the turnaround
of the economy, Vie-Del intends to further develop and expand the facility and market it to
additional outside manufacturing businesses.

The Proposed Aligiunent would dramatically adversely iinpact current and future
activities on the Property. In particular, the impacts of the Proposed Alignment are much greater
than those illustrated in Exhibit "A." In addition to the roadway, there would be tandscaping and
zoning setbacks which would further destroy the site and its current use as 2 manufacturing
facility. Among other concerns Vie-Del has are that in response to the Proposed Alignment,
Vie-Del would have to create new traffic access, circulation and parking on the site, all of whieh
would diminish the site's utility. The Proposed Alignment also completely wipes out a 50,000
square-foot building. All of this would adversely impact eurrent manufacturing at the site and
the site's potential for additional manufacturing and commercial activity.

City staff should be fully aware that the exercise of refocating the route of North
Golden State Boulevard should only oceur if and when the HST is built. We strongly request

1217130v4 1 9489.0027
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that the City include in its analysis that if the HST is not constructed, then the currently North
Golden State Boulevard orientation would not change.

Furthermore, the Proposed Alignment should not be implemented and mcluded in
the 2035 General Plan Update.  As noted above, it has a sigmificant potential to cause harm to
the area. Morcover, drainage in the area is alveady an issue and will become a greater concem.
The Proposed Alignment indisputably canses a greater public impact than the North Golden
State Boulevard alignment adopted by the CHSRA in the Final EIR/EIS. In addition, although
not necessarily an environmental issue, the CHSRA is supposed to cover the costs of realigning
North Golden State Boulevard. If the City changes that realignment, the costs for construction
will have to come out of the City's budget and the local taxpayer's pockets. In this regard, the
overall costs of cutting though Vie-Del's umgque, large mdustrial parcel are significantly higher
than pursuing the adopted HST plan.

B. Evaluation of the Proposed Alignment in the Master ¥ER

We request that the City of Fresno adopt the findings of the CHSRA and the HST
Final EIR/EIS and incorporate the new North Golden State Boulevard aligmiment as it is shown in
Exhibit "A" into the City's 2035 General Plan. However, if the City still plans to evaluate the
Proposed Alignment, at least the following must be adequately addressed in the Master EIR: (1)
a comparison between the North Golden State Boulevard alignment as proposed and adopled by
the CHSRA, and the Proposed Alignment, espectally as to which alignment has the greatest
public impact; (2) an analysis of the effect of reducing the size of the largest industrial site 1,
north Fresno and its affect on the cconomic development and fiscal sustainability of the City; (3)
an analysis of the impacts the Proposed Alignment will have on drainage in the arca described
above; (4) public safely; (5) costs associated with the project; (6) traffic impacts; (7) the setback
and zoning impacts that will affect the use of the facility; and (8) all other analyses required by
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™).

Although it 1s appropriate o evaluate alternatives as part of the CEQA analysis,
we believe that on a basic analysis of the two alternatives, the City should reject the Proposed
Aliernative and not include it in the draft Master EIR that 1s released for public comment. We
also strongly request the City analyze the comparative impacts and costs of these two routes.
The costs should include the coniribution, or lack theteof, from the CHSRA for construction of
the new North Golden State Boulevard. Of course, the CHSRA cannot provide funding for a
road that it did not authorize and did not analyze as part of its own CEQA/NEPA analysis.

Iv.
CONCLUSION

Vie-Del strongly urges the City of Fresno to use the North Golden State

Boulevard alignment, between Veterans Boulevard and the Herndon Canal, as it was adopted by
the CHSRA and as identified in Exhibit "A," attached herefo. As evaluated in the CHSRA Final
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Mor. Keith Bergthold
December 6, 2012
Page 5

REIR/EIS, this alignment causcs the feast public wmpact. However, if the City decides o procecd
with evaluating the Proposed Alignment in the 2035 General Plan Update Master EIR, we
strongly request that the City fully analyze ali the impacts the Proposed Alignment will have on
the Property and the dramatically adverse affect it will have on the City by destroying sucha
unigue parcel. We also expect the City to fully address the increased cost this Proposed
Alignment will have on the City and its residents.

Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,

%{/MZ% ,%m o

Robert D. Wilkinson
BAKER MANOCK. & JENSEN, PC

LDL:LDIL

Attachments

cc: Ms. Dianne S. Nury, Vie-Del Company
Mr. Dirk Poeschel
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August 17, 2014

Jennifer Clark,

AICP, Director, Development and Resource Management Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065

Fresno, CA93721

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.

4949 E. Kings Canyon Road | Fresno, CA 93727-3812 | (559) 244-5710 | FresnoBHC.org
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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

4949 E. Kings Canyon Road | Fresno, CA 93727-3812 | (559) 244-5710 | FresnoBHC.org
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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)

[¢] &=

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)

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 Via Verona Drive
Chico, CA 95973-1031
Telephone: (530) 343-1386
Facsimile: (530) 343-1155
Email: harrimanlawl@sbcglobal.net

August 18, 2014

VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
[Fax No. (559) 488-1005]

Jennifer Clark

Department of Planning and Community Development
c/o City Clerk

City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, California 93721

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

Gentlepersons:

Because of my long-term interest in land use planning and protection of envitonmental
resources in the City of Fresno and the San Joaquin Valley, I have reviewed the proposed
General Plan Update (GPU) and the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) dated July 22,
2014 for the proposed GPU, and other public documents for this Project.

The analysis of the Energy Alternatives and Mitigation Measures set forth in Section 15.6
of the DEIR, pp. 15.6-1 through 15.6-14 is inadequate, because of the lack of an adequate
alternatives analysis of the renewable energy alternatives and because the following Policies are
which are too vague and non-specific to be adequate.

Policy RC-8-g. Revolving Energy Fund. Create a City Energy Fund which uses first year savings
and rebates from completed City-owned energy efficiency projects to provide resources for
additional energy projects. Dedicate this revolving fund to the sole use of energy efficiency
projects that will pay back into the fupd.

Policy RC-8-h. Solar Assistance. Identify and publicize information about financial mechanisms
for private solar installations and provide over-the-counter permitting for solar installations

@l
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meeting specified standards, which may include maximum size (in kV) of upits that can be so
approved.

Policy RC-8-i. Renewable Target. Adopt and implement a program to increase the use of
renewable energy to meet a given percentage of the City’s peak electrical load within a given
time frame

Policy RC-8-j. Alternative 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
municipal 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 developed
and achieved. There is no quantification of the energy conservation or reduction that will result
from the foregoing Policies. Finally, since there are no mitigation measures or mitigation
monitoring program identified in Section 15.6, the foregoing Policies inadequately address the
cumulative impacts from the reliance on fossil fuel energy sources.

Therefore, the GPU DEIR should be revised and amended to include the following mitigation
measure to conserve and reduce the use of fossil fuel energy during the build-out of the General
Plan:

:All new industrial development, business parks, retail-commercial development, multi-family
and single-family development and public buildings, including without limitation, public and
private schools and administrative buildings, and other government buildings shall be required to
include photo-voltaic and/or solar-thermal energy on all bujldings and occupied structures
sufficient to provide enough electric energy to setve these buildings during the months of March
through October of each year”

For the foregoing reasons, this commentator submits that the proposed GPU and DEIR
for the Fresno General Plan Update should be revised, amended, and re-circulated before final
adoption and certification and submission to the Fresno County Local Agency Formation
Commission for final approval. Please provide special written notice of the availability to the
public of the Responses to Comments and the Final EIR at the address on the letterhead above.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on these documents.

Respectfully

RICHARD

ce: City Councilmembers
Clients

02



Jennifer Clark, Director July 27, 2014

City of Fresno Development and Resource Management Department

Dear Jennifer

Congratulations on completing the draft Fresno General Plan and thank you for sending me a copy to review. |
have the following three comments:

L

I recommend that the Local Planning and Procedures Ordinance (LPPO) not be repealed. It was adopted in
1987 to mandate consistency between zoning and planned land use, and establish much needed rules and
procedures to formulate, update, amend, rank, and coordinate plans. While the LPPO does need to be
updated, it should be retained because our community needs set and reliable planning rules and
procedures to have consistency and confidence in its local planning program. If adopted as proposed, the
draft General Plan (policy D-7-a) would leave Fresno without any planning rules and procedures.

The LPPO should be updated concurrent with the General Plan and 1 believe there is adequate time to
accomplish this. | also believe that existing plans needing repeal or amendment should be repealed or
amended concurrent with the General Plan adoption so that all plans will be internally consistent. In
repealing plans, careful consideration should be given for the retention of site, area, or theme specific
policies, when these policies are consistent with the new General Plan; these policies can be listed in the
new plan.

If all the above actions are not done concurrently, | am concerned there may be some confusion and
misunderstanding about city planning policies, their effect and control, interpretation, and
implementation. These concurrent actions will allow for the most immediate and effective
implementation of the new General Plan.

Itis not clear if the City's Mid-Rise/High-Rise policy is being retained, repealed, or in some manner
incorporated into the new General Plan.

We know that the new General Plan will require effective regional planning and cooperation to be
properly implemented. To assist this effort, | recommend policy additions advocating that the Fresno
County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) update all city spheres of influence together/
concurrently at set time intervals (for example ...every ten years), and that the cities and county meet
jointly on a regular basis to discuss common regional issues and planning policies for adoption in their
respective General Plans. | also recommend a policy advocating that all local jurisdictions in the San
Joaquin Valley jointly pursue the formulation, adoption, and implementation of a model/common
Regional Planning and Cooperation General Plan Element.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the draft General Plan.

Sincerely

Nick Yovino.
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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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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY ;27 W. Cleveland Avenue - (573

« Maii Stop G
) ) = Madera, CA 93637
Community and Economic Development * (559) 875-7821
. e - FAX (559) 675-6573
Department of Plannlng and BU”dlng « TDD (558) 675-8970
. « mc_planning@madera-county.com
Norman L. Allinder, AICP
Director

August 18, 2014

Ms. Jennifer Clark

Development & Resource Management Directer
2600 Fresnc Street, Room 3065

Fresno CA 93722

Re:  Fresno General Plan Update

Dear Ms. Clark,

Madera County has reviewed the City of Fresno’'s General Plan Update and is writing to
provide comments on the draft. It is noted throughout the draft update, that a regional effort is
underway to coordinate support and formulate implementation polices from surrounding
jurisdictions and public agencies to ensure a successful update. Although this is in good faith and
aspiration, the draft mentions no implementation effort to achieve such policies with regard to
cross jurisdictional impact. Without an action plan to implement a regional joint effort between
public agencies, the likelihood of achieving the Plan’s goals is doubtful. We recommend that the
City revise its draft to include such implementation measures that would achieve the goals
highlighted in the update.

The General Plan Update also, continues to intensify development on the fringes of the
city limits adjacent to the Madera County line. The continuation of such development, such as
the further phases of the El Paseo project, creates an internal inconsistency within the draft
document, which prides itself on focusing on inward development. For example, Phases 2-5 of El
Paseo project were recently down zoned and are now being intensified by assigning a fand use
of Highway & Auto Commercial. This land use currently has no companion zone district to
determine how it will be implemented. Perhaps if the implementing document, the pending
development code update, were available we would have certainty as fo these additional
commercial uses at our border.

In closing, Madera County is interested in continuing the productive dialogue we have
cultivated recently. We believe that if the momentum in our relationship between the
communities is applied fo the Fresno General Plan Update, a successful and regionally
supported document will be the outcome. We thank you for the opportunity to participate in the

process. ,
Si o/ ely,

orman L. Allinder
lanning Director
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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.
| 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 (5659) 433-2310 |
www.mccormickbarstow.com
Jeff.Reid@mccormickbarstow.com



caseyl
Typewritten Text
64


65

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, | 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 | 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, | 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, | 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 | was a member. | recommend that it be
incorporated into this General Plan Update, regardless of whether comments are further extended.

JARED GORDON
Attorney

McCormick Barstow, LLP
McCORMICK b0 Boxoaora

F , CA 93729-8912
BARSTOW LLP (559) 4331300 main
ATTORNEYS AT LAW (559) 433-2300 fax

Jared.Gordon@mccormickbarstow.com

www, mecormickbarstow.com
|

FRESMNC - CINCINHNAT . DENVER . LAS VEGHAS . MODESTO . SEATTLE

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.

| would like to reiterate a comment | 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.
1
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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

Friends of Calwa, Inc. City of Fresno General Plan Comments Letter Page 1 of 4

67


caseyl
Typewritten Text
67


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 & lllegal 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”")!, 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.

*kk

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 8 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 8 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.

Friends of Calwa, Inc. City of Fresno General Plan Comments Letter Page 3 of 4
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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 Imoreno@friendsofcalwa.org.

Sincerely,

Laura Katie Moreno
Executive Director

Friends of Calwa, Inc. City of Fresno General Plan Comments Letter Page 4 of 4
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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
FID Facilities: Various

Dear Ms. Clark:

The Fresno Irrigation District (FID) has reviewed the Draft General Plan for the City of Fresno
(Project). The Planning Area includes the City of Fresno, its sphere of influence (SOI), and land
to the north adjacent to the SOI 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. FID has many canals within the Project Area as shown on the attached FID exhibit map.
The major facilities include: Briggs No. 7, Fancher No. 6, Mill No. 36, Herndon No. 39,
and Dry Creek No. 75. FID’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. FID 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 FID. FID will require that it review and approve all maps and plans which impact
FID canals and easements.

2. FID’s facilities that are within the Planning Area carry irrigation water for FID 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 FID's facilities, private facilities also
traverse the Planning Area.

BOARD OF President RYAN JACOBSEN, Vice-President STEVEN BALLS
DIRECTORS GEORGE PORTER, GREGORY BEBERIAN, JERRY PRIETO JR. General Manager GARY R. SERRATO
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DEVELOPMENT
ASSOCIATES, LLC

Entitlements e Planning @ Processing @ Consulting ® Representation ® Public Relations

August 8, 2014

Jennifer Clark, Director

Development and Resource Management Department
City Hall, 3" Floor

2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

RE: SWC West Barstow Avenue and Future North Veteran’s Boulevard
2035 General Plan Update Public Comments
APN 505-060-08

Dear Ms. Clark:

Sol Development Associates, LLC represents Horizon Enterprises, property owner/developer of a 42-acre
parcel located east of N. Grantland, south of West Barstow, north of the Herndon canal and "bisected"
on the west by the Veterans Boulevard alignment and plan line ("Subject Property"). The Subject
Property is currently zoned R-2, consistent with the current land use designation in the existing 2025
General Plan, and the western portion (approximately 40 percent) of the Subject Property is the site of a
pending Site Plan Review/CUP application, now under DRC review by City staff, for a 175-unit
multifamily, multi-phased residential development under the current R-2 zone district (site plan
attached).

The Draft 2035 General Plan designates the Subject Property CMX, Corridor Mixed Use, as specifically
indicated in Figure UF-1: West Development Area Land Use Diagram (attached). The portion of the
Subject Property east of the Veterans Boulevard Alignment is designated as part of a community park
with an underlying CMX designation to apply if the park use doesn't occur.

The property owner is generally supportive of the CMX designation of the Subject Property, subject to
some questions and possible reservations relating to the designation's effect on the land use status of
the pending project entitlement application, as outlined in more detail later in this letter. This general
support for CMX designation is, in fact, reflected in my previous correspondence to the City relating to
this property, specifically my letter to Keith Bergthold dated August 29, 2012, (copy enclosed) in which |
requested that the City clear up an ambiguity as to whether the Subject Property was slated for CMX or
RMX designation, and in which we requested that the designation be CMX and not RMX.

906 “N” Street, Suite 100 | Fresno CA 93721 | Phone 559.497.1900 | Fax 559.497.0301 | www.soldevelopment.com
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Other than the specific questions relating to the City's interpretation of CMX outlined toward the end of
this letter, given the property owner's general support of CMX for the Subject Property and the clear
CMX designation it receives in Figure UF-1, the purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention some
discrepancies in several Draft 2035 General Plan maps affecting the Subject Property and to request that
they be corrected.

Specifically, while Figure UF-1 clearly depicts the CMX land use designation for the Subject Property
(which is north of the diagonally located Herndon Canal), the City-wide land use map, Figure LU-1,
continues to incorrectly show a RMX designation at this location, or at best is very ambiguous. That
should be corrected so that Figure LU-1 is consistent with Figure UF-1, with both showing CMX for the
area north of the Herndon Canal.

There is a similar discrepancy among General Plan maps relating to a detail of the circulation plan,
namely the alignment of West Barstow between N. Grantland and Veterans Boulevard.
Communications over several years involving City Planning, Public Works, the consultant for the
Veterans Boulevard and freeway interchange project and the property owner/developer of the Subject
Property have resulted in consensus and agreement that this segment of the West Barstow collector
street should align north of, parallel to and abutting the Herndon Canal. This is the alignment depicted
in EVERY relevant map in the Draft 2035 General Plan (i.e Figure LU-1, Figure LU-2 and Figure MT-1 -- all
attached) EXCEPT in Figure UF-1 (attached), which shows the West Barstow alignment curving in an
unacceptable way through, and unacceptably bisecting, the Subject Property, and then intersecting
Veterans Boulevard at a location inconsistent with the design of the Veterans Boulevard Project. We are
sure this is merely a map "drafting error" which we hereby bring to your attention and hereby request
be corrected so that Figure UF-1 is consistent with the other maps and this segment of West Barstow is
correctly shown throughout the 2035 General Plan.

The property owner/developer has recently submitted to the Planning Department a Site Plan
Review/CUP Application for a 175-unit, multi-phased multifamily development consistent with the
current R-2 zoning and 2025 General Plan land-use designation. This submittal is now at the DRC stage
with City staff.

The developer and architect did everything possible to maximize the project's density, including the
inclusion of some 3-story buildings, short of compromising the target product type and quality, which in
this case includes garages for each of the units. The architect concluded that the only way to achieve
higher density on this triangular portion of the Subject Property would be to use structured parking,
which is inconsistent with the product type and quality identified for this project.

The density of this project now at DRC review was calculated based on the density formula included as a
note in Figure Table 3.1 of the Draft 2035 General Plan, which excludes only "major streets" from the
site acreage. Thus, the site acreage includes local streets, which resulted in a project density of 13.21
dwelling units per acre. If all public streets were excluded from the site acreage, the density number
would be higher.



One of the purposes of this letter is to request, on behalf of the property owner/developer, land use
designations in the 2035 General Plan for all parts of the Subject Property that are consistent with the
development intentions of the property owner/developer. In that regard, the CMX designation in the
Draft 2035 General Plan of portions of the property fronting both sides of future Veterans Boulevard on
the eastern portion of the Subject Property is consistent with the property owner/developer's
intentions.

CMX designation on the western portion of the Subject Property, which is the site of the project
entitlement application submitted to the Planning Department and now at DRC review, may or may not
be consistent with the property owner/developer's intentions depending upon the degree of flexibility
the City applies to the interpretation of the CMX land use designation. Specifically, if CMX is interpreted
to allow "horizontal mixed-use" and "blended densities", where a purely residential component with a
density below the 16 du/acre minimum (called for under CMX) such as the above-referenced Site Plan
Review/CUP Application is allowed on a portion of the property, with development in future phases
providing for the increased density and additional uses for the property as a whole called for in the CMX
designation, then we are satisfied with CMX designation for the entire Subject Property.

On the other hand, if the density minimum called for in CMX, 16 du/ac (base on the above-referenced
interpretation from the Draft 2035 General Plan of how site acreage is to be calculated -- i.e. excluding
only major streets and not local streets) is going to be applied by the City to each project on any given
portion of a larger site -- in this case a project with a density of 13.21 du/ac on a 13.22-acre portion of
the overall property, then the CMX designation on the western portion of the Subject Property would
not be acceptable to the property owner/developer. This is because the project currently undergoing
DRC review would not have the long-term protection of being consistent with the 2035 General Plan
land use designation for this portion of the Subject Property.

Based on the above, if it is the City's position at this time that the second approach to interpreting the
CMX designation is the one that could apply, we hereby request that the western portion of the Subject
Property, specifically the site of the Site Plan Review/CUP already applied for and depicted in the
attached site plan, receive a land use designation of Medium High Density Residential (12-16 D.U./acre)
in the 2035 General Plan.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me at your convenience. Ifa
meeting is desired, | will make every effort to accommodate your schedule. | look forward to fulfillment

of this request for a revised land use designation for the Subject Properties in the 2035 General Plan.

R speg.tfully Qbmitted,

William V. Robinson, Principal
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Figure UF-1: West Development Area Land Use Diagram
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DEVELOPMENT
ASSOCIATES, LLC

Entitlements © Plonning ® Processing ® Consulting ® Representation © Public Relations

August 29, 2012

Keith Bergthold

Assistant Director

Development & Resource Management Department
Fresno City Hall

2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Subject: SWC West Barstow Avenue and North Veterns Boulevard
APN: 505-060-08
Owner-Horizon Enterprises

Dear Keith:

On behalf of the owner of the parcel referenced above, we are hereby submitting the
enclosed exhibits to request a clarification of the proposed land use designation of CMX-
Corridor Mixed Use and consideration of the land uses depicted on the exhibits.

Since the new land use designations are yet to be refined for the 2035 General Plan
Update it is unclear how the CMX land use designation may be executed with the various
types of projects that may be allowed. It is anticipated the location of the parcel adjacent
to the Veterans Boulevard alignment will limit the location of successful residential
components of a project on the parcel.

Fearing the CMX land use designation will require the entire parcel west of the Veterans
alignment to be developed with integrated residential and commercial uses, we propose
the land uses as shown on the enclosed exhibits. If the goal of the mixed use designation
is to bring residential and commercial uses closer together we offer an “Urban
Neighborhood” project on the western portion of the parcel and the “Corridor Mixed Use
on the eastern portion of the parcel. This would place the heaviest commercial use along
the frontage of Veterans, elevated housing near the commercial and a more traditional
multi-family housing on the west side of the parcel, all within close proximity of each
other.

906 “N” Street, Suite 100 | Fresno CA 93721 |  Phone 559.497.1900 | Fax 559.497.0301 | www.soldevelopment.com
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Mailing Address
PO Box 27571
Fresno, CA 93729

Web Site:
www.fresnocycling.com

August §, 2014

Jennifer K. Clark, AICP, Director

Development and Resource Management Department
2600 Fresno Strect, Room 3065

Fresno, CA 93722

RE: Draft General Plan Comments

Dear Ms. Clark,

I have finally reviewed the Mobility and Transportation Element of the draft
General Plan update. I was pleased to note General Plan Goals 11 (Emphasize and
plan for all modes of travel on local and major streets) and 14 (Provide a network of . .
. walking and biking trails . . .). The discussion of Complete Streets is good. In

' particular I fully concur with the following sentence on page 4-4: “However, major
| thoroughfares such as Fresno’s Arterials are among those roadways that should be

Complete Streets along their entire length.” This thought should be incorporated into
an implementing policy.

The bicycle portion of section 4.4, Bikes and Pedestrians, is also quite good. I
fully concur with following sentence on page 4-21: “Bike lanes (Class II facilities) are
the heart of the bicycle network and will be accommodated along all roadways in new
growth areas.” This thought should also be incorporated into an implementing policy.
The sentence specifying the minimum width of a bike lane must be modified by
deleting the words “whenever possible.” If the five feet is measured from the face of
the curb, it includes the two foot gutter, thus leaving only three feet of bikeable
roadway surface. Anything less than three feet of roadway surface is not satisfactory
and does not provide sufficient clearance from motor vehicle traffic.

[ have two comments concerning Figure MT-2, Paths and Trails. First
eliminate the several short, isolated paths/trails unless they already exist or actually

. connect to something not shown on the Figure. I consider anything a half mile or less
| in length to be short. Second bicycle paths/trails should not be constructed adjacent to

collector and arterial streets due to likely conflicts at driveways and intersecting local
streets.

I do, however, have a major concern. There is no implementing policy that
explicitly designates which major streets will have bike lanes. The sentence on page
4-4 referred to above states arterials are among roadways that should be Complete
Streets. Bike lanes are a prime method of making a busy street a Complete Street for
bicycles. The sentence on page 4-21 referred to above states bike lanes will be
accommodated along all roadways in new growth areas, but this idea is not expressed
as a requirement in an implementing policy. Implementing policy MT-4-b refers to
“designated bikeways” and “the planned bikeway system shown on Figure MT-2.”
However, that Figure only shows planned paths and trails with a very few bike lanes,
not the entire planned bikeway system. Implementing policy MT-4-e also refers to

Affiliated with the League of American Bicyclists
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Mailing Address “bike lanes for designated Class II bikeways along roadways.” It appears to me that
PO Box 27571 the draft General Plan does not provide guidance on where the complete network of
Fresno, CA 93729 designated Class II bikeways may be found. Irecommend that a new policy be written

that the Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan designate those major streets that
will have bicycle lanes. Then those bicycle lanes will be implemented in accordance
with policy MT-4-a.

Web Site:
www.fresnocycling.com

Sincer, ly,/”

<
{6/ 74

Nicholas Don Paladino
Advocacy Director
559-432-8830

Affiliated with the League of American Bicyclists
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
DAVID POMAVILLE, DIRECTOR

August 14, 2014
LU0017749
2600

CX
Jennifer K. Clark, Director

Reg: Draft General Plan

Development and Resource Management Department
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Ms. Clark:

SUBJECT: Notice of Availability, Draft General Plan for City of Fresno

The Fresno County Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division has
reviewed the Notice of Availability of the Draft General Plan for the City of Fresno and
concurs with the analysis and concept of future growth and development of the City
of Fresno. The following comment is offered for your consideration:

As city boundaries expand and grow there is the potential for incorporating old
closed, illegal and abandoned disposal sites (old landfills and/or illegal, unknown
landfills) into the city limits. Consideration should be given to applying Zoning
restrictions in areas of known disposal sites and as illegal/unknown sites are
discovered, remediation and/or clean closure of the smaller illegal/unknown sites is
highly recommended.

If | can be of further assistance, please contact me at (559) 600-3271.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by
DN: cn=Janet Gard)
Janet Gardner =
email=jgardi =
Date: 2014.08.14 08:40:58 -07'00"
R.E.H.S., M.P.H.

Environmental Health Specialist Il
Environmental Health Division

ig

Fresno NOA Draft General Plan.docx

Promotion, preservation and protection of the community’s health
1221 Fulton Mall / P.O. Box 11867 / Fresno, California 93775 / Phone (559) 600-3271 / FAX (559) 455-4646
Email: EnvironmentalHealth@co.fresno.ca.us < www.co.fresno.ca.us < www.fcdph.org
Equal Employment Opportunity < Affirmative Action < Disabled Employer
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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, | 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 | 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 V2 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 | 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 | 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



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 30", 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
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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

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.
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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 8™ 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.?

The City’s General Plan initiation draft called for 57% of residential units to be built within city limits?.
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:

e 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.

e 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.

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

e 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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e Prohibit land use designations that would result in disproportionate residential density in low-
income neighborhoods compared to other neighborhoods.
e |dentify and mitigate impediments for the development of mixed income housing in low
income neighborhoods.
e Provide incentives for the development of mixed-income housing in low-income
neighborhoods.
0 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 articles* 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:

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

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

e 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.

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

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

e 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.

e 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:

e 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
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Amparo Cid Mary Curry Nyla Zender
Director Chair President

CONCERNED CITIZENS
OF WEST FRESNO
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Daniel O’Connell, PhD Artie Padilla Ben Wong
San Joaquin Valley Program Manager Executive Director Executive Director
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Yammilette Rodriguez Laura Katie Moreno Socorro Santillan
Senior Director Executive Director Executive Director
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