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BHC General Plan Recommendations to Change Land Use Designations in Southwest Fresno 

Prepared by City of Fresno Long Range Planning Staff based on letter received from BHC on June 21, 2013 

December 4, 2013 

Residential Boundaries: 

1. The area known as Running Horse (Running Horse Estates?) bordered by Valentine and Marks and 

California and Whites Bridge to retain permanent residential zoning. Per phone conversation with 

Bob Mitchell on 11/27/2013, no change requested, refer to item 3 below for change request 

associated with this item. (On attached map see item 3a) 

2. The area bordered by Hughes and Marks and Whites Bridge and Kearney Blvd. to retain 3-6 (change 

to 1-3) density (dwelling) unit/acre with equivalent quality of homes as Running Horse (Running 

Horse Estates?). Per phone conversation with Bob Mitchell on 11/27/2013, requests the residential 

low density replace the residential medium and residential urban neighborhood densities while 

retaining the park as shown on GP Update Land Use Map. (On attached map see item 3b) 

3. The area west of Marks to Valentine between Whites Bridge and Madison to be medium low 

density. Per phone conversation with Bob Mitchell on 11/27/2013, requests the residential low 

density replace the residential medium and residential urban neighborhood while retaining the 

park and commercial as shown on GP Update Land Use Map. (On attached map see item 3c) 

4. The zoning near Cargill (meat packing plant) should be medium high density. Per phone 

conversation with Bob Mitchell on 11/27/2013, requests the density to remain residential medium 

to serve as starter homes for young couples as shown on GP Update Land Use Map. Therefore, no 

change to the GP Update Land Use Map. (On attached map see item 3d) 

5. The area bordered by Annadale and North and Hughes and Marks to remain medium-low density. 

Per phone conversation with Bob Mitchell on 11/27/2013, requests the density to remain 

residential medium low, residential urban neighborhood and park as shown on GP Update Land Use 

Map. Therefore, no change to the GP Update Land Use Map.  (On attached map see item 3e) 

6. Zoning between Hughes and Marks and Jensen to Annadale shall be medium density. Per phone 

conversation with Bob Mitchell on 11/27/2013, requests the density to remain residential medium 

low, residential urban neighborhood, park, school and commercial as shown on GP Update Land 

Use Map. Therefore, no change to the GP Update Land Use Map. (On attached map see item 3f) 

7. Church to Jensen between Hughes and Marks should be medium low density.  Per phone 

conversation with Bob Mitchell on 11/27/2013, requests the residential medium low density 

replace the residential medium while retaining the residential urban neighborhood and park as 

shown on GP Update Land Use Map. (On attached map see item 3g) 
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November 12, 2013 

 

Keith Bergthold 

Assistant Director, DARM 

City of Fresno 

2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor 

Fresno, California 93721 

 

Dear Mr. Bergthold, 

 

Please accept these revised recommendations of my June 21, 2013 letter to the 2035 Draft General 

Plan, focusing on Council District Three properties:  

 

1. Darling and Foster Farms located at Belgravia and Fruit Avenues should be relocated to the area 

by the southeast Regional Water Treatment Plant. 

 

2. The area bounded by Hughes, Whitesbridge, Valentine Avenues and Kearney Boulevard 

approximately 320 acres, should be changed to match the coming of the current Kearney Estates 

neighborhood of Medium/Low Density while keeping the parks. 

 

3. The area north of North Avenue between Walnut and West Avenues, approximately 320 acres 

should be Medium Density and not Medium/Low Density, while also keeping the parks. 

 

4. The Elm Street corridor south of Church Avenue (3-4 acres) has housing at Medium/High 

Density, which should be replaced with a General Commercial designation to better match the 

area. 

 

5. Rezone the area north of Whitesbridge and south of Highway 180 from Business Park to General 

Commercial. 

 

6. The area at Church between Walnut and Martin L King should be moved to Medium/High Density 

as well as the area from Thorne to Walnut along Church, while keeping the proposed parks, 

school and Regional Commercial in the area. 

 

7. Reduce the park proposed at Marks to Hughes from 40 acres to 20 acres. 

 

8. The area bounded by California, Hughes, Church, Marks should be Residential Medium from 

High, but add in the missing ponding basin just east of Marks and California that is missing. 
Baines 2035 General Plan Comments 

November 12, 2013 

Page 2 of 2  

 

 

 

Thank you for taking my recommendation into consideration. Should you have any questions or 

comments, please feel free to contact me or my Chief of Staff, Gregory Barfield at any time. 
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Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Oliver L. Baines, III 

Councilmember, District Three 
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DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATES, LLC 

Entitlements 	• 	Planning • 	Processing • Consulting • Representation • Public Relations 

September 11, 2012 

Keith Bergthold, Assistant Director 
Development & Resource Management Department 
Fresno City Hall 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Subject: 	2035 General Plan Update land use designation 
SWC West Herndon and North Milburn Avenues 

Dear Keith: 

The master-planned development at the southwest corner of West Herndon and North Milburn 
Avenues east of the BNSF rail lines consists of approximately 30 acres. Approximately 12 acres 
at the immediate corner is developed as a shopping center anchored by a Save Mart grocery 
store. The configuration of the shopping center is approximately a square leaving two triangular 
shaped pieces west and south of the shopping center. A George Brown Fitness Center ("GB3") 
is currently under construction west of the shopping center. A commercial development 
(CUP/Site Plan Review) has been previously approved for the triangular piece south of the 
shopping center, including a pad fronting on Milburn with a CUP approved drive-thru. Sol 
Development represents, and this letter is submitted on behalf of, the master-developers of the 
site, who currently continue to own property within the triangular sites referenced above. 

The current General Plan designates the corner occupied by the existing shopping center as 
Community Commercial and the triangular properties to the south and west as Light Industrial. 
The Community Commercial property is currently zoned C-2, the Light Industrial property to the 
south is currently zoned CM and the Light Industrial property to the west is currently zoned M-1. 
As previously noted, all of the above properties have multiple approved Site Plan Review and 
CUP entitlements, and the entire site is subject to recorded reciprocal access and utility 
agreements. 

The most recent draft of the 2035 General Plan Update map designates the entire area between 
Herndon, Milburn and the railroad tracks as Community Commercial. Please see the enclosed 
portion of the Draft 2035 General Plan Update land use map. 

906 "N" Street, Suite 100 	Fresno CA 93721 	Phone 559.497.1900 	Fox 559.497.0301 	www.soldevelopment.com  
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Recognizing that the new land use designations are yet to be fully described for the 2035 General 
Plan Update, it is nevertheless of great concern to our client, particularly with respect to the 
westerly triangular site referenced above, that existing zoning (M-1) and other entitlements, 
including CUP/Site Plan Review approvals for a project currently under construction, may turn 
out to be inconsistent with the new Community Commercial land use designation in the 2035 
General Plan Update. More specifically, our client's position is that while the new Community 
Commercial designation may very well be highly suitable for the southerly triangular site 
(currently zoned C-M), which has excellent frontage on, access to and visibility from North 
Milburn Avenue, the M-1 zoned westerly site, with no street-frontage access and limited 
visibility, should retain its M-1 zoning and be designated with a land-use category compatible 
with M-1 zoning and light industrial uses. 

Our client is quite proud that, over several years in close collaboration with City staff, this 
challenging site is emerging as a well-designed master-planned commercial development with a 
vibrant mix of uses and effective site-wide pedestrian and vehicular circulation. Through this 
letter we respectfully request that City staff consider these comments and appropriately adjust 
the land-use designations in the 2035 General Plan Update to protect the careful planning that 
has gone into this project by the owners and the City over several years. 

If you have any questions or require additional information regarding this matter please contact 
me at 497-1900. 

Respectfully 	e a itted, 

William V. Robinson, Principal 

Enclosures 
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From: Martin Weil [mailto:mweil0777@aol.com]  

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2012 1:39 PM 
To: Keith Bergthold; mark@mwsteele.com; Darrell Unruh; Mark Scott; rginder@ginderdevelopment.com; 

bill@soldevelopment.com; ngleaves@precisioneng.net 
Subject: Fresno General Plan Update -- Horizon 40-acre Property 

 
Keith and Mark:  
 
At a break in last week's City Council hearing, I spoke to Mark Steele about a property-specific concern 
regarding a 40+/- acre parcel owned by my partnership, Horizon Enterprises, for which the 2035 General 
Plan Update Concept Maps for Alternatives B, C and D indicate a reduction in residential density below 
the property's current designation of Medium High Density in the 2025 General Plan and its current 
zoning of R-2. 
 
Mark suggested that similar property-specific discrepancies had been presented by other property owners 
to staff for review and that the GPU process still has flexibility to address such issues -- but he urged me 
to promptly submit my concerns and information about the property and our development in writing to 
staff (i.e. Keith Bergthold). 
 

Following up on the above, I hereby submit, on behalf of the property owner, Horizon 
Enterprises (for the record and to receive responses from staff and/or consultants), the 
following comments/concerns/proposals and the input included in the attached pdf: 
 
 

The subject property is: 

 Located immediately north of the Herndon Canal and south of West Barstow Avenue, east of 
North Grantland Avenue.  The Veterans Boulevard alignment cuts diagonally through the east 
part of the property. 

 An approximately 40-acre parcel owned by Horizon Enterprises. 

 Currently designated Medium High Density Residential (10,38 to 18.15 du/ac) in the 2025 
General Plan and currently zoned R-2. 

 Located within the footprint of a Potential Activity Center in the 2025 General 
Plan. 

 Indicated as Urban Residential (7 to 15 du/ac) in the Draft Concept Map for Alternative A of the 
2035 General Plan Update. 

 Indicated as Suburban Residential (4 to 10 du/ac) in the Draft Concept Maps for Alternatives B 
through D of the 2035 General Plan Update. 

Issues and property owner comments: 

 GPU Alternatives B through D would actually reduce the planned density of this property, 
reducing the yield by at least 200 dwelling units.  Horizon Enterprises (the property owner) 
opposes this result and any reduction in planned density for this property. 

 GPU Alternatives Analysis Report sketch (included in attached pdf) indicates some commercial 
potential at the major intersection, which is supported by the property owner (see attached pdf). 

 Attached pdf depicts, in schematic form, a site plan (proposed by the property owner) 
emphasizing various elements of Urban Residential development with supporting and 
complementary commercial development that leverages community access provided by Veterans 
Boulevard and buffers residential from this 6-lane roadway.. 

 Horizon Enterprises supports the depiction (in all of the 2035 GPU Concept Map Alternatives) of 
a park location south of the Herndon Canal and adjacent to the Activity Center to optimize the 
linkage of open space and recreation to the Activity Center. 

mailto:[mailto:mweil0777@aol.com]
mailto:mark@mwsteele.com
mailto:rginder@ginderdevelopment.com
mailto:bill@soldevelopment.com
mailto:ngleaves@precisioneng.net
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Thank you for your consideration of the above and the information in the attached pdf.  Please feel free to 
contact me with any questions or comments.  A response to this email, at your earliest convenience, 
would be greatly appreciated. 
 
(Note:  Please ignore the name Martin Weil listed with my email address --  that's my father's name, and 
we share this email address.) 
 
Thank you. 
 
Steve Weil 
General Partner, Horizon Enterprises 
 

Tel. (559) 449-1775 
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March 22, 2013 

City of Fresno 

Development Services 

2600 Fresno St. 

Fresno, CA 93721 

 

Attention:    Arnoldo Rodriguez 

                       Planning Manager 

 

Re:  APN 471-30-228 

 

My name is Ken Nguyen. I recently acquired the above property which is right now zoned R-2. We plan 

to build a multiple unit apartment to this 1.93 ac lot . We would like to request your good office to 

consider rezoning the above property from R2 to R3 as the neighboring  apartments are already  zoned 

R-3. I understand you are in the process of updating the General Plan and would greatly appreciate if 

you consider our request. 

 

If you have any questions, Please email me at  Nqk123@rocketmail.com  or call me at (559) 217-1436 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Ken Nguyen 
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Trai and Keith, 
 
Attached is a property our company is marketing for the owners. During our research of the property we 
found an unusual zoning dilemma that makes marketing and the eventual development of the property 
very improbable. As you will see the parcel is zoned both C-6 and R-A and the zoning has divided the 
property lengthwise. This dual zoning is problematic first because the parcel dimensions, particularly the 
width, is only 320'. Because of the narrowness of the parcel it will be challenging to develop within City 
standards with one zoning designation much less two. 
 
We would like you to consider the benefits of zoning the entire parcel C-6 within the General Plan update 
for the following reasons; 
1) The property owners have been paying property taxes for years at a assessed value that is more 
consistent with commercially zoned property than R-A. 
2) The property is within the City limits making the R-A zoning really irreverent.  
3) A C-6 zoning would allow for the highest and best development use for the property. It would allow for 
a commercial retail development that is sorely lacking in this neighborhood. It could well provide the 
services and employment opportunities for this area as well as generating a much needed tax base. 
 
After your assessment it would be much appreciated if you would give us some direction. Timing is 
important as we actually seem to have some retail interest that would consider this area. Obviously we 
can not represent that this property has commercial opportunity with the current situation. 
 
Thank you much for your consideration and look forward to talking with you soon. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Jeff      
 
Jeff A. Wolpert 
Land Division 
Grubb & Ellis | Pearson Commercial 
7480 North Palm Avenue, Suite 101 | Fresno CA 93711 
PH: 559.447.6295 | FAX: 559.256.7395 
jwolpert@pearsonrealty.com 
www.pearsonrealty.com 
Independently Owned and Operated 
CA DRE# 01487371 
 

mailto:jwolpert@pearsonrealty.com
http://www.pearsonrealty.com/
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August 15, 2014 
Granville Homes Inc. 

General Plan 2035 Update 
Narrative Comments 

 
GENERAL ANALYSIS 

 
1. The process has been less than transparent and is difficult to track since the GPU, EIR, and Code are on 

separate timeframes.  The “Project”, as identified in the Public Notice released by the City on July 23, 2014, 
says that there are two parts to the process: The General Plan Update, and the Development Code Update.  
Since the Development Code Update hasn’t been released for public comment, how can the public review it 
as it relates and affects the General Plan, and also make sense of the documents that will implement the 
plan?  The City needs to provide an additional comment period for the General Plan and the MEIR with a 90-
day public review period of the entire “project” package once the Development Code Update is released 
and/or made available to the public for review. 

2. The General Plan update and Code "Replacement" is a process driven by staff, not the market and not the 
residents of the community with the history of developing the community, expanding the economy and 
working with land use and zoning codes. 

3. The plan references future narratives i.e. downtown plans, and the downtown development code, that have 
yet to be approved.  Staff should delete these references, as lack of approval renders them useless at this 
point.  

4. The Draft Plan sets the stage for inconsistencies between the Plan designations and the "new" zone 
districts/existing zone districts or a city wide scale.  It will immediately create a situation where 100% of the 
properties in the City have a land use designation that is inconsistent with the zoning. 

5. The Land Use designations proposed by the City change existing land use currently developed and approved 
by the City, making several existing and/or approved development inconsistent with the Land Use 
designation.  The City does not have a fool proof plan for ensuring that these changes do not affect 
development in a detrimental manner, therefore each change in land use needs to be re-examined. 

6. Plan says that the SOI will not be expanded past the boundaries in place as of 12-31-2012.  This should be 
reconsidered.  

7. The latest population estimates do not require the city to plan or change the land uses within the current 
SOI. 

8. The draft General Plan is the full of inaccurate comments that give the reader the false impression that the 
adoption of the documents can “cure’ many of society’s problems, creating what M. Steele calls a “utopia”. 

9. The Draft Plan has words that limit the number of times the plan can be modified through the amendment 
process for certain land uses. This is unnecessary and has been tried before with no success.  It artificially 
adds time (and cost) to development specific comments. 

10. The Draft Plan sets the stage for future staff driven "policies" which will make doing business in the City 
more difficult. 

11. The Narrative is at various and many times derogatory towards developers.  If the City truly means to be 
Business Friendly Fresno, this language should be deleted throughout the Plan, as identified, but not limited 
to the areas below. 

12. The Plan makes many statements without providing factual data.  City staff should read the narrative in 
detail and delete any sentences that are emotional and subjective in nature. 

13. The Plan lists many goals i.e. Main Street on Kings Canyon, new and infill Parks/Recreation areas, etc., with 
no viable funding source.  The plan should not identify goals that will never materialize.   

14. The main "architects" of the general plan have all left the employment of the City.    
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OPTIONAL ELEMENT (CHAPTER 1) 
 
Page 1-11 
1. Re: Environmental Justice 

 What is meant by:  “The issues of environmental justice that the general plan can address include 
procedural inequities and geographic inequities”? This sentence should be deleted or re-worded 

 
Page 1-19 
2. “Alternative A with Modifications” 

 Narrative should provide detailed information on the difference between Alt A w/ Modifications, and 
the original Alt A; AND provide information on why modifications were approved by Council 

 While, the modifications were meant to remove stigma on single family housing development as 
originally identified in Alt A, the balance of the GP narrative does not follow that direction given by 
Council. 

3. Narratives states that the “preservation of the SOI boundary” will “increase the value of land in Downtown 
and established neighborhoods” but doesn’t provide any factual data or research. 

 
 

OPTIONAL ELEMENT (CHAPTER 2) 
 
Page 2-3 
4. Confusing wording:  what is "fair" and what does the over saturation of a single type of housing mean? 
 
Page 2-11 
5. “Downtown Revitalization: A Positive Impact” 

 Provide proof/research relative to Fresno: “A revitalized Downtown creates jobs, incubates small 
businesses, reduces sprawl…..” 

 
Page 2-13 
6. “Defining an Economic Development Strategy” 

 Residential Development is labeled a “secondary industry” unjustly without merit; says “do not tend to 
drive the major improvements needed in the local economy, such as lowering unemployment or 
improving wage levels” – not factual 

 
Page 2-19 
7. Fiscal Sustainability: Confusing wording: the city should remain committed to proactive management, 

eliminating developer subsides for infrastructure funded through the local sales tax transportation program 
which had historically paid for roads to growth areas.  Wording should be removed. 

 
Page 2-20 
8. First paragraph under “Link between Land Use and Fiscal Condition of the City” is ambiguous and far reaching, 

and has hard to understand language.  
 
Page 2-21 
9. Narrative says that if Fresno has “overly permissive land use or development standards [this] will not 

encourage net new growth if they result in an urban landscape that is unappealing, one-dimensional, 
discontinuous, or neglectful of established neighborhoods” 

 Unjustly places blame on Fresno’s residential development  
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Page 2-21 
10. Link between Land Use and Fiscal Condition of the City:  The wording creates a reason for a future City staff 

person to oppose "Big Box" development: " An over emphasis on creating additional capacity for revenue 
generating land uses, such as " Big Box" retail will not necessarily improve the cities long term health. 

 
Page 2-24 
11. ED-3-a: Questionable wording in the Business Expansion and attraction program only for “desirable 

businesses”:  “Create, Adopt, and implement programs to expand existing and attract new businesses.”  What 
is a “desirable business” defined as?  Desirable businesses that don’t create significant impacts on the 
environment, or require public investment beyond infrastructure already available?  The wording is very 
subjective and can be interpreted varyingly.  Who makes the decision whether or not a business is desirable? 

 
Page 2-27 
12. Implementing Policy (ED-5-b): “Require new residential development … to pay its fair share and proportional 

share of needed community improvements” 

 This policy will require residential projects that require annexation to fully fund ongoing public facility and 
infrastructure maintenance and public safety and public service cost. 

 Additionally, developers already pay there fare share via Master Fee Schedule – Including it here makes it 
seem like developers don’t currently pay fair share  

 
 

REQUIRED ELEMENT (CHAPTER 3) 
 
Page 3-3 
13. Land Use: Relationship to General Plan Goals #7 – diversity of housing should NOT include listing of 

affordable housing 
14. Italics notes included in #8: “intentionally plan … rather than collections of subdivisions” is derogatory 

against developers doing business in Fresno 
15. reference to “affordable housing” in #9 italics should be deleted 
16. Inclusion of #12 public infrastructure should be deleted – doesn’t fit in this chapter 
 
Page 3-4 
17. Delete reference to the Downtown as the “Primary Activity Center of the City” as a goal - Change it to 

“Primary Government Activity Center of the City” 
18. Relationship to General Plan Goals: "Emphasize the City as a role model for efficient processing and permit 

streamlining."  "Improve the credibility of the City to pursue policies that would prevent new 
unincorporated community development which compete with and threaten the success of sustainable 
policies and development practices in Fresno."  This needs to be removed. 

 
Page 3-5 
19. Delete subjective reference of Fresno’s “the way of life”, as this can be construed in too many different 

ways, as to be just one. 
20. Delete reference to the Downtown as the “Primary Activity Center of the City” as a goal – Change it to 

“Primary Government Activity Center of the City” 
 
Page 3-6 
21. “Making the most of existing Conditions” 

 The 3rd paragraph in regards to infill opportunities states these infill development opportunities will 
“recast” Fresno – In reality there are no infill lots available for large scale development that can make 
this change occur and at that scale. 
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Page 3-6 

 Narrative also states that land use policies should include “development of complete communities in 
growth areas”, makes it seem like developers don’t already do this, when in reality they are.  If City 
wants to make this point clearer, then City needs to identify a definition of “complete communities”. 

 The last paragraph in this section is ambiguous and far reaching, and has hard to understand language. 
22. “Major Strategic Directions for Future Growth” 

 Narrative says that the city is “dominated by suburban growth” – this language is derogatory against 
developers doing business in Fresno 

 
Page 3-7 
23. New focused intensity on Shaw – but Shaw is mostly fully built out, where would this intensity go? 
24. Language in the last paragraph says “areas have been traditionally been served…by proposed BRT corridors” 

is incorrect and should be deleted until the construction is completed. 
 
Page 3-8 
25. First Paragraph – references limiting City’s SOI to that in existence in 2025 GP, not good for balanced 

growth, should be reconsidered 
 
Page 3-9 
26. Infill Incentives 

 “Infill has many positive attributes compared with development on the urban fringe” – narrative is very 
subjective, does not have any analysis or research, is derogatory and should be deleted 

 Infill Development Act should be expanded and/or actually implemented 
 
Page 3-10  
27. Reference to better accessibility between retail/commercial and residential, should be included in Design 

Guidelines update, it may not be so far 
 
Page 3-11 
28. Connectivity and Walkability – the words in the discussion blame the cul-de-sac for making neighborhoods 

“isolated and disconnected” this language should be deleted, as these are highly desirable lots for 
homebuyers. 

 
Page 3-12 
29. First paragraph narrative states that Complete Streets…”improve social interaction, and generally improve 

adjacent property values” – this is not proven with research or data, should be deleted.  Additionally, City 
needs to identify a definition of “complete streets”. 

30. Implementing Policy - Diverse Neighborhoods.  "This policy envisions reducing long term farmland 
conversion."  What does this mean? 

 
Page 3-13 
31. Paragraph UF-1-c in regards to “Legible City Structure” is unclear and ambiguous, and has hard to 

understand language. 
32. Paragraph UF-1-d “Range of Housing Types” – the City doesn’t clearly and fully understand the market and 

cannot provide information based on “market-based options”. 

 Additionally, reference to affordable housing should be deleted 
 
Page 3-14 
33. References to affordable housing should be deleted 
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Page 3-15 
34. Objective UF-3 stats “Downtown to be the economic and cultural heart of Fresno and the region” this is a 

very subjective approach to goal setting and should be deleted, or at the very least, the City should be 
realistic as it is infeasible that Downtown will one day be the “economic” center of the regions. 

35. UF-5 States that the plan should promote a greater concentration of buildings and people in downtown – 
yet the New Development Code and downtown plan will limit the floors/height of buildings downtown, plus 
design standards such as set back requirements, and historic preservation limit the development of 
downtown at a higher density. 

36. High Speed Train system “to help revitalize the Downtown neighborhoods” – doesn’t provide any research 
or analysis of how this will be accomplished.  In reality, trains may make these neighborhoods blighted with 
noise. 

  
Page 3-17 
37. Plan to develop Kings Canyon into a Main Street – may be infeasible without eminent domain 
38. Recommendation: delete references to favored developers or projects: i.e. Fancher Creek 
39. Plan to develop Shaw into a mixed-use infill street with a variety of building types and sizes – may be 

infeasible without eminent domain. 
 
Page 3-18 
40. Policy UF-12:  Locate roughly ½ of future residential development in-infill areas.  This implies a 50% in-fill 

ratio.  The objective also states that the Director will “recommend” appropriate policy amendments and 
also new implementation strategies necessary to meet this goal.  This policy gives any Director the ability to 
slow down or stop non-infill development until it is at a 50/50 balance.  None of the so-called potential and 
future policy amendments have been vetted or environmentally assessed, therefore should not be alluded 
to in this General Plan.  The reference to the ratio should be deleted. 

41. Identification of missing uses includes adding recreation – may be infeasible due to funding constraints 
 
Page 3-19 
42. Commentary on Policy UF-12-b (Activity Centers) identifies the goal to build within activity centers at up to 

45 dwelling units per acre – City should be realistic about the density development based on historic 
experience, demand, neighborhood acceptance in the Fresno area (not other areas). 

43. Policy UF-12-e in regards to access to activity centers, identifies the need to “Promote adoption and 
implementation of standards supporting pedestrian activities….” what exactly does this mean? 

44. Policy UF-12-f in regards to Mixed-Use Activity Centers identifies goals to allow for “multi-story and 
underground parking facilities” – City staff should realize underground parking facilities are difficult to build 
in Fresno. 

 
Page 3-20 
45. Reference to distribution only within 2012 City Limits should be deleted. 
46. Concept Planning (continued on Page 3-21) will unfairly burden developers with planning that may never be 

feasible or implemented, it is a very unworkable idea and should be deleted. 
 
Page 3-21 
47. Transit Village reference at Grantland between Shields and Ashlan?? 
 
Page 3-22 
48. Grantland-East Communities – Planning for these communities and quarter section planning will unfairly 

burden developers, and may never be feasible to implement. 
49. The draft General Plan references quarter mile streets.  Are these “connector'” streets?  City had advised 

public that connector streets would be deleted from the plan, thus City should delete this reference. 



Page 6 of 14 

 

 
Page 3-24 
50. Veteran’s Transit Village at/near Mission Ranch.  Delete this reference/narrative per Mission Ranch area 

owner. 
51. “higher density at MLK Village” – has the neighboring residents/Council man been involved in this decision 

making? 
 
Page 3-25  
52. Figure UF-2 - Southwest Development Area Land Use Diagram:  Does not reflect the land uses the land 

owner wants for the “Mission Ranch” project area, thus the figure should be adjusted. 
 
Page 3-26 
53. Discussion of “delays” for SEGA roll out should be documented/explained better to understand the issues 

behind it.  For example, how much time and money was spent on this effort? 
54. Discussion of SEGA, now SEDA.  There are a lot of concerns about the elements of SEGA; i.e.: Permanent 

Buffer; land owner agreements to achieve the scale and intensity required to support independent district 
type financing structures. 

55. In SEGA, narrative discusses the proposed “property owner agreement to achieve scale and intensity 
required to support independent district type financing structures for necessary public infrastructure” – 
obtaining property owner agreements will by highly infeasible particularly for those property owners on 
small ranch type housing. 

 
Page 3-28   
56. Objective:  Locate roughly ½ of the future development in the Growth areas...which are to be developed 

with Complete Neighborhoods with mixed use centers, etc.  Since there is not a definition of a complete 
street, does a definition exist for a complete neighborhood? 
 This objective could be 'abused' by some future staff person wanting slow down development in a 

Growth area. 
 
Page 3-29 
57. Objective UF-14 “multi-modal connectivity, and it’s relation to creating urban form should be explained 

better. 
58. Implementing Policies UP-14-a -  

 List of Items in Commentary bullet point:   
- Items listed i.e  fences, walls, deletion of cul-de-sacs, deletion of dead end streets, wider streets etc 

are infeasible and will be difficult if not impossible to impose on private property owners, therefore 
entire list should be re-written or deleted. 

- Delete derogatory reference to cul-de-sacs as detrimental to connectivity 
- Delete reference to need of sidewalks for connectivity. 
- Delete reference to long sidewalks discouraging walking, as it sounds to be unfounded 

 
Page 3-31 
59. Land Use Map did not incorporate any changes as requested by developers, these will have further changes 

from Granville Homes under separate cover. 
60. Also, the legend (density range) for Low Density is incorrect, should be 1 – 3.5 dwelling units per acre and 

are inconsistent with the current code. 
 
Page 3-35 
61. Density and Intensity: third paragraph – narrative identifies possible exception and special situation projects 

for which the Code and/or General Plan may not be applied verbatim.  The idea can be very subjective and 
may be applied inconsistently without parameters. 
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Page 3-36 
62. Citywide Standard for Density – These are inconsistent with the current code. 
 
Page 3-37 
63. The new land use classifications - these should not be put in place for the entire city. 
 
Page 3-38 
64. Under “medium high” density, the meaning of “fine-grain pedestrian scale” is not clear. 
 
Page 3-42 
65. Neighborhood Mixed-Use – is not going to permit automobile oriented uses.  This should be changed to be 

allowable with proper design or eliminated. 
66. Foot note at bottom of the page is very arbitrary and discusses future policies that have not yet been 

determined.  This type of language should be deleted from the narrative as they do not provide opportunity 
for adequate public comment or clear direction on how policies will be enforced/implemented. 

 
Page 3-45 
67. Limiting buildings in some areas of downtown to 5 stories (3 stories in Chinatown) may constrain future 

development 
68. Cultural Arts District – seems to imply that ground floor residential living will no longer be allowed.  This 

should be deleted. 
 
Page 3-48 
69. Table identifies proposed zone districts, but the updated zoning code has not been made available, so the 

public cannot make an informed comment.  Additionally, all of these new districts are truly unnecessary 
changes.  All of the uses contemplated by the plan can be built with the currently existing code. 

 
Page 3-49 
70. Narrative in regards to repealing of plans is confusing.  The hierarchy of what will remain is confusing.  

Should be explained better. 
 
Page 3-50 
71. City should reconsider the permitting of expanding the SOI.  The original discussion was had by leaders and 

staff members who are no longer at the City, and thus should be re-evaluated.  It is unknown today what 
opportunities may come along in the future, and how, where and when the City may want to expand the 
SOI. 

72. The City should re-examine its current role in the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint (and Smart Valley Places) to 
ensure the narrative is still relevant. 

 
Page 3-51 
73. LU-1-c: delete (or re-word) policy referencing orderly land use development in regards to the provision of 

public services, as the development community already is required to do this.  Inserting it here gives the 
impression that the development community does not follow this goal already. 

74. 3-51: Annexation  Continued:  "The city of Fresno also seeks to develop  a sub-regional cooperate planning 
and development strategy with all City, County and special district jurisdictions in Fresno, Madera, Tulare, 
and King counties in order to better achieve increased air quality, lower G4G emissions, farmland 
preservation  etc. etc.  What is this? Who will set this up? 

75. Objective LU-1:  What does the Term Equitable use of resources and infrastructure mean?  The term should 
be clearly defined, or deleted. 
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Page 3-51 
76. Policy LU-1-a:  This policy means that any city development that wasn't annexed on or before 12-31-12, shall 

not be "promoted".  Granville recently received entitlement and approval for the Westlake Project.  City 
shall ensure the Westlake project is included in annexation map. 

 
Page 3-52 
77. LU-1-d: “Orderly Transition of Existing Uses” re: along the BRT Corridors – delete as the City likely will not 

themselves be developing along the BRT thereby making goals for orderly transition seems out of place. 
78. LU-1-e: delete Commentary in regards to City likely opposing Annexations unless the applications come from 

the City staff themselves (i.e. developer-initiated). 
79. LU-1-f: delete policy in regards to forcing County land development to comply with City standards 
80. LU-1-g: delete policy limiting growth to current SOI boundaries.  This proposed limit on SOI expansion is not 

appropriate for a long term general plan. 
 
Page 3-53 
81. LU-2-a: Delete reference to Affordable Housing.  If City wishes to enforce affordable housing programs it 

should be done through the Housing Element.  A process which has already been completed and did not 
provide for these types of policies. 

 
Page 3-55 
82. LU-5-a: Delete reference to only allowing low density where there is low density already.  The policy is too 

restrictive and does not allow for mix of densities. 
 
Page 3-56 
83. LU-5-a: delete reference to Housing offering amenities.  This policy states that the City WILL NOT support 

housing that does not have the amenities listed in the Plan. 
84. LU-5-f: delete reference to affordable housing 
 
Page 3-57 
85. LU-6-d: policies using the word “will” instead of is encouraged, in this case is too restrictive and may be 

difficult to implement, particularly in regards to attracting commercial business 
 
Page 3-60 
86. LU-9-a:  

 These policies collectively give the City the ability to oppose almost any and every project in downtown. 

 Downtown as a regional retail shopping convenient destination is virtually impossible to implement 
87. LU-9-e: limiting new construction to preserve the downtown sightline is too restrictive. 
88. LU-10-a: Regional Land use and Transportation Planning Program: This is an idea that has not started but will 

be based upon the City’s apparent desire to plan for growth outside their SOI. 
89. LU-IO-b:  Encourage neighboring entities to support the integrity and implementation of the General Plan.  

This goal is overly optimistic and should be deleted. 
 
Page 3-62 
90. LU-11-a: delete reference to developing regional juvenile justice system program, it is out of place in this 

Plan 
 
Page 3-63 
91. First paragraph: delete reference to “desirable guidance” as it is very subjective and difficult to interpret. 
92. Delete reference to “Iron Bird Lofts” as it makes it seem as derogatory. 
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Page 3-63 
93. Implementing Policy - D-1-c:  How does the City plan to get private developers to create private open space 

when you can't maintain with a CFD, and you have to fight the City for Park Fee Credits? 
 
Page 3-64 
94. D-1-g: delete policy to reduce surface parking – parking structures are financially infeasible, and difficult to 

maintain (i.e. spiral parking) 
95. D-1-h:  Screening of Parking.  This policy needs to be eliminated tenants and banks will not support this. 
 
Page 3-66 
96. D-3-d: Undergrounding Utilities is a high priority, but cost restrictive. 
 
Page 3-67 
97. D-4-g: Development Code Update for Design Concepts – although the Code has not been made available, 

putting in place to many restrictions will not foster higher density housing.  Delete references here to design 
guidelines that require land unnecessarily. 

98. D-4-H: Metal Building – delete policy or reword to ensure metal buildings are acceptable. 
 
Page 3-68 
99. References to cultural neighborhoods and the fostering of development of these, is virtually impossible with 

the high mix of cultures, ethnicities and languages in Fresno, and no distinct pocket or enclave 
 
Page 3-69 
100. D-7-a:  By repealing the LPPO, will there continue to be consistency requirement between the land use 

designation and zoning or, will we go back to the "Pre-LPPO" days? 
101. Community and Specific Plans, and there deletion or non-deletion is too confusing. 
 
 

REQUIRED ELEMENT (CHAPTER 4) 
 
Page 4-4 
102. Complete Streets: "There is no standard design template for a complete street." This is important to 

know because if staff (in the future) states that the street is not developed as a "complete street", then 
they are incorrect. 

103. Complete Streets – 3rd paragraph – items needed for complete streets i.e bike lanes, wide shoulders, 
and others ONLY contribute higher costs, lower density, less homes. 

 
Page 4-6 
104. Comprehensive Connectivity for bike lanes – 2nd paragraph – Add “cyclists also prefer a physical 

separator between them and cars for safety” 
 
Page 4-8 
105. end of Second Paragraph in regards to Roadways and Automobiles – narrative is derogatory – Urban 

freeway system and bedroom communities have continued to spread of urbanization onto productive 
agricultural land – delete 

106. The wording refers to the City of Sanger as a "Bedroom community".  This should be re-worded or 
deleted. 

 
Page 4-10 
107. Connector Streets: This classification of road does not exist and is not needed. 
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Page 4-19 
108. City seems to only utilize the option of sidewalks for walkability – should consider other options. 
 
 
Page 4-20 
109. Eliminate the policies that require sidewalks or private streets.  Sidewalks on both sides of the street 

should not be required. 
 
Page 4-26 
110. MT-1-e:   "Ensure interconnectivity across land uses."  This policy will not be appropriate in most cases 

where private property is involved, thus should be deleted. 
 
Page 4-27 
111. MT-1-h:  Since there is not a required template for a "complete street", how do you update the 

standard?  This is inconsistent with state law and unnecessary, thus should be deleted. 
 

Page 4-28  
112. MT-1-k:  What does this narrative/language mean?  It is difficult to read and should be re-worded. 
 
Page 4-32  
113. MT-2-i:  Transportation Impact Studies: This policy requires a TIS for any project with a plan 

amendment.  This should be changed to a project that generates an "increase" in traffic over that 
designated by the plan. 

 
Page 4-36 
114. MT-4-6:  Consider changing the base rock requirements under the bike lanes. 
 
Page 4-38 
115. Policy MT-5-b: Delete references to requiring sidewalks on both sides of the streets (public and private) 

 Bullet point in this policy references approving no sidewalks under certain conditions – one of the 
conditions should be meeting a to be determined density threshold 

 Eliminate Private streets from this policy. 
 
Page 4-41 
116. Delete favoring language to specific projects (see MT-6-i) 
 
Page 4-42 
117. Policy MT-6-m – City should delete guidance to limit crossing along paths and trails, as this historically 

has been found to be too restrictive.   
 
Page 4-46 
118. Policy MT-10-d – parking maximums should be considered in all City areas where it is applicable, and not 

just the BRT corridors. 
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REQUIRED ELEMENT (CHAPTER 5) 
 
Page 5-9 
119. Last paragraph – Narrative uses divisive language in dichotomizing the city into south and north of Shaw, 

prolonging and engraving in history the tale of two cities.  City should re-word this paragraph to delete 
abrasive language. 

 
Page 5-12 
120. Delete any reference to requiring 5 acres of park per 1,000 residents as this is too restrictive and costly 
121. Narrative on 3rd paragraph references “specific conditions” that can be met were the City can allow 

alternate park siting or development.  Narrative should either identify sample specific conditions, or 
delete this vague sentence. 

 
Page 5-13 
122. City identifies the need to charge park Fees, but the reference implies that developers don’t provide 

these fees now – delete these derogatory references. 
123. Delete bullet point that references “Cultural Park” – as these are not clearly defined and may seem 

derogatory. 
 
Page 5-30 
124. In regards to the Valley Arboretum – Delete narrative identifying the future use of Measure C funds to 

build the Arboretum as this should be considered a priority use of these funds. 
 
Page 5-33 
125. Again, delete derogatory remarks towards developers “Through …residential and urban 

development….these species [biological etc.] are being diminished and marginalized. 
 
Page 5-35 
126. POSS-5-g – references raised grant funds, but grants funds typically aren’t raised, they are applied to 

and awarded, needs to be reworded. 
 
 

ELEMENTS NOT IDENTIFIED AS REQUIRED OR NOT (CHAPTER 6) 
 
Page 6-16 
127. PU-2-g:  "Mandate CFO'S to fund staffing operations and maintenance of primary response fire 

stations."  This is a very expensive proposition! 
 
Page 6-17 
128. PU-3-d: Include fire fees to be used in-lieu of off-site work on a 1:1 basis, and no other requirements 

needed. 
 
Page 6-22 
129. PU-5-6:  New Regional Treatment:  "Oppose the use of any community wastewater disposal system 

adjacent to the Metropolitan area.”  This seems like an attack on Kerman's/Sanger/County’s ability to 
grow, as Fresno uniformly will oppose this type of growth. 
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REQUIRED ELEMENT (CHAPTER 7) 
 
Page 7-10 
130. Policy RC-1-c: the commentary states that downtown projects will be priorities over “conversion of 

active farmland to urban uses” – City should reconsider this type of prioritizing, and reword derogatory 
language towards suburban applicants. 

 
Page 7-11 
131. R-c-2a: Promote mixed use higher density  infill development in multi-model corridors and ... 

question-  If you don't have one of these projects- will the City discourage its development? 
 
Page 7-12 
132. RC-2-6:  "Provide infrastructure for mixed use and infill and ...  Discourage investment in infrastructure 

that would not meet criteria" – whatever that may be.   Wow!-  this is strongly worded against new 
development, City should reword/edit, or delete. 

 
Page 7-35 
133. Narrative includes a goal of no longer lining canals.  This doesn’t work in reality, as water is lost to 

leakage, and FID or other agencies may be strongly against these type of measures.  City should delete 
this narrative. 

 
Page 7-36 
134. Policies RC-6-e and RC-6-f: both policies use harsh wording that “opposes” certain projects.  To follow 

business friendly efforts, narrative should be reworded to include cooperating with applicants to ensure 
projects meet these certain requirements. 

 
Page 7-37 
135. Policy RC-6-i: Narrative includes a goal of no longer lining canals.  This doesn’t work in reality, as water is 

lost to leakage, and FID or other agencies may be strongly against these type of measures.  What input 
has the City received from these owner agencies? 

 
Page 7-38 
136. Policy RC-7-a: second bullet points identifies adopting and implementing policies for lake development, 

but doesn’t clarify what the policies will be intended to do.  Therefore delete the bullet point since it 
doesn’t provide clear direction or motive. 

 
Page 7-40 
137. Third paragraph states “Newer development in Fresno uses energy at higher rates than older land uses” 

without providing proof, Therefore delete the assumption, or provide clarification that newer 
development may actually be more energy efficient with new energy codes, solar, etc. 

 
Page 7-44 
138. Section 7.6 Farmland –states "Long term Farmland Conservation is likely best achieved by protecting 

area from further encroachment.” This means Fresno wants to restrict Sanger, the County, or Clovis 
from making their own independent decisions on land use within their jurisdiction?  This section should 
be re-worded or deleted. 

139. Second paragraph is derogatory towards development by saying that urban uses is a “threat” to 
farmland and agriculture.  Delete this harsh comment. 
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Page 7-46 
140. Policy RC-9-b - "Oppose development in unincorporated areas that would make it difficult or infeasible 

to implement the General Plan."  This doesn’t make any logical sense and should be deleted, otherwise 
City staff will blame all of the inadequacies in this plan on development proposals outside the sphere. 

141. Last two bullet points are subjective and open to interpretation:  delete policy that says staff will oppose 
development contributing to premature conversion of farmland and delete policy that says staff will 
oppose development that constitute a detriment to resources. 

 
Page 7-49 
142. Objective “Strive to reduce the solid waste going to landfills to zero by 2035”.  How will this be 

accomplished?  Why have an objective that is infeasible? 
 
 

OPTIONAL ELEMENT (CHAPTER 8) 
 
Page 8-12 
143. Policy HCR-2-g: Current policy has historic preservation manager reviewing all building permits?  These is 

time and resource consuming, and a detriment to Business Friendly Fresno Goals.  Delete. 
144. Policy HCR-2-1: Delete recommendation to convene Historic Preservation Team as it is time and 

resource consuming, and a detriment to Business Friendly Fresno. 
 
 

REQUIRED ELEMENT (Chapter 9) 
 
Page 9-20 
145. Policy NS-1-g: Lists mitigation measures to reduce noise levels that are too costly and detrimental to 

both industrial and residential development.  These restrictions should be deleted. 
 
Page 9-21 
146. Policy NS-1-i: Lists mitigation measures to reduce noise levels that are too costly and detrimental to 

both industrial and residential development.  These restrictions should be deleted. 
 
 

OPTIONAL ELEMENT (CHAPTER 10) 
 
Page 10-4 
147. In regards to “A Healthy California Community” and “Efficient Development Patterns”,  

 Delete reference to affordable housing. 

 Development needs a certain economies of scale to support walking and biking support, therefore 
delete narrative here as it is not realistic nor doable. 

 
Page 10-11 
148. Paragraph 2 says that “it is not uncommon or produce from the county to be sold to a distributor who 

ships it out….” then send the product back to the Valley at a higher price.  Without data this statement is 
unfounded and derogatory towards local farmers.  Either delete or provide statistics. 

 
Page 10-20 
149. The plan references food deserts, yet the development code doesn’t make it simple to build grocery 

stores.  Has the old or new code been discussed with larger grocery store developers to include their 
issues when developing grocery stores? 
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Page 10-32 
150. HC-2-a:  If a neighborhood is desired without a land use plan that allows for walking to local stores, can 

and will the City support it?  If this type of neighborhood will be approved, then it has to be clearly 
identified in this narrative. 

 
Page 10-33 
151. Policy HC-3-a: Universal Design standards for all development is too restrictive, and is costly.  Should be 

deleted. 
 
Page 10-35 
152. HC-3-f:  Drive Thru:  Looks like the city doesn't want them anymore.  This will be troublesome in 

attractive investors and new commerce.  This should be re-worded or deleted. 
 
Page 10-37 
153. HC-5-b:  Is the support of the Food stamp program something that the General Plan should get involved 

with?  This seems out of the purview of the General Plan and should be deleted. 
 
Page 10-40 
154. HC-7-c: Funding for Open Space Maintenance.  This is too important to leave alone. The city is doing less 

green space maintenance every year. 
 
 

REQUIRED ELEMENT (Chapter 11) 
 
155. In general, City should edit all the references to the RDA as they are mostly out of place and not needed.  
156. No new housing element may expose the City to litigation. 
157. Zone district Equivalency Matrix:  If it's so close why are we changing the zone districts? 
 
 

OPTIONAL ELEMENT (CHAPTER 12) 
 
Page 12-8 
158. Overview:  "This states that the GP will be evaluated every 5 years to determine land use needs and 

future SOl changes."  This is inconsistent with earlier statements in the Draft Plan text. 
 
Page 12-11 
159. Infill Development Act is not being implemented. Delete, or provide specific funding sources to 

implement the Act. 
 
Page 12-14 
160. Modify the City’s Fee Program: What projects get cut?  This could be very hurtful? 
 
Page 12-19 
161. Zoning regulations: a discussion of an interim zoning ordinance doesn’t make any logical sense.  Why not 

process everything at once to enable public to make one coherent well-read and thought-out comment? 
 
Page 12-25 
162. Prioritizing certain downtown neighborhoods should be revisited. Delete paragraph based on DARM 

director feedback saying there is not going to be prioritizing or fast tracking of these types of projects 
(7/22/14). 
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2035 General Plan Land Use Update – Workbook of Planned Land Use Requests 
Granville Homes Inc. 
August 15, 2014 
 
Property Location Size GP update PLU Change Requested To: 

    

a. Copper River    

1. Outlot M 20.52 acres High  Urban Neighborhood  

2. Outlot P 17.63 acres Medium High  Urban Neighborhood – see map (3+/- acres) 

 Balance of Outlot P - leave Medium High 

3. 3a: Outlot Q 16.49 acres Medium and Medium Low Medium Low  (All) 

      3b. Village I      30.09 acres Medium Low  Low 

3c: Outlot LL 2.95 acres Medium High Medium Low 

4. Outlot Y 10.08 acres Medium High  Medium 

5. Outlot X 12.85 acres Medium High Medium Low 
 

6. CRR owned lot adjacent to Lanier lot  5.27 acres Open Space  Medium 

7. Outlot OO  26.82 acres Medium High Medium 

8. Outlot NN 9.32 +/- acres  Medium High 

 Commercial 

 Street to be realigned directly southerly 

 Medium  

9. Outlot PP  22 +/- acres Commercial  Commercial (10 acres) 

 Medium High to the north (12 acres) 

10. Park and Surrounding – NW Chestnut/Copper  14.5 +/- acres   Park (4.88 acres) 

 Medium High (4.48 acres) 

 Medium (5.14 acres) 

 All Medium Low (14.5 +/- acres) 

 Eliminate Park (4.88 acres) 

 Eliminate Medium High (4.48 acres) 

11. Outlot JJ  (Portion)  3.5 acres Commercial Medium Low  

    

Approved / Finished Developments (Copper River)  

12. Village A (T 5205 Terrabella)  28.44 acres Medium Medium Low 

13. Village D  36.21 acres Medium Low  Low 

14. Village E  (T 5271 Links)  26.71 acres Medium Low  Low 

15. Village G (T 5892, 6045, 6065) 32.80 acres Medium Low Medium 

16. 16a.  Village F 13.07 acres Medium Low  

16b.  The Top portion of Village F 0.5 +/- acres Medium Golf Course/Open Space 

17. T5963 23.69 acres Medium Low Medium 
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b. Tract 5717 and 6033 –Section Fowler/Shields  

1. APN 310-041-38 (T6033) 35.5 +/- acres  Urban Neighborhood 

 Business Park 

A. Commercial 1 acre  (SE corner of Princeton/Fowler) - Ensure can 
incorporate Live Work Units on this property 

B. Medium (3.23 acres) 
C. Medium Low (balance – see T6033 Map) 30.6 acres 

2. APN 310-041-39  2.18 acres  Commercial 

 Urban Neighborhood 

D. Commercial Only 

3. APN 310-740-07 4.87 acres Business Park E. Commercial 1 acre (north east corner of Princeton and Fowler) – 
Ensure can incorporate Live Work Units on this property 

F. Keep similar to current Light Industrial CM zoning (as is under 
2025 General Plan and existing zoning code) 

4. APN 310-740-08 and 09  14.02 +/- acres Business Park G. Urban Neighborhood 

    

c. North side of Bullard near Bryan - to HWY 99  
      (T5584) 

APN 504-080-16S 

9.51 acres Res. Medium High Medium  

    

d. North side Clinton –Bet. Polk/Hayes – Tract 5560    
(APN 312-061-18)  

20 acres Res. Medium Res. Medium Low 

    

e. Grantland – South of Dakota Alignment  
(APN 512-141-33) 

19.56 ac High Medium  

    

f. NE Grantland/Barstow  
(APN 505-281-16, 17 and 18)  

3.93 acres Urban Neighborhood Community Commercial 

    

g. Artisan Square Area – NE Ashlan/Bryan/Hayes - 
Tract 5891  

160 acres Medium  
Park 
Commercial 

 Commercial on corner of Ashlan/Bryan (1 Acre) 

 Medium High to East/Adjacent (5 Acres) 

 Medium Low (balance of ¼ section SW corner) 

 Medium (balance of section) 

 REMOVE PARK DESIGNATION(S)  

    

h. Bryan, between Ashlan and Dakota 
(APN:  512-050-89) 

12+/- acres Urban Neighborhood (portion)  Medium - see map attached (12 +/- acres) 

 Remove Quarter Mile Streets 
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i. Mission Ranch     

1. Change all to Medium Low Density     

2. Eliminate Connector Street(s)   Medium Low 

3. Eliminate Urban Neighborhood   Medium Low 

4. Eliminate all High Density   Medium Low 

5. Eliminate all Parks   Medium Low 

6. Eliminate all commercial   Medium Low 

7. Eliminate all Low Density   Medium Low 

    

j. Westlake – Tract 5915 (Gettysburg, Grantland, Shields, and Garfield) 

1. Eliminate Connector Streets and replace with 
“Special Collector” streets 

   

2. Consider this area “Annexed” and “Priority 
Development Area” #1 

   

3. Eliminate CMX and replace with Medium Density Unknown CMX Medium 

4. Reduce size of Commercial (Ashlan and Grantland) Unknown Commercial 
 

Commercial (12.5 acres) 
Medium 

5. Reduce size of Urban Neighborhood Unknown Urban Neighborhood Urban Neighborhood (13.35 acres) Medium 

6. Commercial on Shields and Grantland Unknown Commercial   Commercial (6 acres) 

    

RECORDED FINAL MAPS/UNDER CONSTRUCTION/ALREADY DEVELOPED 

1. SW Church/Fowler – Tract 5450 13.24 acres 
4.83 acres 

Urban Neighborhood 
Medium High 

Medium 

2. SE Sunnyside/Church – Tracts 5458/5477 86.87 acres Medium Medium Low 

3. NE Bullard/Grantland – Tract 5357 36.22 acres Medium Medium Low 

4. 4179/4171 W. Sample – Tract 5278 17.41 acres Medium Low  Low 

5. NE Garfield and Barstow – Tract 5597 
(Now APN 505-321-01 thru 22, 505-322-01 thru 08, 
505-331-01 thru 13, 505-332-01 thru 19) 

27.91 acres Medium High Medium Low 
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Copper River Ranch 
2035 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

 

Outlot X 

Outlot Y 

Outlot LL 

Outlot JJ 
Outlot M 

Outlot N 

Outlot NN 

Outlot P 

Village G 

Outlot Q 

Outlot Q 

Village I 

Outlot PP 

Village F 
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LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGES REQUIRED  
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Fowler and Shields 
T6033 and T5717 (APNS: 310-041-38; 310-041-39; 310-740-07; 310-740-08; 310-740-09) 
2035 PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
 

                 

 

LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGES REQUESTED 
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Bullard near Bryan Alignment (At HWY 99) 
Tract 5584, APN: 504-080-16S 

  

 

 
 

  

2035 GP LU:  Medium High 
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Corrected Land Use:                                 
Medium  
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Tract 5560 (APN: 312-061-18) 
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Medium Low 

 

CLINTON 

CLINTON 

P
O

LK
 

P
O

LK
 

H
A

Y
ES

 
H

A
Y

ES
 



Page 6 of 16 
 

 

Grantland and Dakota Area 
APN: 512-141-33 

2035 General Plan Proposed Land Use
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Northeast Corner of Grantland and Barstow  
(APN: 505-281-16, 17, 18) 
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Artisan Square 

 

 

Land Use Changes Required 
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Bryan, Between Ashlan and Dakota 
(APN:  512-050-89) 
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Urban Neighborhood 
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Mission Ranch 
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Tract 5915 – Westlake 

 

  

2035 Proposed Land Use 

Designations 
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CORRECTED:  Medium  
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PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION OR ALREADY DEVELOPED 

Tract 5450 – Southwest corner of Church and Fowler 
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Medium Density 
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Tract 5458 / Tract 5477  
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Medium Density 

 

Corrected Land Use:                                 
Medium Low Density 
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Tract 5357 RECORDED MAP 
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Tract 5278  (APN: 507-360-15S and 16S) 
Property at 4179 & 4171 W Sample Ave. 
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Tract 5597  
(APN 505-321-01 to 22, 505-322-01 to 08,  

505-331-01 to 13, 505-332-01 to 19) 
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DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATES, LLC 

Entitlements • 	Planning 	• 	Processing 	• Consulting 	• 	Representation 	• 	Public Relations 

December 30, 2013 

Keith Bergthold, Assistant Director 
DARM 
Fresno City Hall 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno CA 93721 

Re: 	F.C. APN #449-030-63 (8.77 acres) 
SWC N. Valentine and W. McKinley Avenues 

Sol Development Associates has represented Hui Kuang Tsai, owner of 449-030-63, since 2005 and he 
has been interested in developing an R-1 subdivision on this parcel since that time. The parcel is 
approximately 1/2 mile west of the nearest Fresno City Limit near N. Marks and W. McKinley Avenues. He 
has not pursued the project in the past due to the difficulty of annexing 11 rural lot size parcels that lie 
between his parcel and the city limits. 

Mr. Tsai believes a medium density residential land use designation would be appropriate for the parcel 
as part of the City of Fresno 2035 General Plan Update and the City's desire to increase densities within 
the city's Sphere of Influence. 

We hereby request the City of Fresno consider changing the current 2035 General Plan low density 
residential designation on the parcel to medium density as part of the 2035 General Plan Update. 
Please feel free to contact us if any additional information is needed. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Al Solis, AICP 
Principal 

Attachment 

Cc: 	Hui Kuang Tsai 

906 "N" Street, Suite 100 	1 	Fresno CA 93721 1 	Phone 559.497.1900 	I 	Fox 559.497.0301 1 	www.soldevelopment.com  
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Arnoldo: 
 
Please confirm you received my email below, dated 10/5/14. 
 
Paul Fourchy 
Eisner-Fourchy  
5245 N. Gates Ave.  
Fresno, CA  93722 
559.906.7517 (cell) 
559.274.1437 (fax) 
 
 
From: Paul Fourchy [mailto:paul.efd@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Sunday, October 05, 2014 6:41 PM 

To: 'Arnoldo Rodriguez' 

Cc: 'Mike Sanchez'; 'christine smith'; 'Hugo Kevorkian'; 'ron sawl'; 'Willard Eisner'; 'Mitchell Eisner' 
Subject: FW: proposed zoning designations  

 
Mr. Arnoldo Rodriguez 
Via email:  Arnoldo.rodriguez@fresno.gov 
Cc: Mike Sanchez, Asst. Development Director, City of Fresno 
 
RE:          (APN 506-130-28) 
 
Dear Mr. Rodriguez: 
 
I am writing regarding a +- 38 acres parcel (APN 506-130-28) we own in partnership near the future 
Veterans Blvd.  Currently we are in the process of selling +- 3 acres to City of Fresno (COF) for a road, 
which is to be constructed by COF on a portion of the property.  Once the road is constructed, we will 
end up with 3 pieces of property on various sides of the road.  (See attachment.) 
 
One of the three portions of the property is currently planned for Highway and Auto land use 
designation.  Please accept this letter as our request that all three portions of APN 506-130-28 be 
considered for Urban Neighborhood land use designation on the upcoming 2035 General Plan Update.  
 
The requested change to Urban Neighborhood designation will be consistent with the other two 
sections of our property.  Moreover, it is our belief as the long-time owners of the property that 
Highway and Auto designation will keep the property undeveloped for the foreseeable future.  It 
appears to us that there is an abundance of industrial land available along Golden State Blvd. and 
nearby. 
 
Thank you for the consideration. 
 
Paul Fourchy, Officer 
Abbey Office Furnishings, Inc. 
5245 N. Gates Ave., 93722 
559.906.7517 

mailto:Arnoldo.rodriguez@fresno.gov
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