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1. Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft Program EIR (Draft PEIR) for the 
Clovis General Plan and Development Code Update during the public review period, which began June 24, 
2014, and closed August 8, 2014. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the 
circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1: Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2: Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the Draft PEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number (A-1 through A-6 for letters received from agencies, O-1 through O-
6 for letters received from organizations, and I-1 through I-2 for letters received from individuals). Individual 
comments have been numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the 
corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3: Revisions to the Draft PEIR. This section contains revisions to the Draft PEIR text and figures 
as a result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or 
errors and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the Draft PEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. City of  
Clovis staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type of  
significant new information that requires recirculation of  the Draft PEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Additionally, none of  this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances 
requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the 
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 
effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest 
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is 
determined in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made 
in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency 
and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 
comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact 
report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform 
to the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of  Clovis) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the Draft PEIR and 
prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the Draft PEIR and the City of  Clovis’ responses to 
each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 
sections of  the Draft PEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the 
Draft PEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Draft PEIR during the public 
review period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 
Agencies & Organizations 

 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 8/8/14 2-3 
A1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  8/6/14 2-9 
A2 Fresno Irrigation District 8/7/14 2-19 
A3 County of Fresno Department of Public Health 8/7/14 2-37 
A4 Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 8/8/14 2-41 
A5 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District* 8/13/14 2-49 
A6 County of Fresno Department of Public Works and Planning* 8/13/14 2-63 

Organizations 
O1 Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. 7/30/14 2-69 
O2 Brookwood Group, Inc. 8/5/14 2-75 
O3 P-R Farms 8/8/14 2-85 
O4 Wilson Homes 8/8/14 2-93 
O5 Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc.* 8/14/14 2-103 
O6 Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc.* 8/14/14 2-107 

Individuals 
I1 Joe and Carol Cusumano 8/7/14 2-111 
I2 Dirk Poeschel 8/8/14 2-119 

* These comment letters were received after the public review period closed on August 8, 2014. 
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Governor’s Office of  Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (3 pages) 
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Response to Comments from the Governor’s Office of  Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit, Scott Morgan, Director, dated August 8, 2014. 

1 Comment acknowledged.  
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LETTER A1 – California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans) (5 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Caltrans, David Padilla, Transportation Planner, dated August 
6, 2014. 

A1-1 As noted in the commenter’s letter, the Draft PEIR states that traffic generated by the 
planned growth within the City of  Clovis General Plan Update would impact traffic 
operations on SR-168 (see Impact 5.16-1). To address this impact, Section 5.16.7, 
Mitigation Measures, of  the Draft PEIR identifies specific improvements that would 
improve the level of  service on SR-168 and reduce the impact to less than significant. 

This section of  the Draft PEIR also identifies potential sources of  funding for the City 
to contribute to these improvements, including development fees collected under the 
City of  Clovis Municipal Code Section 7.7.07 and the Regional Transportation 
Mitigation Fee (RTMF) managed by Fresno Council of  Governments (COG) through 
the Fresno County Transportation Authority. 

Since the impacts to SR-168 affect roadways outside the City of  Clovis’s jurisdiction, the 
Draft PEIR refers to General Plan Update Policy 2.5, “Regional and State Roadway 
Funding,” which states that the City would need to coordinate with the County of  
Fresno, City of  Fresno, Fresno COG, and Caltrans to fund roadway improvements 
adjacent to and within the City’s planning area. 

The Draft PEIR also cites that the City of  Clovis is in the process of  adopting traffic 
impact study guidelines, which would include specific thresholds to evaluate 
development project impacts to the roadway system and identify locations where that 
project would be responsible to provide mitigation or contribute to fair share fees to 
mitigate its impacts. Furthermore, Policy 2.3, “Fair Share Costs,” requires new 
development to pay its fair share of  the cost for circulation improvements. 

The identification of  improvements to SR-168, potential funding sources for these 
improvements, and applicable policies the City would implement as part of  the General 
Plan Update demonstrate the City of  Clovis’s efforts to mitigate this impact consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines. 

However, as the Draft PEIR notes, the City cannot guarantee that the funding sources 
and policies would be sufficient to implement all the necessary improvements. 
Therefore, per CEQA Guidelines, the Draft PEIR finds this impact significant and 
unavoidable. 

A1-2 The widening recommendations on page L-51 are conceptual improvements to SR-168 
that may be necessary to support long-term traffic growth and are based on the forecast 
traffic growth associated with buildout of  the General Plan Update. As the commenter 
notes, the differences between these recommended widenings and the ultimate 
transportation concept (UTC) facility identified in the TCR may result from different 
growth assumptions, particularly related to growth anticipated in the northeastern 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-16 PlaceWorks 

section of  the Clovis Planning Area. As the commenter identifies, the SR-168 TCR may 
need to be updated. 

A1-3 As an access point to a state facility, the proposed interchange at “Dockery Avenue” 
would be subject to Caltrans project design and review process. Policies in the General 
Plan Update support this effort, including Policy 2.3, “Fair Share Costs,” which requires 
new development to pay its fair share of  the cost for circulation improvements, and 
Policy 2.5, “Regional and State Roadway Funding,” which states that the City would 
need to coordinate with the County of  Fresno, City of  Fresno, Fresno COG, and 
Caltrans to fund roadway improvements adjacent to and within the City’s Planning Area. 

Furthermore, the Draft PEIR cites that the City of  Clovis is in the process of  adopting 
traffic impact study guidelines, which would include specific thresholds to evaluate 
development project impacts to the roadway system and identify locations where that 
project would be responsible to provide mitigation or contribute to fair share fees to 
mitigate its impacts. For development that would access SR-168 at the future Dockery 
Avenue alignment, Caltrans would be a reviewing agency and have the ability to ensure 
satisfactory operating conditions. 

A1-4 For a program-level EIR, the traffic analysis is conducted at a planning level, as 
acknowledged by the commenter. The planning level analysis is sufficient to identify 
conceptual improvements and implementation steps that mitigate the project’s impacts.  

Additional project-level analysis of  the auxiliary lane improvements would be ensured 
through Policy 2.3, “Fair Share Costs,” and through traffic impact studies, as noted in 
Responses A1-1 and A1-3. 

A1-5 As the commenter states, the list of  conceptual improvements are based on project-level 
traffic studies. For a program-level EIR, the planning level traffic analysis is sufficient to 
identify conceptual improvements and implementation steps that mitigate the project’s 
impacts (see Response A1-4). Specific improvements to add turn lanes at off-ramps and 
on-ramps would be implemented through traffic impact studies, as ensured through 
Policy 2.3, “Fair Share Costs,” in the General Plan Update. 

A1-6 The Draft PEIR identifies several sources of  funding for the proposed mitigation 
measures for SR-168 segments and interchanges, including the fee program in its 
Municipal Code, the RTMF, and implementation of  Policies 2.3 and 2.5, as noted in 
Response A1-1. 

A1-7 The traffic analysis methodology for the General Plan Update was established before the 
development of  analysis applications consistent with HCM 2010. Furthermore, the 
HCM 2010 methodology would result in similar values as the HCM 2000 methodology. 
Therefore, the impacts and mitigation improvements would be the same under both 
methodologies. 
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A1-8 The General Plan Update identifies a comprehensive bicycle network to support bicycle 
travel in the City of  Clovis as well as policies to support bicycle travel. Policies 1.1 to 1.8 
provide for efficient and safe travel to all users. Policies 3.11 and 3.12 encourage street 
designs that encourage nonmotorized transportation. The Draft PEIR specifically 
identifies these policies to support bicycle improvements under Impact 5.16-3. 
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LETTER A2 – Fresno Irrigation District (13 pages) 
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A2. Response to Comments from the Fresno Irrigation District, Laurence Kimura, P.E., Chief 
Engineer – Special Projects, dated August 7, 2014. 

A2-1 Comment acknowledged. The City of  Clovis recognizes the Fresno Irrigation District 
(FID) as a responsible agency under CEQA and understands that some future 
development in accordance with the General Plan Update would require relocation of  
FID facilities. The City will continue to coordinate with FID to ensure the District’s 
opportunity to review and approve maps and plans that could impact FID canals and 
easements. Also note that the Draft PEIR has been modified to specifically identify FID 
as a responsible agency under CEQA for the General Plan Update (see Section 3.2, Draft 
PEIR Revisions in Response to Written Comments). 

A2-2 Comment acknowledged.  

A2-3 The 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) was based on the land uses as 
approved in the 1993 General Land Use Plan and a projected 2035 service population 
of  188,224. The 2010 UWMP estimated water demands in 2035 based on the City’s 
goals of  an overall usage of  199 gallons per capita per day. The 1993 General Plan does 
include the three urban centers as shown in Draft PEIR Figure 3-4, Current General Plan 
Land Use Plan. The allowed densities, however, were lower in comparison to the 
currently proposed General Plan Update.  

As detailed in the Draft PEIR, the projected population for the 2035 Scenario is 184,100 
persons and, for analytical purposes, includes a portion of  the development in each of  
the urban centers (see Draft PEIR, page 3-20). A substantial increase in population is 
projected for the full buildout of  the General Plan Update (294,300 persons). This is not 
anticipated to occur for 70+ years. The UWMP does not address projections beyond the 
25-year horizon, and therefore does not ensure a balanced water supply for the full 
General Plan Update buildout. The Draft PEIR provides a comparison of  projected 
water demands for General Plan Update buildout and the 2035 UWMP water supply 
projections. 

A2-4 As described in Response A2-3, the analysis for 2035 is based on the 2010 UWMP. The 
analysis in the UWMP, however, assumes compliance with the Water Conservation Bill 
of  2009 requiring a 20 percent reduction in per capita water use by 2020 in comparison 
to baseline water use in 2005. This will depend on existing customers reducing demands, 
the use of  recycled water to offset existing demands, and lower water use from new 
customers. 

The development of  property outside the Fresno Irrigation District is intended to be 
supplied with banked surface water from the Boswell Banking Facility in addition to a 
sustainable amount of  groundwater. All development outside of  the FID boundaries, as 
well as development within FID’s boundaries that is expected to use more water than 
allocated by FID, is assessed an impact fee to pay for the groundwater banking facility. 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-34 PlaceWorks 

This will limit the amount of  development that can occur outside the FID unless 
additional projects to develop water are constructed. 

Even though the analysis in the UWMP would imply that adequate water supplies would 
be available for the projected 2035 Scenario, the Draft PEIR identifies the impact on 
groundwater for both 2035 projected development and Full Buildout as significant and 
unavoidable (see Impact 5.9-2). The Draft PEIR also identifies the impact on water 
service (inadequate water supply) as a significant impact for both 2035 and Full 
Buildout. The Draft PEIR cites the uncertainty of  water availability, particularly given 
the current drought. 

A2-5 The UWMP, 2010 Update (November 2011), does not reflect the 2013–14 drought or 
related emergency measures. The UWMP must be updated every five years, and the 2015 
plan is under preparation. 

The City concurs with the goals to balance water supply and demand and to eliminate 
groundwater overdraft. Therefore, the General Plan Update includes numerous policies 
to support these goals in the Public Facilities and Service Element and Open Space and 
Conservation Element (see Draft PEIR, pages 5.17-17 through 18), including the 
following: 

 Policy 1.7 Groundwater – Stabilize groundwater levels by requiring that new 
development water demands not exceed the sustainable groundwater supply. 

 Policy 3.3 Well water – Prohibit the use of  new private wells in new development.  

A2-6 The City recently initiated preparation of  their Water Master Plan Update to service the 
municipal service planning requirements under the 2014 General Plan Update and to 
meet other federal, state, and local requirements. The Master Plan will include an 
assessment of  necessary water infrastructure, cost estimates, and a recommended capital 
improvement program. The potential measures identified in this comment (new 
recharge basin, increased recycling, acquisition of  additional water supplies, and 
FMFCD basin capacity expansion) will all be considered in preparation, review, and 
approval of  the Water Master Plan Update. Consistent with the following proposed 
General Plan Update policy, the Master Plan’s capital improvement program will 
consider development impact fees as one potential funding source for necessary water 
infrastructure improvements  

 Policy 1.4 Development-funded facilities - the City may require development to 
install onsite or offsite facilities that are in excess of  development’s fair share. 
However, the City shall establish a funding mechanism for future development to 
reimburse the original development for the amount in excess of  the fair share costs.  
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A2-7 The dry year scenario information in the Draft PEIR is based on the 2010 UWMP, 
which was based on the most extreme drought prior to 2010. During future droughts it 
is possible that all normal demands may not be met. This impact has been identified as 
significant and unavoidable in the Draft PEIR.  

A2-8 The District’s assumption regarding FID water rights and City water rates applicability 
to converted agricultural lands is correct. 

A2-9 The City concurs that conversion of  agricultural land to urban uses should be done in a 
manner to minimize impacts to agricultural resources. This goal is supported through 
the proposed General Plan policies (see Draft PEIR pages 5.2-28 through 29) and 
Mitigation Measure 2-1. 

A2-10 Comment acknowledged. As noted in response A2-1, the City will continue to 
coordinate with FID to ensure the District’s opportunity to review and approve maps 
and plans that could impact FID canals and easements. 

A2-11 Comment acknowledged. 

A2-12 Comment acknowledged. 

A2-13 Comment acknowledged. As noted in response A2-1, the City will continue to 
coordinate with FID to ensure the District’s opportunity to review and approve maps 
and plans that could impact FID canals and easements. 

A2-14 Comment acknowledged. As noted in response A2-1, the City will continue to 
coordinate with FID to ensure the District’s opportunity to review and approve maps 
and plans that could impact FID canals and easements. 

A2-15 Comment acknowledged. 

A2-16 Comment acknowledged. 
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LETTER A3– County of  Fresno Department of  Public Health (1 page) 
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A3. Response to Comments from the County of Fresno Department of Public Health, Kevin 
Tsuda, R.E.H.S., Environmental Health Specialist II, dated August 7, 2014. 

A3-1 Comment acknowledged. The County of  Fresno Department of  Public Health will be 
included in the distribution list for the Final EIR. 
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LETTER A4 – Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission (4 pages) 
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A4. Response to Comments from the Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission, David E. 
Fey, AICP, Executive Officer, dated August 8, 2014. 

A4-1 This comment encourages the City to incorporate the requirements and standards of  
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act Of  2000 (CGC 
56000 et. seq.) and of  LAFCo’s Policies, Standards, and Procedures, relevant to future 
annexations and amendments to the City’s sphere of  influence, into the Project. 

During the General Plan Update process, there was much discussion about the orderly 
planning and development of  the General Plan area beyond the City’s current boundary, 
including those areas within and outside of  the City’s current sphere of  influence. While 
many of  requirements and standards of  the Act and of  LAFCo were not directly 
included in the General Plan Update, the City is aware of  these requirements and 
standards for future annexations and sphere of  influence amendments. In no way are 
future projects exempted from the legislative requirements of  the Act nor from 
LAFCo’s Policies, Standards, and Procedures. 

Relative to future sphere of  influence amendments and/or annexations, General Plan 
Update Land Use Element includes the following goal and policies: 

Goal 3: Orderly and sustainable outward growth into three Urban Centers with 
neighborhoods that provide a balanced mix of  land uses and development types to 
support a community lifestyle and small town character. 

 Policy 3.3 Completion of  Loma Vista - The City prioritizes the completion of  
Loma Vista while allowing growth to proceed elsewhere in the Clovis Planning Area 
in accordance with agreements with the County of  Fresno and LAFCo policies. 

 Policy 3.4 Infrastructure investment - The City may invest in infrastructure in the 
Northeast and Northwest Urban Centers if  and when the City is satisfied that the 
investment is fiscally neutral or beneficial and that there will be adequate funding to 
provide public services.  

 Policy 3.5 Fiscal sustainability - The City shall require establishment of  
community facility districts, lighting and landscaping maintenance districts, special 
districts, and other special funding or financing tools in conjunction with or as a 
condition of  development, building or permit approval, or annexation or sphere of  
influence amendments when necessary to ensure that new development is fiscally 
neutral or beneficial. 

 Policy 3.8 Land use compatibility - Within Urban Centers, new development that 
is immediately adjacent to properties designated for rural residential and agricultural 
uses shall bear the major responsibility of  achieving land use compatibility and 
buffering. 
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 Policy 3.9 Connected development - New development in Urban Centers must 
fully improve roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle systems within and adjacent to the 
proposed project and connect to existing urbanized development. 

As noted in the Draft PEIR, a slightly different definition of  prime farmland is used for 
the General Plan Update impact analysis. This difference is noted in Footnote 2 in 
Section 5.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources: 

A comment letter on the Notice of  Preparation from the Fresno County Local Agency 
Formation Commission requested that the DEIR consider the definition of  Prime 
Agricultural Land per Government Code Section 56064. That definition closely 
resembles the definition of  Prime Agricultural Lands per Government Code Section 
51201, provided in Table 5.2-2. The analysis in this section is based on the CEQA-
required definitions of  Important Farmlands. Conversion of  Prime Agricultural Land 
according to the latter definition is addressed in Impact 5.2-3 below. 

The City recognizes that future annexation and sphere of  influence amendment cases 
before LAFCo will have to utilize the prime farmland definition from Government 
Code Section 56064 rather than the definition from Government Code Section 51201, 
upon which the Draft PEIR is based. 

A4-2 Comment acknowledged 

A4-3 This comment suggests that the City consider how annexation policies may fit into the 
proposed General Plan Update. The Comment further explains LAFCo’s upcoming 
work on a model annexation program. 

The proposed General Plan Update is silent on the issue of  phasing future annexations 
and sphere of  influence amendments, an issue that is central to LAFCo’s mission. The 
implicit policy is that the City will approach such future actions on a case-by-case basis, 
reflecting then current market conditions, the City’s ability to provide public facilities 
and services, and the Land Use Element’s policies under Goal 3, noted above. In all 
cases, however, future annexations and sphere of  influence amendments will comply 
with the standards and requirements of  the Act and LAFCo’s Policies, Standards, and 
Procedures. 

The City appreciates LAFCo’s efforts to refine the annexation process in Fresno County 
and looks forward to the application of  an improved annexation process, which will 
contribute to more efficient growth and provision of  urban services as well as aid in 
regional economic development. 

A4-4 This comment identifies two specific proposed General Plan Update policies that would 
be relevant to the city-county negotiation required for sphere of  influence amendments. 
The City appreciates this advice and will consider it in such future negotiations. 
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A4-5 The Comment identifies several suggested additions/modifications the list of  
responsible and interested agencies. These changes have been made and are included in 
this Final EIR, Section 3.2, Draft PEIR Revisions in Response to Written Comments. 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-48 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2014 Page 2-49 

LETTER A5 – San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (4 pages) 
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A5. Response to Comments from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Arnaud 
Marjollet, Director of Permit Services, and Chay Thao, Program Manager, dated August 13, 
2014. 

A5-1a Per the commenter’s recommendation, Mitigation Measure 3-4 has been eliminated and 
incorporated into Mitigation Measures 3-1 and 3-3. This change has been incorporated 
into Section 3.2, Revisions to the Draft PEIR in Response to Written Comments, of  this FEIR as 
follows: 

3-1 Prior to issuance of  any construction permits, development project 
applicants shall prepare and submit to the City of  Clovis Planning Division 
a technical assessment evaluating potential project construction-related air 
quality impacts. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance with San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) methodology in 
assessing air quality impacts. If  construction-related criteria air pollutants 
are determined to have the potential to exceed the SJVAPCD adopted 
thresholds of  significance, as identified in the Guidance for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), the City of  Clovis Planning 
Division shall require that applicants for new development projects 
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during 
construction activities to below these thresholds. These identified measures 
shall be incorporated into all appropriate construction documents (e.g., 
construction management plans) submitted to the City and shall be verified 
by the City’s Planning Division. Mitigation measures to reduce 
construction-related emissions could include, but are not limited to:  

 Using construction equipment rated by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency as having Tier 3 (model year 2006 or 
newer) or Tier 4 (model year 2008 or newer) emission limits, applicable 
for engines between 50 and 750 horsepower. A list of  construction 
equipment by type and model year shall be maintained by the 
construction contractor onsite, which shall be available for City review 
upon request. 

 Ensuring construction equipment is properly serviced and maintained 
to the manufacturer’s standards. 

 Use of  alternative-fueled or catalyst-equipped diesel construction 
equipment, if  available and feasible. 

 Clearly posted signs that require operators of  trucks and construction 
equipment to minimize idling time (e.g., 5-minute maximum). 
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 Preparation and implementation of  a fugitive dust control plan that 
may include the following measures: 

• Disturbed areas (including storage piles) that are not being actively 
utilized for construction purposes shall be effectively stabilized 
using water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or covered with a tarp 
or other suitable cover (e.g., revegetated). 

• Onsite unpaved roads and offsite unpaved access roads shall be 
effectively stabilized using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, 
grading, cut and fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively 
controlled utilizing application of  water or by presoaking. 

• Material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to limit visible dust 
emissions, and at least six inches of  freeboard space from the top 
of  the container shall be maintained when materials are 
transported offsite. 

• Operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of  
mud or dirt from adjacent public streets at the end of  each 
workday. (The use of  dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited 
except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to 
limit the visible dust emissions.) (Use of  blower devices is expressly 
forbidden.) 

• Following the addition of  materials to or the removal of  materials 
from the surface of  outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be 
effectively stabilized of  fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient 
water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it 
extends 50 or more feet from the site and at the end of  each 
workday. 

• Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent 
carryout and trackout. 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt 
runoff  to public roadways from sites with a slope greater than 
1 percent. 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off  all trucks 
and equipment leaving the project area. 
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• Adhere to Regulation VIII’s 20 percent opacity limitation, as 
applicable. 

 Enter into a Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement (VERA) with 
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The 
VERA shall identify the amount of  emissions to be reduced, in 
addition to the amount of  funds to be paid by the project applicant to 
the SJVAPCD to implement emission reduction projects required for 
the project. 

3-3 Prior to project approval, development project applicants shall prepare and 
submit to the City of  Clovis Planning Division a technical assessment 
evaluating potential project operation phase-related air quality impacts. The 
evaluation shall be prepared in conformance with San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) methodology in assessing air quality 
impacts. If  operational-related criteria air pollutants are determined to have 
the potential to exceed the SJVAPCD adopted thresholds of  significance, as 
identified in the Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts 
(GAMAQI), the City of  Clovis Planning Division shall require that 
applicants for new development projects incorporate mitigation measures 
to reduce air pollutant emissions during operational activities. The identified 
measures shall be included as part of  the Standard Conditions of  Approval. 
Mitigation measures to reduce long-term emissions can include, but are not 
limited to:  

 For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, the 
construction documents shall demonstrate an adequate number of  
electrical service connections at loading docks for plug in of  the 
anticipated number of  refrigerated trailers to reduce idling time and 
emissions. 

 Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall consider 
energy storage and combined heat and power (CHP) in appropriate 
applications to optimize renewable energy generation systems and 
avoid peak energy use. 

 Site-specific developments with truck delivery and loading areas, and 
truck parking spaces, shall include signage as a reminder to limit idling 
of  vehicles while parked for loading/unloading in accordance with 
California Air Resources Board Rule 2845 (13 CCR Chapter 10 § 2485). 

 Site-specific development shall demonstrate an adequate number of  
electrical vehicle Level 2 charging stations are provided onsite. The 
location of  the electrical outlets shall be specified on building plans, 
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and proper installation shall be verified by the Building Division prior 
to issuance of  a Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 Applicant-provided appliances shall be Energy Star appliances 
(dishwashers, refrigerators, clothes washers, and dryers). Installation of  
Energy Star appliances shall be verified by the Building Division during 
plan check. 

 Applicants for large development projects (e.g., employers with 100 
employees at work site) shall establish an employee trip commute 
reduction program (CTR), in conformance with the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District Rule 9410. The program shall identify 
South Valley Rideshare and/or Valley Rides commute programs, which 
provide information about commute options and connect commuters 
for carpooling, ridesharing, and other activities. The CTR program shall 
identify alternative modes of  transportation to the project site, 
including transit schedules, bike and pedestrian routes, and 
carpool/vanpool availability. Information regarding these programs 
shall be readily available to employees and clients and shall be posted in 
a highly visible location and/or made available online. The project 
applicant shall include the following incentives for commuters as part 
of  the CTR program: 

• Ride-matching assistance (e.g., subsidized public transit passes) 

• Preferential carpool parking 

• Flexible work schedules for carpools 

• Vanpool assistance or employer-provided vanpool/shuttle 

• Telecommute and/or flexible work hour programs 

• Car-sharing program (e.g., Zipcar) 

• Bicycle end-trip facilities, including bike parking, showers, and 
lockers 

• End-of-trip facilities shall be shown on site plans and architectural 
plans submitted to the Planning Division Manager. The CTR 
program shall be prepared to the satisfaction of  the Planning 
Division Manager prior to occupancy permits. 

 Applicants for future development projects along existing and planned 
transit routes shall coordinate with the City of  Clovis and City of  
Fresno to ensure that bus pads and shelters are incorporated, as 
necessary. 
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 Applicants for future development projects shall enter into a Voluntary 
Emissions Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The VERA shall identify 
the amount of  emissions to be reduced, in addition to the amount of  
funds to be paid by the project applicant to the SJVAPCD to 
implement emission reduction projects required for the project. 

3-4 Prior to project approval, the City of  Clovis Planning Division shall require 
applicants for individual, site-specific developments to consider establishing 
a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District. Under this agreement, project 
proponents may enter into an agreement where funds are used to develop 
and implement emission reduction projects. 

As written, these two mitigation measures do not mandate project applicants to enter in 
a VERA, but include it as one of  many possible measures that could be implemented to 
reduce criteria air pollutant emissions. SJVAPCD acknowledges this approach of  
including VERA as one of  many potential specific actions that could be taken to 
mitigate air quality impacts. 

A5-1b SJVAPCD recommends that the environment document be amended to include an 
assessment of  the feasibility of  implementing a VERA. The measure was previously 
included and it remains included, and is therefore, considered to be feasible. 

A5-1c SJVAPCD contends that VERA will reduce impacts to less than significant. At this 
program-level stage of  review, actual emissions and associated reductions necessary on a 
project-by-project level implemented through the VERA program are unknown until 
such time SJVAPCD verifies the emissions reductions and the project-level VERA is 
implemented to ensure less than significant project-level impacts. Furthermore, despite 
implementation of  VERA, cumulative development within the City may continue to 
exceed SJVAPCD’s regional significance thresholds. Therefore, air quality impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable as it relates to this project. 

A5-2 The recommended change has been made for Mitigation Measures 3-1. See response to 
Comment A5-1a through A5-1c. 

A5-3 Mitigation Measure 3-5 has been revised per SJVAPCD recommendation to delete 
references to the PM2.5 and PM10 thresholds. The cancer risk threshold of  10 in a million 
and the noncancer hazard risk threshold of  1.0 remain unchanged. In addition, per 
SJVAPCD Comment A5-6, this mitigation measure has also been revised to include the 
provision that future projects may also be evaluated to significance thresholds 
established by SJVAPCD that are in effect at the time a development project is 
considered. Revised Mitigation Measure 3-5 has been incorporated into Section 3.2, 
Revisions to the Draft PEIR in Response to Written Comments, of  this FEIR as follows: 
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3-45 Prior to discretionary project approval, the City of  Clovis shall evaluate new 
development proposals for sensitive land uses (e.g., residential, schools, day 
care centers) within the City for potential incompatibilities with regard to 
the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A 
Community Health Perspective (April 2005). Applicants for sensitive land uses 
that are within the recommended buffer distances shall submit a health risk 
assessment (HRA) to the City of  Clovis prior to future discretionary project 
approval. The HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and 
procedures of  the state Office of  Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJVAPCD). The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used for the 
analysis, including age sensitivity factors, breathing rates, and body weights 
appropriate for children age 0 to 6 years. If  the HRA shows that the 
incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million (10E-06), the appropriate 
noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, or the thresholds established by the 
SJVAPCD at the time a project is considered if  the PM10 or PM2.5 ambient 
air quality standard increment exceeds 2.5 µg/m3, the applicant will be 
required to identify and demonstrate that mitigation measures are capable 
of  reducing potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level (i.e., 
below ten in one million or a hazard index of  1.0), including appropriate 
enforcement mechanisms. 

Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to the 
following: 

 Placement of  air intakes away from high-volume roadways and/or 
truck loading zones. 

 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of  the buildings 
provided with appropriately sized maximum efficiency rating value 
(MERV) filters. 

 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems for units that are 
installed with MERV filters shall maintain positive pressure within the 
building’s filtered ventilation system to reduce infiltration of  unfiltered 
outdoor air. 

Mitigation measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation 
measures in the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site 
development plan as a component of  the proposed project. The air intake 
design and MERV filter requirements shall be noted and/or reflected on all 
building plans submitted to the City and shall be verified by the City’s 
Planning Division. 
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A5-4 Mitigation Measure 3-6 has been revised per SJVAPCD’s recommendation to include 
commercial uses among to the types of  uses that may be required to prepare a Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA). A screening criteria of  100 trucks per day or 40 trucks with 
diesel-powered transport refrigeration units per day is included for commercial uses to 
determine when the mitigation would be applicable to this type of  use. The screening 
criteria are based on the California Air Resources Board guidance in siting of  new 
sensitive land uses.  

The references to the PM2.5 and PM10 thresholds have been removed. In addition, the 
mitigation has been revised to indicate that future projects would also be evaluated to 
applicable significance thresholds established by the District that are in effect at the time 
a development project is considered in addition to the 10 in a million cancer risk and 1.0 
noncancer hazard risk thresholds. Revised Mitigation Measure 3-6 has been incorporated 
into Section 3.2, Revisions to the Draft PEIR in Response to Written Comments, of  this FEIR as 
follows: 

3-56 Prior to discretionary project approval, applicants for industrial or 
warehousing land uses in addition to commercial land uses that would 
generate substantial diesel truck travel (i.e., 100 diesel trucks per day or 40 
or more trucks with diesel-powered transport refrigeration units per day 
based on the California Air Resources Board recommendations for siting 
new sensitive land uses), shall coordinate with contact the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) or the City of  Clovis in 
conjunction with the SJVAPCD to determine the appropriate level of  
health risk assessment (HRA) required. If  preparation of  an HRA is 
required, aAll HRAs shall be submitted to the City of  Clovis. 

The HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of  
the state Office of  Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). If  the HRA 
shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million (10E-06) 
or the risk thresholds in effect at the time a project is considered, the 
appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, or if  the PM10 or PM2.5 
ambient air quality concentrations exceeds the thresholds as determined by 
the SJVAPCD at the time a project is considered, the applicant will be 
required to identify and demonstrate that measures are capable of  reducing 
potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level, including 
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 

Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to: 

 Restricting idling onsite beyond Air Toxic Control Measures idling 
restrictions, as feasible 
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 Electrifying warehousing docks 

 Requiring use of  newer equipment and/or vehicles 

 Restricting offsite truck travel through the creation of  truck routes 

Measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in 
the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site 
development plan as a component of  the proposed project. 

A5-5 Mitigation Measure 3-7 has been revised per SJVAPCD’s recommendation. The term, 
“Best Available Control Technology (T-BACT)” has been replaced with the term, 
“control technologies” in order to be consistent with the terminology used within 
SJVAPCD. Revised Mitigation Measure 3-7 has been incorporated into Section 3.2, 
Revisions to the Draft PEIR in Response to Written Comments, of  this FEIR as follows: 

3-67 Prior to project approval, if  it is determined during project-level 
environmental review that a project has the potential to emit nuisance odors 
beyond the property line, an odor management plan shall be prepared and 
submitted by the project applicant prior to project approval to ensure 
compliance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD) Rule 4102. The following facilities that are within the buffer 
distances specified from sensitive receptors (in parentheses) have the 
potential to generate substantial odors: 

 Wastewater Treatment Plan (2 miles)  

 Sanitary Landfill (1 mile) 

 Transfer Station (1 mile) 

 Composting Facility (1 mile) 

 Petroleum Refinery (2 miles) 

 Asphalt Batch Plan (1 mile) 

 Chemical Manufacturing (1 mile) 

 Fiberglass Manufacturing (1 mile) 

 Painting/Coating Operations (1 mile) 

 Food Processing Facility (1 mile) 

 Feed Lot/ Dairy (1 mile) 

 Rendering Plant (1 mile) 

The Odor Management Plan prepared for these facilities shall identify the 
Best Available Control Technologies for Toxics (T-BACTs) control 
technologies that will be utilized to reduce potential odors to acceptable 
levels, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Control 
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technologies T-BACTs may include but are not limited to scrubbers (e.g., air 
pollution control devices) at an industrial facility. Control technologies 
T-BACTs identified in the odor management plan shall be identified as 
mitigation measures in the environmental document and/or incorporated 
into the site plan. 

A5-6 Per SJVAPCD’s recommendation, Mitigation Measures 3-5 and 3-6 have been revised to 
include the provision that future HRA’s be evaluated against the significance thresholds 
established by SJVAPCD at the time a project is considered. See response to Comment 
A5-3 and A5-4 or Section 3.2, Revisions to the Draft PEIR in Response to Written Comments, 
of  this FEIR for revised Mitigation Measures 3-5 and 3-6. 

A5-7 Per Mitigation Measure 3-5, a health risk assessment would be required for new sensitive 
land uses that fall within the buffer distances outlined in the California Air Resources 
Board’s recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses. This includes development 
of  new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of  a freeway, an urban roadway with 100,000 
or more vehicles per day, or a rural road with 50,000 more vehicles per day. As stated in 
the Draft PEIR, per the traffic data provided, based on CARB’s recommendation, the 
only roadway within the City of  Clovis and planning area that would meet the CARB 
screening criteria for roadways is SR-168. 

A5-8 Per Mitigation Measure 3-6, applicants for new development projects would be required 
to contact SJVAPCD to determine the level of  health risk analysis needed. Overall, 
where applicable, Mitigation Measures 3-5 and 3-6 would require health risk assessments 
for new sources or for sensitive land uses site near existing sources prior to discretionary 
project approval. In addition, per CEQA Guidelines Sections 15300.2, projects may not 
be exempted if  it would result in significant impacts or cumulative impacts. This section 
would also ensure that future development projects that may have potential risk impacts 
are reviewed. 

A5-9 Comment acknowledged.  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-62 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank.  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2014 Page 2-63 

LETTER A6 – County of  Fresno Department of  Public Works and Planning (3 pages) 
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A6. Response to Comments from the County of Fresno Department of Public Works and 
Planning, Bernard Jimenez, Deputy Director, dated August 13, 2014. 

A6-1 Under the current Master Tax Sharing Agreement, the City already pays the County a 
substantial portion of  the City’s property and sales taxes. Presumably this will continue 
into the future. The City is already a net provider of  taxes over services it receives from 
the County. 

A6-2 Comments acknowledged. The request to redesignate the AG land will be forwarded to 
the decision makers for consideration. The City concurs that a comprehensive 
annexation program is important. The City will coordinate services with the County.  

 The commenter notes that the street name “Dockery Avenue” is spelled incorrectly on 
several figures in Chapter 3, Project Description, of  the Draft PEIR. These figures are 
revised and all online documents will be updated. 

A6-3 Comments acknowledged. The City will evaluate options as growth occurs under the 
2014 General Plan. 

A6-4 As noted in response to Caltrans (Comment Letter A-1), the City has a policy requiring 
that new development pay for its fair share costs of  improvements and the City is in the 
process of  adopting Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, which will assist in determining 
fair share requirements. The City also has a development fee program in place for traffic 
improvements, which is evaluated on an annual basis. 

The County references working with the City to develop appropriate plan lines for 
future roadway alignments, acquiring minimum rights of  way necessary for street 
improvements, and avoiding negatively impacting farming and livestock operations 
during street widening projects. These comments are acknowledged and will be 
considered by the City when planning street improvements.  

A6-5 City staff  will work with County staff  on the timing and funding of  the County’s 
community plan update for Clovis, and present recommendations to the decision 
makers. 
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LETTER O1 – Building Industry Association of  Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. (3 pages) 
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O1. Response to Comments from Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties, 
Inc., Michael Prandini, President & CEO, dated July 30, 2014. 

O1-1 This letter does not reference the General Plan Update Program EIR (PEIR) or related 
analysis. Since, however, it was received during the public review period for the Draft 
PEIR, it has been included in this Final EIR. The comment recommends changes to the 
project and these recommendations will be forwarded to decision-makers for 
consideration.  
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LETTER O2 – Brookwood Group, Inc. (8 pages) 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-76 PlaceWorks 

 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2014 Page 2-77 

 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-78 PlaceWorks 

 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2014 Page 2-79 

 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-80 PlaceWorks 

 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2014 Page 2-81 

 

 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-82 PlaceWorks 

 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2014 Page 2-83 

O2. Response to Comments from Brookwood Group, Inc., Michael Gion and Mark Troen, Senior 
Vice Presidents, dated August 5, 2014. 

O2-1 This comment recommends changes to the project, and is not related to the 
environmental analysis or CEQA requirements for the General Plan and Development 
Code Update Program EIR. The comment and these recommendations will be 
forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 

O2-2 The commenter is correct in noting that improvements to Behymer Road would be 
required for this roadway to operate at an acceptable level of  service (LOS) upon 
implementation of  the General Plan Update. As described in the Draft PEIR, however, 
it is not only funding constraints that preclude these improvements. Although expanding 
this two-land roadway to an urban collector with two lanes and a two-way left-turn lane 
would mitigate impacts to an acceptable LOS, there are right-of-way constraints that 
make such a widening infeasible. Moreover, improving this roadway to urban collector 
standards would conflict with county standards for local roadways.  

The remaining issues identified in this comment relate to recommended changes in the 
project which are not the purview of  the environmental analysis. These comments will 
be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 

O2-3 This comment recommends changes to the project, and is not related to the 
environmental analysis or CEQA requirements for the General Plan and Development 
Code Update Program EIR. The comment and these recommendations will be 
forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 
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LETTER O3 – P-R Farms (2 pages) 
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O3. Response to Comments from P-R Farms Planning Team, dated August 8, 2014. 

O3-1 This comment requests clarification regarding the General Plan Update (project 
description), and is not related to the environmental analysis or CEQA requirements for 
the General Plan and Development Code Update Program EIR. The comment and 
these recommendations will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 

O3-2 This comment recommends changes to the project, and is not related to the 
environmental analysis or CEQA requirements for the General Plan and Development 
Code Update Program EIR. The comment and these recommendations will be 
forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 

O3-3 The Draft PEIR does support the proposed retail uses. For subsequent projects that are 
consistent with the General Plan, environmental review will not be required for region- 
and area-wide impacts including traffic, air quality, greenhouse gases, etc. Future 
projects, however, will be subject to CEQA review relative to site-specific and project-
specific impacts (e.g., local circulation, noise compatibility, site geotechnical and drainage 
studies, etc.). Assuming compliance with applicable mitigation measures and regulatory 
standards, these impacts could likely be addressed without a CEQA document. General 
Plan Policy 1.6 addresses potential development location and phasing issues related to 
economic objectives of  the General Plan Update.  

O3-4 The proposed mitigation measure has been revised as shown in strikeout/underlined 
text, to provide an additional option to mitigate the loss of  important farmlands.  

2-1 The City shall adopt either a 1) regional agricultural preservation 
program in coordination with regional partners, such as the Fresno 
Council of Governments (COG), its member agencies and farming 
stakeholders; or 2) a local Farmland Preservation Plan (FPP) by June 
25, 2017, which is the expiration date of the City’s Memorandum of 
Understanding with the County, as amended in 2000 (commonly 
referred to as the Tax Sharing MOU). The 2008 Model Farmland 
Conservation Program for Fresno County prepared by COG and the 
American Farmland Trust may be considered as a starting point for 
either program. Additionally, either program shall evaluate and 
incorporate, as appropriate, any policies, programs, and implementation 
tools contained in the Guide for Resource Management proposed as 
part of the Phase II San Joaquin Valley Greenprint work program. The 
adopted program shall include policies, standards and measures to 
avoid the unnecessary conversion of agricultural lands and shall include 
provisions for: (a) minimizing potential detrimental effects caused by 
urban development; (b) avoiding the premature conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance; 
(c) preserving farmland, including, if appropriate, mitigation fees to 
fund farmland preservation efforts; (d) integrating identified mitigation 
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measures into the entitlement process; and (e) addressing enforcement 
through the regulatory environment.  

 
2-2 Upon adoption, Pproject applicants for properties that include 20 acres 

or more designated Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, or Unique Farmland shall comply with the requirements of 
the adopted regional agricultural preservation program or local FFP.  

 
2-3 Pending adoption of a regional agricultural preservation program or 

local FFP, or if a regional agricultural preservation program or local 
FFP is not in place by June 25, 2017, the following requirements shall 
apply:be required to prepare or fund an agricultural resource evaluation 
prior to project approval.  

 
1) Project applicants for properties that include more than 20 acres 

designated Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or 
Unique Farmland shall prepare or fund an agricultural resource 
evaluation prior to project approval. 
 

2) The resource evaluation shall use generally accepted methodologies 
(such as the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model) to 
identify the potentially significant impact of the loss of agricultural 
land. as well as the economic viability of future agricultural use of 
the property. 
  

3) If the loss of agricultural land is determined to be a potentially 
significant impact, the resource evaluation shall consider the 
economic viability of future agricultural use of the property. 
 

4) If the agricultural resource is considered significant (based on 
LESA or other accepted methodology) and future agricultural use 
is considered economically viable, If the conversion is will be 
deemed significant., tThe City shall require mitigation by one of the 
following methods: 

 
a) Mitigation at a 1:1 ratio of converted to preserved acreage 

through a regional conservation easement, or payment of its 
valuation equivalent if a fee mitigation program is established. 
If 1:1 mitigation is determined to be economically infeasible, 
based upon all of the evidence, the ratio may be reduced to an 
economically feasible ratio or no further mitigation shall be 
required. This determination shall be made by the City’s 
Director of Planning and Development Services based upon 
substantial evidence in the record; or  

b) Other potential mitigation which achieves the same mitigating 
effect as the measures identified above, consistent with the 
CEQA Statutes and Guidelines. This determination shall be 
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made by the City’s Director of Planning and Development 
Services based upon substantial evidence in the record. 
 
One possible substitute mitigation measure to achieve the preservation of 
agricultural land is through the use of benchmark densities that are 
designed to increase development efficiency. When development equals or 
exceeds the benchmark densities, no further mitigation is required because 
the community has taken steps to preserve agricultural land by increasing 
densities beyond a certain threshold thereby accommodating growth trends 
on less land. When development does not equal or exceed the benchmark 
densities, a sliding scale of mitigation fees are paid.  

 
The General Plan contains many efficiency policies and land use 
designations to aid in the preservation of agricultural land, which are based 
upon the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint and Landscape of Choice 
principles. See, for example: Land Use Element Goal 3 (orderly and 
sustainable outward growth into three Urban Centers); Land Use 
Element Goal 4, Policy3.8 (land use compatibility); Land Use Element 
Goal 4, Policy3.9 (connected development;  Land Use Element Goal 4, 
Policy 4.4 (farmland conservation); Land Use Element Goal 5 (diverse 
housing and transit oriented development); Land Use Goal 6, Policy 6.2 
(smart growth); Land Use Element, Table LU-2 (land use designations); 
Economic Development Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.2 (jobs-housing ratio); 
Economic Development Element, Goal 5 (mix of land uses and types of 
development); Circulation Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.8 (network 
completion);  Circulation Element, Goals 3 and 4, multimodal 
transportation, bicycle and transit system); Open Space and Conservation 
Element Goal 2, Policies 2.4 and 2.5 (agricultural lands and right to 
farm); Air Quality Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.1 (land use and 
transportation); 2010 Housing Element, Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA) requirements; Fresno COG Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. 

 
These efficiency policies and land use designations are designed to prevent 
the premature conversion of farmland by encouraging infill development, by 
requiring new development to be built at considerably higher densities than 
Clovis or the region has traditionally seen, by requiring that development 
occur in a compact, orderly manner, and by providing for balanced 
development, including substantial emphasis on increasing the jobs-housing 
ratio. 

 
To the extent benchmark densities are adopted for Clovis or the region, 
and to the extent the City’s General Plan policies and land use 
designations are consistent with those benchmark densities,  mitigation 
may be met through implementation of the General Plan and application 
of the benchmark densities. 
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5)  The following properties are determined to be not economically 
viable for future agricultural use, based upon all of the evidence in 
the record. Other properties shall be evaluated on a case by case 
basis: 

 
All properties within the Loma Vista Specific Plan (“Loma Vista”).  

 
• Properties within Loma Vista were designated for urban 

development under the 1993 General Plan and the 2003 Loma 
Vista Specific Plan (formerly called the Southeast Urban Center 
Specific Plan).  

• The Loma Vista Specific Plan EIR, page 5-34, makes the following 
observations:  
 
“The project area is located adjacent to the incorporated Clovis 
City, within the updated 2000 sphere-of-influence limits, thereby 
supporting concentrated growth pattern adjacent to the existing 
urban development. The proposed Specific Plan would guide the 
conversion of the existing agricultural and rural lands to planned 
urban uses in a gradual, phased, and orderly manner, therefore 
alleviating development pressure off of outlying unincorporated 
lands.” 
 

• Substantial development has occurred in Loma Vista since 2003. 
• The City, property owners and the development community have 

relied upon this urbanization in planning for and developing Loma 
Vista.  

• The 2000 County General Plan, Land Use Policy LU-G, provides 
that the County will direct urban growth and development within 
city spheres of influences to existing incorporated cities, and this 
policy is memorialized in the City’s Memorandum of 
Understanding with the County, as amended in 2000 (commonly 
referred to as the Tax Sharing MOU).  

• The Tax Sharing MOU addresses Loma Vista and recognizes this 
area as becoming substantially urbanized. In fact, before 
development could proceed outside of Loma Vista, 60% of the 
developable area in Loma Vista has to be committed to 
development.  

• In 2008, the City adopted a master plan community zone district 
for the Loma Vista Community Centers North and South and 
approved a master site plan review for those sites. Projects adjacent 
to and within the Community Centers have been approved or are 
pending. 

• The development community has nine pending project applications 
for development within Loma Vista.  
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Conservation mitigation could be achieved alternatively through a 
regional agricultural preservation program, such as the Model Farmland 
or SJV Greenprint, if adopted by the City. 

 

CEQA mandates the implementation of  feasible mitigation measures. Agricultural 
conservation easements (ACE) are recognized by the courts as feasible mitigation for 
the direct loss of  farmland, even though preservation occurs off-site (Masonite 
Corporation v. County of  Mendocino, 218 Cal. App. 4th 230 (2013)). While the impacts 
associated with the direct loss of  farmlands are determined to be significant even with 
Mitigation Measures 2-1 through 2-3, implementation of  conservation mitigation locally 
and through regional efforts is consistent with this approach.  
 
The comments regarding the City of  Fresno’s proposed mitigation and City of  Reedley 
mitigation approach for agricultural resources are acknowledged. The City of  Fresno’s 
General Plan EIR has been distributed for public review and has not been certified. It 
may be modified as it goes through the approval process. Moreover, the agricultural 
resources of  the City of  Fresno, which is highly urbanized, may not be a logical 
comparison to the resources and appropriate mitigation for the largely rural area 
encompassed within the Clovis Plan Area boundary.  

The comment regarding a potential competitive advantage for developing within the 
City of  Fresno with respect to agricultural mitigation requirements is noted. This, 
however, is not an environmental issue to be addressed by the EIR. The comment will 
be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration.  

O3-5 This comment recommends changes to the project, and is not related to the 
environmental analysis or CEQA requirements for the General Plan and Development 
Code Update Program EIR. The comment and these recommendations will be 
forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 
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O4. Response to Comments from Wilson Homes, Leo Wilson, President, dated August 8, 2014. 

O4-1 This comment recommends changes to the project and these recommendations will be 
forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. It also concludes that the 
recommended changes would result in some beneficial environmental impacts (public 
services delivery efficient, reduce vehicle trips, and reduce negative air quality). This 
assertion has not been substantiated, and although high density residential uses, and 
particularly mixed-use, transit oriented projects, are likely to result reducing vehicle miles 
traveled and associated air quality impacts; low density residential uses typically would 
not result in these benefits. An increase from very low density to low density residential 
would typically increase vehicle trips. 

O4-2 This comment does not reference the General Plan Update Program EIR (PEIR) or 
related analysis. The comment recommends changes to the project and these 
recommendations will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 

O4-3 This comment does not reference the General Plan Update Program EIR (PEIR) or 
related analysis. The comment recommends changes to the project and these 
recommendations will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 

O4-4 This comment does not reference the General Plan Update Program EIR (PEIR) or 
related analysis. The comment recommends changes to the project and these 
recommendations will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 
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LETTER O5 – Building Industry Association of  Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. (2 pages) 
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O5. Response to Comments from the Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties, 
Inc., Mike Prandini, President, dated August 14, 2014. 

O5-1 In 2013, a California appellate court decided the case of  Masonite Corporation v. 
County of  Mendocino (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 230. In that case, the Court held that 
offsite conservation easements are feasible mitigation for the loss of  agricultural 
resources, and they must be considered in mitigating the loss of  prime farmland to 
development. Thus, the City cannot simply remove the option for a conservation 
easement and conclude, without further analysis demonstrating the contrary, that no 
feasible mitigation is available. 

However, Mitigation Measure 2-1, as revised in response to the comment letter from P-
R Farms (Comment Letter O-3), demonstrates two alternative mitigation measures to 
the 1:1 replacement requirement, which are: (1) Implementation of, and compliance 
with, a regional agricultural preservation program, such as the Model Farmland or SJV 
Greenprint, if  adopted by the City and participating agencies; or (2) Implementation of, 
and compliance with, a local Farmland Preservation Plan (FPP), if  adopted by the City. 
See Section 3.2, Draft PEIR Revisions in Response to Written Comments, in this FEIR for the 
full text of  revised Mitigation Measure 2-1.  

In preparing either the regional agricultural preservation program or local FPP, the issue 
of  whether to exclude lands currently within the City’s SOI as necessary for preservation 
can be considered, along with mitigation fee programs, including the possibility of  a 
development impact fee applicable to all development. 

O5-2 Mitigation measures are defined by the CEQA Guidelines as measures that avoid or 
reduce the significant effects of  the project. As identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4, mitigation measures are in addition to existing regulations and standard 
conditions. The Draft PEIR was prepared in accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air 
Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) and identifies feasible mitigation measures. 

Regarding flexibility, the mitigation measures recommend established performance 
standards to be met. However, the specific measures/actions listed are not prescriptive, 
but are examples of  the types of  specific actions that can be taken to achieve the 
performances standards. Note also that Mitigation Measure 3-1 has been revised in 
Section 3.2, Draft PEIR Revisions in Response to Written Comments, of  this FEIR to more 
specifically clarify that an applicant may implement one or more of  the measures to 
achieve the less than significant requirement. 

O5-3 The cultural resources assessment for the Draft PEIR has been prepared at a 
programmatic level, and is highly reliant on literature searches. Potential resources are 
not limited to previously identified resources. The elimination of  these measures would 
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not protect potentially undiscovered resources, particularly in undeveloped areas of  the 
non-SOI Plan Area where grading activities have not yet occurred. 

 Per comments at the Planning Commission Hearing on August 15, 2014, however, 
Mitigation Measures 5.5-2 and 5.5-3 have been modified to eliminate the term 
“undisturbed soils.” Per the previous language, the actions identified in the mitigation 
measure were required for grading permits for previously undisturbed soils. There was a 
discussion at the hearing on whether farmland was previously disturbed. The measure 
has been revised to refer to “undeveloped” property and specifically notes that existing 
or prior farming on the property does not qualify as developed, and such properties are 
required to comply with this mitigation. Per consultation with the archaeologist for the 
General Plan EIR, farming would not destroy potential cultural resources.  
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LETTER O6 – Building Industry Association of  Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. (1 page) 
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O6. Response to Comments from the Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties, 
Inc., Mike Prandini, President, dated August 14, 2014. 

O6-1 Comment acknowledged. Mitigation Measure 14-1 is essential to ensure public service 
costs associated with noncontiguous developments are adequately funded, particularly 
for the first initial developments in noncontiguous areas. However, Mitigation Measure 
14-1 is revised to note that the City may terminate such funding mechanisms when it is 
satisfied that the development no longer poses a cost burden above and beyond that 
associated with contiguous development. See the revised measure in Section 3.2, Draft 
PEIR Revisions in Response to Written Comments.  
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LETTER I1 – Joe and Carol Cusumano (3 pages) 
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I1. Response to Comments from Joe and Carol Cusumano, dated August 8, 2014. 

I1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not relate to the analysis in the General 
Plan EIR and will be forwarded to decision-makers. 

I1-2 Table 1-4, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of  
Significance After Mitigation, summarizes the conclusions of  the environmental analysis 
in Chapter 5 of  the Draft PEIR. To clarify, certain environmental impacts, such as noise 
and air quality, are identified as potentially significant prior to implementation of  feasible 
mitigation measures. However, if  no feasible mitigation is available, the impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

I1-3 The commenter is correct in noting that the Draft PEIR concludes that the proposed 
General Plan Update’s increase on groundwater demand would constitute a significant 
environmental impact. The Draft PEIR concludes that: No mitigation measures beyond 
the long-term facility planning, conservation measures, recycling projects, and existing 
regulatory measures (e.g., SB 610 and SB 221) have been identified to address the 
proposed project’s significant impact on water supply or potentially significant impact on 
groundwater depletion and recharge opportunities. No feasible mitigation measures have 
been identified.” 

There are, however, General Policies that also serve to mitigate the groundwater impact. 
All of  the applicable policies were not included in this section of  the Draft PEIR. To 
correct this oversight, the additional policies have been added in Section 3.2, of  the 
Final EIR, Revisions to the Draft PEIR in Response to Written Comments. The 
particularly relevant policies include the following: 

Public Facilities and Service Element: 

 Policy 1.2 Water supply - Require that new development demonstrate contractual 
and actual sustainable water supplies adequate for the new development’s demands.  

 Policy 1.3 Annexation - Prior to annexation, the city must find that adequate water 
supply and service and wastewater treatment and disposal capacity can be provided 
for the proposed annexation. Existing water supplies must remain with the land and 
be transferred to the City upon annexation approval. 

 Policy 1.4 Development-funded facilities - The City may require developments to 
install onsite or offsite facilities that are in excess of  a development’s fair share. 
However, the City shall establish a funding mechanism for future development to 
reimburse the original development for the amount in excess of  the fair share costs. 
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Open Space and Conservation Element: 

 Policy 3.3 Well water - Prohibit the use of  new private wells in new development. 

Development projects would be mandated to comply with these General Plan policies. 
In addition to the General Plan policies, the Clovis Municipal Code Section 6.6.02, Well 
drilling prohibition, prohibits the drilling of  any new wells in the City, except by the City or 
for temporary uses under certain conditions. The Water Utility Master Plan is currently 
being updated and the City does not currently have any plans to add any new wells to 
the system. 

The recommendation noting that the EIR should have compared current well water 
levels to 2005 and 2010 is acknowledged. The California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requires that environmental analysis be based on a comparison of  the proposed 
project with existing conditions. The Draft PEIR analyzes ground water based on the 
appropriate, available information.  

I1-4 As discussed in Response I1-3, General Plan Policy 3.3 prohibits new private wells for 
development and well drilling is also restricted by Municipal Code Section 6.602 which 
prohibits new well drilling except by City under certain conditions.  

The Draft PEIR does provide updated information on drought conditions but it is 
beyond the scope of  the Program EIR to analyze worst-case conditions that could occur 
in the future. Please also refer to responses to Comment Letter A2, Fresno Irrigation 
District, with respect to updates to the Urban Water Management Plan and City’s Water 
Master Plan. 

I1-5 This comment refers to circulation improvements that are shown in the General Plan 
Update Circulation Diagram (General Plan Update, Figure C1) and Draft PEIR Figure 
5.16-4, Full Buildout Circulation System and Roadway Classification but that are not 
included in Draft PEIR Figure 5.16-3, 2035 Circulation System and Roadway 
Classification. 

The first improvement is the extension of  Clovis Avenue from Behymer Avenue north 
to Copper Avenue. The second is connecting Minnewawa Avenue to International 
Avenue with a new, curved roadway. With this second improvement, traffic traveling 
north on Minnewawa from Behymer would have to make a right-hand turn to continue 
on Minnewawa north of  International. Traffic traveling south on Minnewawa from 
Copper would have to make a left-hand turn to continue on Minnewawa south of  
International. 

At full buildout, with these two improvements, the northern most segment of  
Minnewawa would operate at a Level of  Service (LOS) C. However, in 2035, without 
these two improvements, this segment would operate at LOS F. The relevant threshold 
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of  significance is a LOS D, so as of  2035, the proposed General Plan could have a 
significant and unavoidable impact, but at buildout, the impact would be less than 
significant. 

As stated in Section 3.3.3.1, General Plan Buildout Scenarios, the Draft PEIR analyzes the 
potential environmental impacts of  two scenarios—1) the projected development by 
2035, and 2) development at full buildout (anticipated to be many years beyond 2035)—
in comparison to existing conditions.  

Quantified, meaningful analysis would not be feasible for that time period. For example, 
technical studies rely on data sets and models driven by growth projections generated by 
the State of  California and the Fresno Council of  Governments for the regional 
transportation plan (RTP) and regional housing needs assessment (RHNA), and are 
currently set on a 2035 horizon. 

The commenter is correct that the 2035 scenario did not include an extension of  Clovis 
Avenue from Behymer Avenue to Copper Avenue and that Minnewawa Avenue is 
projected to operate at LOS F without this improvement. This, however, is not 
considered a significant and unavoidable impact in the EIR because the extension of  
Clovis Avenue is included in the RTP and is planned to be completed by 2025. 

The 2035 scenario represents an interim phase of  the project developed for analytical 
purposes. For the purposes of  the model, the Draft PEIR assumed a distribution of  
development expected by 2035 and excluded roadway improvements outside of  these 
areas, such as the extension of  Clovis Avenue extension.  

However, per Policy 4.3 of  the Land Use Element and Policy 7.1 of  the Circulation 
Element, the City will monitor development as it occurs and periodically update its 
Capital Improvement Program and maintain consistency with the Regional 
Transportation Plan to determine necessary improvements. 

 Policy 4.3 Future environmental clearance - The city shall monitor development 
and plan for additional environmental clearance as development levels approach 
those evaluated in the General Plan EIR.  

 Policy 7.1 Clovis Avenue extension - Invest in the extension of  Clovis Avenue 
north to Copper Avenue as funding is available. 

There are additional policies in the Circulation Element that guide the City toward 
completing the extension of  Clovis Avenue: 

 Policy 2.3 Fair share costs - New development shall pay its fair share of  the cost 
for circulation improvements in accordance with the city’s traffic fee mitigation 
program. 
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 Policy 2.5 Regional and state roadway funding - Coordinate with the County of  
Fresno, City of  Fresno, Fresno Council of  Governments, and Caltrans to fund 
roadway improvements adjacent to and within the City’s Planning Area. 

 Policy 3.2 Neighborhood Compatibility - Periodically review and update design 
standards to ensure that new and redesigned streets are compatible with the context 
of  adjacent neighborhoods. 

 Policy 7.1 Clovis Avenue extension - Invest in the extension of  Clovis Avenue 
north to Copper Avenue as funding is available. 

 Policy 7.2 Right-of-way for future extensions - Coordinate with Fresno County, 
the Fresno Council of  Governments, and Caltrans to preserve future right-of-way 
for extending Clovis Avenue north of  Copper Avenue to Auberry Road and future 
State Route 65. 

I1-6 Because it is not feasible to take noise readings at every roadway segment, the locations 
had to be selected based on the project’s relative potential for impacts. The noise 
measurement locations were chosen by the technical noise team and reviewed by City 
staff  based on the existing and proposed land uses and the location of  the busiest roads. 
A total of  12 locations were monitored to identify the major noise sources at portions 
of  the City and to “calibrate” the noise model. The analysis mostly relies on the traffic 
noise model, which relies on existing and future traffic volumes on a daily basis. Noise 
measurements 2 and 11 were taken in the vicinity of  the location mentioned by the 
commenter. This part of  the City is also low density residential and the roads mentioned 
have similar characteristics as the roads where the noise measurement locations were 
taken. Therefore, noise measurement locations 2 and 11 are representative of  the noise 
conditions in the northwestern portion of  the City. 

It shall be noted that the long range noise increases (from existing to 2035 conditions) 
due to traffic on Minnewawa between Copper and Shepherd is estimated to be less than 
3 dBA and would be less than significant. Finally, International Avenue is not a major 
road in the City’s Circulation Element and currently ends just east of  Minnewawa.  

I1-7 See response to Comment I1-5. 
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LETTER I2 – Dirk Poeschel (8 pages) 
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I2. Response to Comments from Dirk Poeschel, dated August 8, 2014. 

I2-1 Comment acknowledged. 

I2-2 Comment acknowledged. 

I2-3 The commenter asserts that the proposed Draft PEIR agricultural resources mitigation 
measure would create a market price disincentive on the conversion of  agricultural land 
to job-creating industrial and commercial uses. Although this comment is acknowledged 
and will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration, it is not an issue that needs 
to be addressed pursuant to CEQA for this Final EIR. Economic impacts are not 
considered environmental issues to be addressed under CEQA unless they directly or 
indirectly result in physical environmental impacts. Please also refer to Response O3-4 
regarding CEQA’s requirement to provide feasible mitigation for significant agricultural 
resource impacts.  

I2-4 Comment acknowledged. 

I2-5 Comment acknowledged. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the Draft PEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required 
to prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the 
time of  Draft PEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors and clarifications. This section also includes 
additional mitigation measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional 
clarification to mitigation requirements included in the Draft PEIR. The provision of  these additional 
mitigation measures does not alter any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the Draft PEIR. 
Changes made to the Draft PEIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined 
text to signify additions. 

3.2 DRAFT PEIR REVISIONS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft PEIR. 

Page 1-13, Chapter 1, Executive Summary. Table 1-4, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures 
and Levels of  Significance After Mitigation, is revised to reflect changes to impact statements and mitigation 
measures throughout the FEIR. 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
5.1  AESTHETICS 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.1-1: Development in accordance with 
the General Plan Update would not substantially 
alter or damage scenic vistas or resources in the 
Plan Area or along a state scenic highway. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.1-2: Buildout in accordance with the 
proposed land use plan would alter the visual 
appearance of the City and its Plan Area, but 
would not substantially degrade its existing visual 
character or quality. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.1-3: Future development in accordance 
with the General Plan Update would generate 
additional light and glare in the Plan Area that 
would impact surrounding existing land uses. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.2  AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
2035 Scenario 
Impact 5.2-1: Development in accordance with 
the General Plan land use designations would 
convert all of the important farmland within the 
City limits and SOI to nonagricultural land uses, 
including: 1,9091,751 acres Prime Farmland, 
938319 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and 620462 acres of Unique 
Farmland. Additional acres within the non-SOI 
Plan Area would also likely be converted to 
nonagricultural uses within the 2035 Scenario. 

Potentially significant 2-1 The City shall adopt either a 1) regional agricultural preservation program in 
coordination with regional partners, such as the Fresno Council of Governments 
(COG), its member agencies and farming stakeholders; or 2) a local Farmland 
Preservation Plan (FPP) by June 25, 2017, which is the expiration date of the City’s 
Memorandum of Understanding with the County, as amended in 2000 (commonly 
referred to as the Tax Sharing MOU). The 2008 Model Farmland Conservation 
Program for Fresno County prepared by COG and the American Farmland Trust may 
be considered as a starting point for either program. Additionally, either program shall 
evaluate and incorporate, as appropriate, any policies, programs, and implementation 
tools contained in the Guide for Resource Management proposed as part of the 
Phase II San Joaquin Valley Greenprint work program. The adopted program shall 
include policies, standards and measures to avoid the unnecessary conversion of 
agricultural lands and shall include provisions for: (a) minimizing potential detrimental 
effects caused by urban development; (b) avoiding the premature conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance; (c) preserving 
farmland, including, if appropriate, mitigation fees to fund farmland preservation 

Significant and unavoidable 
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Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
efforts; (d) integrating identified mitigation measures into the entitlement process; and 
(e) addressing enforcement through the regulatory environment.  

 
2-2 Upon adoption, Pproject applicants for properties that include 20 acres or more 

designated Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland 
shall comply with the requirements of the adopted regional agricultural preservation 
program or local FFP.  

 
2-3 Pending adoption of a regional agricultural preservation program or local FFP, or if a 

regional agricultural preservation program or local FFP is not in place by June 25, 
2017, the following requirements shall apply:be required to prepare or fund an 
agricultural resource evaluation prior to project approval.  

 
1) Project applicants for properties that include more than 20 acres designated 

Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland shall 
prepare or fund an agricultural resource evaluation prior to project approval. 
 

2) The resource evaluation shall use generally accepted methodologies (such as 
the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model) to identify the potentially 
significant impact of the loss of agricultural land. as well as the economic 
viability of future agricultural use of the property. 
  

3) If the loss of agricultural land is determined to be a potentially significant impact, 
the resource evaluation shall consider the economic viability of future 
agricultural use of the property. 
 

4) If the agricultural resource is considered significant (based on LESA or other 
accepted methodology) and future agricultural use is considered economically 
viable, If the conversion is will be deemed significant., tThe City shall require 
mitigation by one of the following methods: 

 
a) Mitigation at a 1:1 ratio of converted to preserved acreage through a 

regional conservation easement, or payment of its valuation equivalent if a 
fee mitigation program is established. If 1:1 mitigation is determined to be 
economically infeasible, based upon all of the evidence, the ratio may be 
reduced to an economically feasible ratio or no further mitigation shall be 
required. This determination shall be made by the City’s Director of 
Planning and Development Services based upon substantial evidence in 
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After Mitigation 
the record; or  

b) Other potential mitigation which achieves the same mitigating effect as the 
measures identified above, consistent with the CEQA Statutes and 
Guidelines. This determination shall be made by the City’s Director of 
Planning and Development Services based upon substantial evidence in 
the record. 
 
One possible substitute mitigation measure to achieve the preservation of 
agricultural land is through the use of benchmark densities that are 
designed to increase development efficiency. When development equals 
or exceeds the benchmark densities, no further mitigation is required 
because the community has taken steps to preserve agricultural land by 
increasing densities beyond a certain threshold thereby accommodating 
growth trends on less land. When development does not equal or exceed 
the benchmark densities, a sliding scale of mitigation fees are paid.  

 
The General Plan contains many efficiency policies and land use 
designations to aid in the preservation of agricultural land, which are based 
upon the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint and Landscape of Choice 
principles. See, for example: Land Use Element Goal 3 (orderly and 
sustainable outward growth into three Urban Centers); Land Use Element 
Goal 4, Policy3.8 (land use compatibility); Land Use Element Goal 4, 
Policy3.9 (connected development;  Land Use Element Goal 4, Policy 4.4 
(farmland conservation); Land Use Element Goal 5 (diverse housing and 
transit oriented development); Land Use Goal 6, Policy 6.2 (smart growth); 
Land Use Element, Table LU-2 (land use designations); Economic 
Development Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.2 (jobs-housing ratio); Economic 
Development Element, Goal 5 (mix of land uses and types of 
development); Circulation Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.8 (network 
completion);  Circulation Element, Goals 3 and 4, multimodal 
transportation, bicycle and transit system); Open Space and Conservation 
Element Goal 2, Policies 2.4 and 2.5 (agricultural lands and right to farm); 
Air Quality Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.1 (land use and transportation); 2010 
Housing Element, Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 
requirements; Fresno COG Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 

 
These efficiency policies and land use designations are designed to 
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Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
prevent the premature conversion of farmland by encouraging infill 
development, by requiring new development to be built at considerably 
higher densities than Clovis or the region has traditionally seen, by 
requiring that development occur in a compact, orderly manner, and by 
providing for balanced development, including substantial emphasis on 
increasing the jobs-housing ratio. 

 
To the extent benchmark densities are adopted for Clovis or the region, 
and to the extent the City’s General Plan policies and land use 
designations are consistent with those benchmark densities,  mitigation 
may be met through implementation of the General Plan and application of 
the benchmark densities. 

 
5) The following properties are determined to be not economically viable for future 

agricultural use, based upon all of the evidence in the record. Other properties 
shall be evaluated on a case by case basis: 

 
All properties within the Loma Vista Specific Plan (“Loma Vista”).  

 
• Properties within Loma Vista were designated for urban development 

under the 1993 General Plan and the 2003 Loma Vista Specific Plan 
(formerly called the Southeast Urban Center Specific Plan).  

• The Loma Vista Specific Plan EIR, page 5-34, makes the following 
observations:  
 
“The project area is located adjacent to the incorporated Clovis City, within 
the updated 2000 sphere-of-influence limits, thereby supporting 
concentrated growth pattern adjacent to the existing urban development. 
The proposed Specific Plan would guide the conversion of the existing 
agricultural and rural lands to planned urban uses in a gradual, phased, 
and orderly manner, therefore alleviating development pressure off of 
outlying unincorporated lands.” 
 

• Substantial development has occurred in Loma Vista since 2003. 
• The City, property owners and the development community have relied 

upon this urbanization in planning for and developing Loma Vista.  
• The 2000 County General Plan, Land Use Policy LU-G, provides that the 

County will direct urban growth and development within city spheres of 
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After Mitigation 
influences to existing incorporated cities, and this policy is memorialized in 
the City’s Memorandum of Understanding with the County, as amended in 
2000 (commonly referred to as the Tax Sharing MOU).  

• The Tax Sharing MOU addresses Loma Vista and recognizes this area as 
becoming substantially urbanized. In fact, before development could 
proceed outside of Loma Vista, 60% of the developable area in Loma Vista 
has to be committed to development.  

• In 2008, the City adopted a master plan community zone district for the 
Loma Vista Community Centers North and South and approved a master 
site plan review for those sites. Projects adjacent to and within the 
Community Centers have been approved or are pending. 

• The development community has nine pending project applications for 
development within Loma Vista.  

 

Conservation mitigation could be achieved alternatively through a regional agricultural 
preservation program, such as the Model Farmland or SJV Greenprint, if adopted 
by the City. 

Impact 5.2-2: Anticipated development within the 
2035 time horizon would convert 3,072 acres 
designated for agriculture to other land use 
designations. 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 2-1 through 2-3. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.2-3: Within the 2035 time horizon, 
development in accordance with the General Plan 
Update within the SOI would result in conversion 
of 476 acres of Prime Farmland and 16 acres of 
nonprime farmland bearing Williamson Act 
contracts to nonagricultural land uses. 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 2-1 through 2-3. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.2-4: Buildout of the General Plan 
Update would potentially impact riparian forests. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.2-5: Buildout of the General Plan 
Update would cause other changes to the 
environment that could cause conversion of 
farmland to nonagricultural land uses. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Full Buildout 
Impact 5.2-1: Buildout of the proposed General Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 2-1 through 2-3. Significant and unavoidable 
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Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
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After Mitigation 
Plan Update would convert 2,6513,206 acres of 
Prime Farmland, 1,5281,834 acres of Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, and 1,4111,585 acres of 
Unique Farmland to non-agricultural land uses. 

Impact 5.2-2: The General Plan Update would 
change the land use designation of 4,610 acres 
designated for agriculture to other land use 
designations. 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 2-1 through 2-3. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.2-3: General Plan Update buildout 
would convert 3,047 acres of farmland bearing 
Williamson act contracts to non-agricultural land 
uses 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 2-1 through 2-3. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.2-4: Buildout of the General Plan 
Update would potentially impact riparian forests. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.2-5: Buildout of the General Plan 
Update would cause other changes to the 
environment which could cause conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural land uses 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.3  AIR QUALITY  
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.3-1: The General Plan Update would be 
consistent with the SJVAPCD control measures; 
however, development associated with the 
buildout of the General Plan Update would exceed 
SJVAPCD significance thresholds and be 
inconsistent with the applicable air quality 
management plans. 

Potentially significant No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.3-2: Construction activities associated 
with buildout of the General Plan Update would 
generate short-term emissions in exceedance of 
SJVAPCD’S significance threshold criteria and 
would contribute to the ozone and particulate 
matter nonattainment designations of the SJVAB. 

Potentially significant Standard Condition 
SC-1 Prior to project approval, each applicant for individual, site-specific developments 

under the General Plan shall comply with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District rules and regulations, including, without limitation, Indirect Source 
Rule 9510. The applicant shall document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its 
compliance with this standard condition.  

 

Significant and unavoidable 
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Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
Mitigation Measures 
3-1 Prior to issuance of any construction permits, development project applicants shall 

prepare and submit to the City of Clovis Planning Division a technical assessment 
evaluating potential project construction-related air quality impacts. The evaluation 
shall be prepared in conformance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJVAPCD) methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If construction-
related criteria air pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the 
SJVAPCD adopted thresholds of significance, as identified in the Guidance for 
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), the City of Clovis 
Planning Division shall require that applicants for new development projects 
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during 
construction activities. These identified measures shall be incorporated into all 
appropriate construction documents (e.g., construction management plans) 
submitted to the City and shall be verified by the City’s Planning Division. 
Mitigation measures to reduce construction-related emissions could include, but 
are not limited to:   
• Using construction equipment rated by the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency as having Tier 3 (model year 2006 or newer) or Tier 4 
(model year 2008 or newer) emission limits, applicable for engines between 
50 and 750 horsepower. A list of construction equipment by type and model 
year shall be maintained by the construction contractor onsite, which shall be 
available for City review upon request. 

• Ensuring construction equipment is properly serviced and maintained to the 
manufacturer’s standards. 

• Use of alternative-fueled or catalyst-equipped diesel construction equipment, 
if available and feasible. 

• Clearly posted signs that require operators of trucks and construction 
equipment to minimize idling time (e.g., 5-minute maximum). 

• Preparation and implementation of a fugitive dust control plan that may 
include the following measures: 
 Disturbed areas (including storage piles) that are not being actively 

utilized for construction purposes shall be effectively stabilized using 
water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or covered with a tarp or other 
suitable cover (e.g., revegetated). 

 Onsite unpaved roads and offsite unpaved access roads shall be 
effectively stabilized using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

 Land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, 
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cut and fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled 
utilizing application of water or by presoaking. 

 Material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to limit visible dust 
emissions, and at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of 
the container shall be maintained when materials are transported 
offsite. 

 Operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud 
or dirt from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The 
use of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited except where 
preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust 
emissions.) (Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.) 

 Following the addition of materials to or the removal of materials from 
the surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively 
stabilized of fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant. 

 Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it 
extends 50 or more feet from the site and at the end of each workday. 

 Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent carryout 
and trackout. 

 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 
 Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff 

to public roadways from sites with a slope greater than 1 percent. 
 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off all trucks and 

equipment leaving the project area. 
 Adhere to Regulation VIII’s 20 percent opacity limitation, as applicable. 

• Enter into a Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The VERA shall 
identify the amount of emissions to be reduced, in addition to the amount of 
funds to be paid by the project applicant to the SJVAPCD to implement 
emission reduction projects required for the project. 

 
3-2 Prior to discretionary approval, applicants for phased development projects (i.e., 

construction would overlap operation/opening of the project) involving residential 
land uses shall coordinate with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJVAPCD) or the City of Clovis in conjunction with the SJVAPCD in 
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preparation of a health risk assessment (HRA) for construction activities. If the 
construction HRA identifies risk impacts that exceed the standards as determined 
by the SVJAPCD at the time the project is considered, it shall identify measures to 
reduce these impacts. Recommended measures may include those identified in 
Mitigation Measure 3-1. The recommendations of the construction HRA shall be 
incorporated into all construction management plans which shall be submitted to 
the City and verified by the City’s Planning Division.  

 

Impact 5.3-3: Implementation of the Land Use 
Plan of the proposed General Plan Update would 
generate long-term emissions that would exceed 
the SJVAPCD’s significance threshold criteria and 
cumulatively contribute to the ozone and 
particulate matter nonattainment designations of 
the SJVAB. 

Potentially significant 3-3 Prior to project approval, development project applicants shall prepare and submit 
to the City of Clovis Planning Division a technical assessment evaluating potential 
project operation phase-related air quality impacts. The evaluation shall be 
prepared in conformance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD) methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If operational-related 
criteria air pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the SJVAPCD 
adopted thresholds of significance, as identified in the Guidance for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), the City of Clovis Planning Division shall 
require that applicants for new development projects incorporate mitigation 
measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during operational activities. The 
identified measures shall be included as part of the Standard Conditions of 
Approval. Mitigation measures to reduce long-term emissions include, but are not 
limited to:   
• For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, the 

construction documents shall demonstrate an adequate number of electrical 
service connections at loading docks for plug in of the anticipated number of 
refrigerated trailers to reduce idling time and emissions. 

• Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall consider energy 
storage and combined heat and power (CHP) in appropriate applications to 
optimize renewable energy generation systems and avoid peak energy use. 

• Site-specific developments with truck delivery and loading areas, and truck 
parking spaces, shall include signage as a reminder to limit idling of vehicles 
while parked for loading/unloading in accordance with California Air 
Resources Board Rule 2845 (13 CCR Chapter 10 § 2485). 

• Site-specific development shall demonstrate an adequate number of 
electrical vehicle Level 2 charging stations are provided onsite. The location 
of the electrical outlets shall be specified on building plans, and proper 

Significant and unavoidable 
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installation shall be verified by the Building Division prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy. 

• Applicant-provided appliances shall be Energy Star appliances (dishwashers, 
refrigerators, clothes washers, and dryers). Installation of Energy Star 
appliances shall be verified by the Building Division during plan check. 

• Applicants for large development projects shall establish an employee trip 
commute reduction program (CTR), in conformance with the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District Rule 9410. The program shall identify 
South Valley Rideshare and/or Valley Rides commute programs, which 
provide information about commute options and connect commuters for 
carpooling, ridesharing, and other activities. The CTR program shall identify 
alternative modes of transportation to the project site, including transit 
schedules, bike and pedestrian routes, and carpool/vanpool availability. 
Information regarding these programs shall be readily available to employees 
and clients and shall be posted in a highly visible location and/or made 
available online. The project applicant shall include the following incentives 
for commuters as part of the CTR program: 

• Ride-matching assistance (e.g., subsidized public transit passes) 
• Preferential carpool parking 
• Flexible work schedules for carpools 
• Vanpool assistance or employer-provided vanpool/shuttle 
• Telecommute and/or flexible work hour programs 
• Car-sharing program (e.g., Zipcar) 
• Bicycle end-trip facilities, including bike parking, showers, and lockers 
• End-of-trip facilities shall be shown on site plans and architectural plans 

submitted to the Planning Division Manager. The CTR program shall be 
prepared to the satisfaction of the Planning Division Manager prior to 
occupancy permits. 

• Applicants for future development projects along existing and planned transit 
routes shall coordinate with the City of Clovis and City of Fresno to ensure 
that bus pads and shelters are incorporated, as necessary. 

• Applicants for future development projects shall enter into a Voluntary 
Emissions Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The VERA shall identify the amount of 
emissions to be reduced, in addition to the amount of funds to be paid by the 
project applicant to the SJVAPCD to implement emission reduction projects 
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required for the project. 

 
3-4 Prior to project approval, the City of Clovis Planning Division shall require 

applicants for individual, site-specific developments to consider establishing a 
Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District. Under this agreement, project proponents may enter into 
an agreement where funds are used to develop and implement emission reduction 
projects. 

Impact 5.3-4: Buildout of the proposed General 
Plan Update could site sensitive land uses near 
pollution sources and therefore expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Potentially significant 3-45 Prior to discretionary project approval, the City of Clovis shall evaluate new 
development proposals for sensitive land uses (e.g., residential, schools, day care 
centers) within the City for potential incompatibilities with regard to the California 
Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspective (April 2005). Applicants for sensitive land uses that are within the 
recommended buffer distances shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the 
City of Clovis prior to future discretionary project approval. The HRA shall be 
prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the state Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be 
used for the analysis, including age sensitivity factors, breathing rates, and body 
weights appropriate for children age 0 to 6 years. If the HRA shows that the 
incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million (10E-06), the appropriate 
noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, or the thresholds established by the 
SJVAPCD at the time a project is considered if the PM10 or PM2.5 ambient air 
quality standard increment exceeds 2.5 µg/m3, the applicant will be required to 
identify and demonstrate that mitigation measures are capable of reducing 
potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one 
million or a hazard index of 1.0), including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 

 Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to the 
following: 

 Placement of air intakes away from high-volume roadways and/or truck 
loading zones. 

 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of the buildings provided 
with appropriately sized maximum efficiency rating value (MERV) filters. 

Less than significant 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

Page 3-14 PlaceWorks 

Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems for units that are installed 

with MERV filters shall maintain positive pressure within the building’s 
filtered ventilation system to reduce infiltration of unfiltered outdoor air. 

Mitigation measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation 
measures in the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site 
development plan as a component of the proposed project. The air intake design 
and MERV filter requirements shall be noted and/or reflected on all building plans 
submitted to the City and shall be verified by the City’s Planning Division. 

Impact 5.3-5: Buildout of new industrial and 
commercial land uses under the proposed General 
Plan Update could expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial toxic air contaminant concentrations. 

Potentially significant 3-56 Prior to discretionary project approval, applicants for industrial or warehousing 
land uses in addition to commercial land uses that would generate substantial 
diesel truck travel (i.e., 100 diesel trucks per day or 40 or more trucks with diesel-
powered transport refrigeration units per day based on the California Air 
Resources Board recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses), shall 
coordinate with contact the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD) or the City of Clovis in conjunction with the SJVAPCD to determine 
the appropriate level of health risk assessment (HRA) required. If preparation of 
an HRA is required, aAll HRAs shall be submitted to the City of Clovis. 

The HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the 
state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). If the HRA shows that the 
incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million (10E-06) or the risk thresholds 
in effect at the time a project is considered, the appropriate noncancer hazard 
index exceeds 1.0, or if the PM10 or PM2.5 ambient air quality concentrations 
exceeds the thresholds as determined by the SJVAPCD at the time a project is 
considered, the applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that 
measures are capable of reducing potential cancer and noncancer risks to an 
acceptable level, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 

Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to: 

 Restricting idling onsite beyond Air Toxic Control Measures idling 
restrictions, as feasible 

Less than significant 
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Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
 Electrifying warehousing docks 
 Requiring use of newer equipment and/or vehicles 
 Restricting offsite truck travel through the creation of truck routes 

Measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in the 
environmental document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a 
component of the proposed project. 

Impact 5.3-6: Development of new industrial land 
uses associated with buildout of the proposed 
General Plan Update have the potential to create 
objectionable odors that could affect a substantial 
number of people. 

Potentially significant 3-67 Prior to project approval, if it is determined during project-level environmental 
review that a project has the potential to emit nuisance odors beyond the property 
line, an odor management plan shall be prepared and submitted by the project 
applicant prior to project approval to ensure compliance with San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Rule 4102. The following facilities that are 
within the buffer distances specified from sensitive receptors (in parentheses) 
have the potential to generate substantial odors: 

 
• Wastewater Treatment Plan (2 miles)  
• Sanitary Landfill (1 mile) 
• Transfer Station (1 mile) 
• Composting Facility (1 mile) 
• Petroleum Refinery (2 miles) 
• Asphalt Batch Plan (1 mile) 
• Chemical Manufacturing (1 mile) 
• Fiberglass Manufacturing (1 mile) 
• Painting/Coating Operations (1 mile) 
• Food Processing Facility (1 mile) 
• Feed Lot/ Dairy (1 mile) 
• Rendering Plant (1 mile) 

 
The Odor Management Plan prepared for these facilities shall identify the Best 
Available Control Technologies for Toxics (T-BACTs) control technologies that will 
be utilized to reduce potential odors to acceptable levels, including appropriate 
enforcement mechanisms. Control technologies T-BACTs may include but are not 
limited to scrubbers (e.g., air pollution control devices) at an industrial facility. 
Control technologies T-BACTs identified in the odor management plan shall be 

Less than significant 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
identified as mitigation measures in the environmental document and/or 
incorporated into the site plan. 

5.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.4-1: Developments pursuant to the 
General Plan Update could impact plant species 
listed as endangered or threatened under the 
federal and/or California endangered species acts 
and/or by the California Native Plant Society. 

Potentially significant 4-1 Biological Assessment & Focused Surveys 

The City shall require applicants for future For each development or 
redevelopment projects that would disturb vegetated, vacant land 
pursuant to the General Plan Update and subject to CEQA to prepare a 
biological resources survey. The survey shall be conducted by a    , a 
qualified biologist. The biological resources survey shall include, but not 
be limited to: 

 Analysis of available literature and biological databases, 
such as the California Natural Diversity Database, to 
determine sensitive biological resources that have been 
reported historically from the proposed development project 
vicinity. 

 Review of current land use and land ownership within the 
proposed development project vicinity.  

 Assessment and mapping of vegetation communities present 
within the proposed development project vicinity. 

 Evaluation of potential local and regional wildlife movement 
corridors. 

 General assessment of potential jurisdictional areas, 
including wetlands and riparian habitats. 

a) If the proposed development project site supports vegetation 
communities that may provide habitat for special status plant or 
wildlife species, a focused habitat assessment shall be conducted 

Less than significant 
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Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
by a qualified biologist to determine the potential for special status 
plant and/or animal species to occur within or adjacent to the 
proposed development project area.  

b) If one or more special status species has the potential to occur 
within the proposed development project area, focused species 
surveys shall be conducted to determine the presence/absence of 
these species to adequately evaluate potential direct and/or 
indirect impacts to these species. 

c) If construction activities are not initiated immediately after focused 
surveys have been completed, additional preconstruction special 
status species surveys may be required, in accordance with the 
California Endangered Species Act and Federal Endangered 
Species Act, to assure impacts are avoided or minimized to the 
extent feasible. If preconstruction activities are required, a 
qualified biologist will perform these surveys as required for each 
special status species that is known to occur or has a potential to 
occur within or adjacent to the proposed development project 
area. 

The results of the biological survey shall be presented in a biological 
resources survey letter report (for proposed development projects with 
no significant impacts) or biological resources technical report (for 
proposed development projects with significant impacts that require 
mitigation to reduce the impacts to below a level of significance) and 
submitted to the City’s Planning Director. 

 shall determine the potential for a potentially significant biological 
resource impact and determine whether a field survey of the project site 
is warranted. If warranted, a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
reconnaissance level field survey for the presence and quality of 
biological resources potentially affected by project development. These 
resources include, but are not limited to, special status species or their 
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Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
habitat, sensitive habitats such as wetlands or riparian areas, and 
jurisdictional waters. If sensitive or protected biological resources are 
absent from the project site and adjacent lands potentially affected by 
the project, the biologist shall submit a written report substantiating such 
to the City of Clovis before issuance of a grading permit by the City, and 
the project may proceed without any further biological investigation. If 
sensitive or protected biological resources are present on the project 
site or may be potentially affected by the project, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4-2 shall be required. 

4-2 A qualified biologist shall evaluate impacts to sensitive or protected 
biological resources from development. The impact assessment may 
require focused surveys that determine absence or presence and 
distribution of biological resources on the site. These surveys may 
include, but are not limited to: 1) focused special status animal surveys 
if suitable habitat is present; 2) appropriately timed focused special 
status plant surveys that will maximize detection and accurate 
identification of target plant species; 3) a delineation of jurisdictional 
boundaries around potential waters of the United States or State. The 
results of these surveys will assist in assessing actual project impacts. 
Alternatively, the project applicant may forgo focused plant and animal 
surveys and assume presence of special status species in all suitable 
habitats on the project site. The qualified biologist shall substantiate the 
impact evaluation or the assumed presence of special-status species in 
all suitable habitats onsite in a written report submitted to the City of 
Clovis before issuance of a grading permit by the City. 

4-23 Resource Impact Avoidance/Minimization  

Project applicantsponents of projects developed pursuant to the 
General Plan Update shall avoid potential impacts to sensitive or 
protected biological resources. Depending on the resources potentially 
present on the project site, avoidance may include: 
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After Mitigation 

  1) establishing appropriate no-disturbance buffers around onsite 
or adjacent resources and/or (consultation with relevant regulatory 
agencies may be required to establish suitable buffer areas) 

 2) initiating construction at a time when special status or protected 
animal species will not be vulnerable to project-related mortality 
(e.g. outside the avian nesting season or bat maternal or wintering 
roosting season). Consultation with relevant regulatory agencies 
may be required in order to establish suitable buffer areas. If the 
project avoids all sensitive or protected biological resources, no 
further action is required. If avoidance of all significant impacts to 
sensitive or protected biological resources is not feasible, the 
project shall minimize such impacts as set forth in Mitigation 
Measure 4-4. 

 4-4 Proponents of projects developed pursuant to the General 
Plan Update shall design respective projects to minimize potential 
impacts to sensitive or protected biological resources in 
consultation with a qualified biologist and/or appropriate regulatory 
agency staff.  

 In addition to an environmentally sensitive project design, other 
minimizing impact by measures such as ation measures may 
include:  

 1) exclusion and/or silt fencing; 

  2) relocation of impacted resources;  

 3) construction monitoring by a qualified biologist; and 

 4) an informative training program conducted by a qualified 
biologist for construction personnel on sensitive biological 
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Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
resources that may be impacted by project construction. If 
minimization of all significant impacts to sensitive or 
protected biological resources is infeasible, the project shall 
compensate for such impacts as set forth in Mitigation 
Measure 4-5. 

4-34 Compensatory Mitigation 

If project-related impacts cannot be avoided or minimized to less than 
significant in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4-3;  feasible, 
compensatory mitigation shall be developed by a qualified biologist and 
implemented to reduce impacts to sensitive or protected biological 
resources. A qualified biologist will develop appropriate mitigations that 
will reduce project impacts to sensitive or protected biological resources 
to a less than significant level. The type and amount of mitigation will 
depend on the resources impacted, the extent of the impacts, and the 
quality of habitats to be impacted. Mitigations may include, but isare not 
limited to:  

• 1) Compensation for lost habitat or waters in the form of 
preservation or creation of in-kind habitat or waters, either onsite 
or offsite, protected by conservation easement;  

• 2) Purchase of appropriate credits from an approved mitigation 
bank servicing the Clovis General Plan Update Area;  

• 3) Payment of in-lieu fees. 

4-4 Jurisdictional Wetlands 

 The City shall require applicants of development projects that have the potential to 
affect jurisdictional resources, to contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a 
jurisdictional delineation following the methods outlined in the US Army Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual to map the extent of wetlands and 
nonwetland waters, determine jurisdiction, and assess potential impacts. The 
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Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
results of the delineation shall be presented in a wetland delineation letter report 
and shall be incorporated into the CEQA document(s) required for approval and 
permitting of the proposed development project.  

 Applicants of development projects that have the potential to impact jurisdictional 
features shall obtain permits and authorizations from the US Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and/or Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. The agency authorization would include 
impact avoidance and minimization measures as well as mitigation measures for 
unavoidable impacts. Specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
for impacts to jurisdictional resources shall be determined through discussions 
with the regulatory agencies during the proposed development project permitting 
process and may include monetary contributions to a mitigation bank or habitat 
creation, restoration, or enhancement. 

Impact 5.4-2: Developments pursuant to the 
General Plan Update could impact animal species 
listed as endangered or threatened under the 
federal and/or California endangered species 
acts. 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 4-1 through 4-45. Less than significant 

Impact 5.4-3: Buildout of the General Plan 
Update could impact animal species listed by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife as 
California Species of Special Concern or 
California Fully Protected Animals. 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 4-1 through 4-45. Less than significant 

Impact 5.4-4: Developments pursuant to the 
General Plan Update could impact sensitive 
natural communities, including vernal pools and 
riparian habitats. 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 4-1 through 4-45. Less than significant 

Impact 5.4-5: Buildout of the General Plan 
Update could impact federally protected wetlands. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.4-6: Developments pursuant to the 
General Plan Update could impact local wildlife 
movement corridors. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.4-7: Buildout of the General Plan Potentially significant See Mitigation Measures 4-1 through 4-5. Less than significant 
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Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
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After Mitigation 
Update could impact migratory birds. 4-5 Migratory Birds 

 The City shall require applicants for new development projects to conduct a pre-
construction general nesting bird survey within all suitable nesting habitat that may 
be impacted by active construction during the general avian breeding season 
(January 1 to September 15). The pre-construction surveys shall be conducted no 
more than fourteen days prior to initiation of construction. If no active avian nests 
are identified within the proposed development project area or within a 300-foot 
buffer of the proposed development project area, no further mitigation is 
necessary. If active nests of bird species covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
are detected within the proposed development project area or within a 300-foot 
buffer of the proposed development project area, construction shall be halted until 
the young have fledged, until a qualified biologist has determined the nest is 
inactive, or until appropriate mitigation measures that respond to the specific 
situation have been developed and implemented in consultation with the 
regulatory agencies. 

Impact 5.4-8: Projects developed or redeveloped 
pursuant to the General Plan Update would 
comply with general plan policies. There are no 
habitat conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans in effect in the Plan Area, and 
General Plan Update implementation would not 
conflict with any such plan. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 
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5.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.5-1: Development in accordance with 
the General Plan Update could impact up to 
30 historic buildings, structures, or objects 
identified through previous cultural research 
studies and up to 12 additional historic resources 
identified and listed on the Fresno County List of 
Historic Resources. 

Potentially significant 5-1 Prior to any construction activities of individual projects that may affect historic 
resources, a historic resources assessment shall be performed by an architectural 
historian or historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards requirements in architectural history or history. The 
assessment shall include a records search at the Southern San Joaquin Valley 
Information Center to determine if any resources that may potentially be affected 
by the project have been previously recorded, evaluated, and/or designated on the 
National Register of Historic Places or California Register of Historic Resources. 
Following the records search, the qualified architectural historian or historian will 
conduct a reconnaissance-level and/or intensive-level survey in accordance with 
the California Office of Historic Preservation guidelines to identify any previously 
unrecorded potential historic resources that may potentially be affected by the 
proposed project. If the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California 
Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, 
Section 4852), mitigation shall be identified within the technical study that ensures 
the value of the historic resource is maintained. 

 
5-2 To ensure that individual projects requiring the relocation, rehabilitation, or 

alteration of a historic resource do not impair its significance, the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatments of Historic Properties (Standards) shall be used. The 
application of the standards shall be overseen by a qualified architectural historian 
or historic architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards. Prior to any construction activities that may affect the 
historic resource, a report identifying and specifying the treatment of character-
defining features and construction activities shall be provided to the City of Clovis. 

 
5-3 If an individual project would result in the demolition or significant alteration of a 

historic resource, it cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, 
recordation of the resource prior to construction activities will assist in reducing 
adverse impacts to the resource to the greatest extent possible (but not avoid a 
significant impact). Recordation shall take the form of Historic American Buildings 
Survey, Historic American Engineering Record, or Historic American Landscape 
Survey documentation, and shall be performed by an architectural historian or 
historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards. Documentation shall include an architectural and historical narrative; 

Significant and unavoidable 
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After Mitigation 
medium- or large-format black-and-white photographs, negatives, and prints; and 
supplementary information such as building plans and elevations and/or historic 
photographs. Documentation shall be reproduced on archival paper and placed in 
appropriate local, state, or federal institutions. The specific scope and details of 
documentation will be developed at the project level. 

Impact 5.5-2: Development in accordance with 
the General Plan Update could impact up to 
25 prehistoric sites, four historic sites, and one 
combined prehistoric/historic resource site. 

Potentially significant 5-4 City staff shall require applicants for grading permits in undeveloped (not covered in 
buildings or pavement) areas requiring grading of undisturbed soil to provide 
studies by qualified archaeologists assessing the cultural and historical significance 
of any known archaeological resources on or next to each respective development 
site, and assessing the sensitivity of sites for buried archaeological resources. On 
properties where resources are identified, or that are determined to be moderately 
to highly sensitive for buried archaeological resources, such studies shall provide a 
detailed mitigation plan, including a monitoring program and recovery and/or in situ 
preservation plan, based on the recommendations of a qualified cultural 
preservation expert who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards. The mitigation plan shall include the following 
requirements: 

a. An archaeologist shall be retained for the project and will be 
on call during grading and other significant ground-disturbing 
activities.  

5-5 b. Should any cultural/scientific resources, including human remains, be discovered 
during project implementation, no further grading shall occur in the area of the 
discovery until the Planning Director concurs in writing that adequate provisions are 
in place to protect these resources. c. Unanticipated discoveries shall be treated in 
accordance with applicable state law and evaluated for significance by a certified 
professional archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards. If significance criteria are met, then the project shall be 
required to protect the resource through avoidance or mitigate impacts to the 
resource by performing data recovery, professional identification, radiocarbon dates 
as applicable, and other special studies; curate materials with a recognized 
scientific or educational repository; and provide a comprehensive final report 
including appropriate records for the California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Series 523 forms (Building, Structure, and Object Record; Archaeological Site 
Record; or District Record, as applicable). 

Less than significant 
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After Mitigation 
Impact 5.5-3: Development in accordance with 
the General Plan Update could destroy 
paleontological resources or a unique geologic 
feature. 

Potentially significant 5-56 City staff shall require applicants for grading permits in undeveloped (not covered in 
buildings or pavement) areas requiring grading of undisturbed soil to provide 
studies by qualified paleontologists assessing the sensitivity of sites for buried 
paleontological resources. On properties determined to be moderately to highly 
sensitive for paleontological resources, such studies shall provide a detailed 
mitigation plan, including a monitoring program and recovery and/or in situ 
preservation plan, based on the recommendations of a qualified paleontologist who 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards. The 
mitigation plan shall include the following requirements: 
a. A paleontologist shall be retained for the project and will be on call during 

grading and other significant ground-disturbing activities.  
 

5-7 b. Should any potentially significant fossil resources, including human remains, be 
discovered during project implementation, no further grading shall occur in the area 
of the discovery until the Planning Director concurs in writing that adequate 
provisions are in place to protect these resources. c. Unanticipated discoveries 
shall be treated in accordance with applicable state law and evaluated for 
significance by a certified professional paleontologist that meets the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards. If significance criteria are met, 
then the project shall be required to protect the resource through avoidance or 
mitigate impacts to the resource by performing data recovery, professional 
identification, radiocarbon dates as applicable, and other special studies; curate 
materials with a recognized scientific or educational repository; and provide a 
comprehensive final report, including catalog with museum numbers. 

Less than significant 

Impact 5.5-4: Development in accordance with 
the General Plan Update could potentially disturb 
human remains. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.6  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.6-1: Substantial hazards from 
liquefaction or earthquake-induced ground 
settlement are not expected in the Plan Area; 
however, project-specific geotechnical 
investigations would be required to evaluate 
potentials for liquefaction and for earthquake-
induced ground settlement on individual project 
sites. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 
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After Mitigation 
Impact 5.6-2: Implementation of the General 
Plan Update would not subject people or 
structures to substantial hazards from earthquake-
induced landslides. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.6-3: Buildout of the proposed General 
Plan Update would not subject people or 
structures to substantial hazards from ground 
subsidence. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.6-4: Implementation of the proposed 
General Plan Update could result in substantial 
soil erosion. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.6-5: Buildout of the General Plan 
Update could expose people and structures to 
substantial hazards arising from expansive soils. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.6-6: Soil conditions may not adequately 
support proposed septic tanks. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.7  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.7-1: Implementation of the proposed 
General Plan Update would result in a substantial 
increase in GHG emissions for year 2035 and full 
buildout compared to existing conditions. 
Additionally, although community-wide GHG 
emissions of the proposed General Plan Update 
at year 2035 and full buildout would be less under 
adjusted BAU conditions than under BAU 
conditions, the proposed General Plan Update 
would not meet the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District’s threshold of 29 percent 
below BAU and would not meet the long-term 
reduction target of Executive Order S-03-05. 

Potentially significant See SC-1 and Mitigation Measures 3-3 and 3-4. 
 

7-1 Prior to issuance of construction permits, the City of Clovis Planning Division shall 
require that applicants for new development projects submit documentation 
showing that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions meet a 29 percent reduction from 
business-as-usual (BAU) in accordance with the methodology identified by the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The documentation 
shall identify measures to be incorporated into the considered project that would 
reduce GHG emissions from BAU. Such measures include, but are not limited to 
the following: 
• Provide a pedestrian access network that internally links all uses and 

connects to existing external streets and pedestrian facilities.  
• Provide the minimum number of parking spaces required. 
• Create a shared parking program, as feasible. 
• Provide bicycle end-of-trip facilities (e.g., bike parking, showers, and lockers). 
• Develop rideshare and ride-matching assistance programs. 

Significant and unavoidable 
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• For planned residential development, design and incorporate a neighborhood 

electric vehicle system. 
• Design buildings to be electric vehicle charging-station-ready. 
• Coordinate with the City of Clovis and/or the Fresno Area Express to install 

bus stops at or near the project site. 
• Design buildings to be energy efficient beyond the requirements of Title 24. 
• Design and orient structures to maximize shade in the summer and sun 

exposure in the winter. 
• Install vegetative roofs that cover at least 50 percent of the roof area. 
• Design buildings to incorporate passive solar design and solar heaters. 
• Install solar panels on carports and parking areas. 
• Limit nonessential idling of commercial vehicles beyond Air Toxic Control 

Measures idling restrictions. 
Impact 5.7-2: The proposed General Plan Update 
would not conflict with the CARB Scoping Plan or 
Fresno COG’s proposed 2014–2040 RTP/SCS. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.8  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.8.1: Construction and operation of 
projects developed pursuant to the proposed 
General Plan Update would involve the transport, 
use, and/or disposal of hazardous materials. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.8-2: Hazardous materials sites are 
located within the General Plan Update Plan Area. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.8-3: Parts of the Plan Area are within 
the Safety Compatibility Zones and under the 
Airspace Protection Surface for Fresno-Yosemite 
International Airport, which is outside of the Plan 
Area near the southwest corner of the City. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.8-4: Buildout of the proposed General 
Plan Update would not substantially interfere with 
the implementation of an emergency response or 
evacuation plan. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
Impact 5.8-5: Portions of the northern and 
northeastern parts of the Plan Area are within a 
designated moderate fire hazard severity zone 
and could expose structures and/or residents to 
fire danger. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.9  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.9-1: Development pursuant to the 
proposed project would increase the amount of 
impervious surfaces in the Plan Area and would 
therefore increase surface water flows into 
drainage systems within the Fresno and Academy 
watersheds. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.9-2: Development pursuant to the 
General Plan Update would increase the demand 
on groundwater use and also increase impervious 
surfaces in the Plan Area, which would impact 
opportunities for groundwater recharge. 

Potentially significant  No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.9-3: Portions of the Plan Area proposed 
for development are within a 100-year flood 
hazard area. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.9-4: Construction of development 
projects pursuant to the General Plan Update may 
cause short-term increases in pollutant 
concentrations. Postdevelopment, the quality of 
storm runoff may be altered (sediment, nutrients, 
metals, pesticides, pathogens, and 
hydrocarbons). 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.9-5: Portions of the Plan Area are within 
the inundation area of the Big Dry Creek 
Reservoir, the Redbank Reservoir, and Fancher 
Creek Reservoir. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.9-6: The City would not be subject to 
inundation by tsunami or mudflow; inundation by 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
seiche would present a low risk. 

5.10  LAND USE AND PLANNING 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.10-1: Implementation of the General 
Plan and Development Code Update would not 
divide an established community. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.10-2: The proposed General Plan and 
Development Code Update complies with the 
state planning law and California Complete 
Streets Act. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.10-3: Land use designations and 
policies of the General Plan Update are consistent 
with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(ALUCP) for the Fresno Yosemite International. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.10-4: Implementation of the General 
Plan Update would be consistent with the goals of 
the Fresno Council of Governments (COG) 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.10-5: Development in accordance with 
the proposed General Plan Update would be 
consistent with the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint 
12 Smart Growth Principles. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.10-6: Development in accordance with 
the proposed General Plan Update would not 
interfere with growth plans of neighboring San 
Joaquin Valley jurisdictions. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.10-7: The General Plan Update and 
Development Code Update would not conflict with 
an adopted habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.11  MINERAL RESOURCES 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
Impact 5.11-1: Implementation of the General 
Plan Update would not result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.12  NOISE 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.12-1: Development of the proposed 
land use plan would result in an increase in traffic, 
which would cause a substantial environmental 
noise increase to noise-sensitive uses adjacent to 
roadways. 

Potentially significant  No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.12-2: Future noise-sensitive uses 
developed as part of the proposed land use plan 
could be exposed to elevated noise levels from 
traffic noise. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.12-3: Noise-sensitive uses would not 
be exposed to elevated noise levels from 
stationary sources. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.12-4: Buildout of the individual land 
uses and projects for implementation of the 
General Plan Update could expose sensitive uses 
to strong groundborne vibration. 

Potentially significant 12-1 Individual projects that involve vibration-intensive construction activities within 
200 feet of sensitive receptors, such as blasting, pile drivers, jack hammers, and 
vibratory rollers, shall be evaluated for potential vibration impacts. A study shall be 
conducted for individual projects where vibration-intensive impacts may occur. If 
construction-related vibration is determined to be perceptible at vibration-sensitive 
uses, additional requirements, such as use of less-vibration-intensive equipment 
or construction techniques, shall be implemented during construction (e.g., 
nonexplosive blasting methods, drilled piles as opposed to pile driving, etc.). 

Significant and unavoidable 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
Impact 5.12-5: Construction activities associated 
with buildout of the individual land uses and 
projects for implementation of the General Plan 
Update would substantially elevate noise levels in 
the vicinity of noise-sensitive land uses. 

Potentially significant 12-2 Applicants for new development projects within 500 feet of sensitive receptors 
shall implement the following best management practices to reduce construction 
noise levels: 
• Consider the installation of temporary sound barriers for construction 

activities immediately adjacent to occupied noise-sensitive structures. 
• Equip construction equipment with mufflers. 
• Restrict haul routes and construction-related traffic. 
• Reduce nonessential idling of construction equipment to no more than five 

minutes. 

Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.12-6: Sensitive land uses would not be 
exposed to substantial levels of aircraft noise. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.13  POPULATION AND HOUSING 
2035 Scenario  
Impact 5.13-1: Under the 2035 Scenario, buildout 
of the General Plan Update would result in similar 
population growth as projected by the Fresno 
COG; however, full buildout of the proposed 
project would substantially increase population in 
the Plan Area by over 150 percent by year 2080, 
which is also beyond Fresno COG’s planning 
horizon. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.13-2: The proposed General Plan 
Update would designate approximately 753 acres 
of existing residential land for nonresidential uses 
in the Plan Area. However, the proposed project 
would provide more housing opportunities than 
currently exist. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not displace people 
and/or housing. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Full Buildout 

Impact 5.13-1: Under the 2035 Scenario, buildout 
of the General Plan Update would result in similar 
population growth as projected by the Fresno 
COG; however, full buildout of the proposed 

Potentially significant No feasible mitigation measure available. Significant and unavoidable 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
project would substantially increase population in 
the Plan Area by over 150 percent by year 2080, 
which is also beyond Fresno COG’s planning 
horizon.  

Impact 5.13-2: The proposed General Plan 
Update would designate approximately 753 acres 
of existing residential land for nonresidential uses 
in the Plan Area. However, the proposed project 
would provide more housing opportunities than 
currently exist. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not displace people 
and/or housing. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.14  PUBLIC SERVICES 
FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY SERVICES 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.14-1: Development in accordance with 
the Clovis General Plan Update would introduce 
new structures, residents, and workers into the 
Plan Area, thereby increasing the demand for fire 
services served by the Clovis Fire Department 
and Fresno County Fire Protection District. 

Potentially significant 14-1 For requests for annexation forProponents of noncontiguous development 
(defined as new development that is in excess of one-half mile from the existing 
City limits and is, on all sides, is adjacent to or immediately across the street from 
vacant or agricultural land uses or other uses that do not have existing City water 
and sewer service), shall requireprovide an analysis of the fiscal impacts of the 
proposed development. The analysis shall quantify, to the satisfaction of the City, 
the likely and potential increase in capital costs and ongoing operations and 
maintenance costs over and above that expected from development that is 
contiguous. The City may oppose annexations that do not provide The project 
proponents shall provide for a funding mechanism to pay for the increase in costs 
associated with the development being noncontiguous, and the funding 
mechanism shall be in addition to the taxes and other funding sources used for 
development that is contiguous. The City shall require subsequent development 
adjacent to the non-contiguous development to provide a similar funding 
mechanism. The City may terminate such funding mechanisms when it is satisfied 
that the development no longer poses a cost burden above and beyond that 
associated with contiguous development. 

Less than significant 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
POLICE PROTECTION 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.14-2: Development in accordance with 
the Clovis General Plan Update would introduce 
new structures, residents, and workers into the 
Clovis Police Department and Fresno County 
Sheriff’s Department service areas, thereby 
increasing the demand for police protection 
services. 

Potentially significant See Mitigation Measure 14-1. Less than significant 

SCHOOL SERVICES 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.14-3: Development in accordance with 
the Clovis General Plan Update would generate 
new students who would impact the school 
enrollment capacities of area schools in CUSD, 
FUSD, and SUSD. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

LIBRARY SERVICES 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.14-4: Development in accordance with 
the Clovis General Plan Update would generate 
additional population, increasing the service 
demands for the Clovis Regional Library. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.15  RECREATION 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.15-1: Implementation of the General 
Plan Update would allow for substantial 
population growth and increased use and demand 
on existing parks and recreational facilities. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.15-2: Development in accordance with 
the General Plan Update could result in 
environmental impacts from the provision of new 
and/or expanded recreational facilities. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
5.16  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.16-1: Project-related trip generation 
would impact levels of service for the existing area 
roadway system. 

Potentially significant No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 5.16-2: Project-related trip generation in 
combination with existing and proposed 
cumulative development would not result in 
designated road and/or highways exceeding 
county congestion management program service 
standards. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.16-3: The project would not conflict with 
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.16-4: Circulation improvements 
associated with future development that would be 
accommodated by the General Plan would be 
designed to adequately address potentially 
hazardous conditions (sharp curves, etc.), 
potential conflicting uses, and emergency access. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.16-5: The project would not result in a 
change in air traffic patterns, including no 
significant increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

5.17  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

WATER SERVICE 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.17-1: Although the 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan indicates sufficient Projected 
water supplies supply is inadequate to meet 
projected water demand for the at both 2035 

Potentially significant No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and unavoidable 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
Scenario, the severity and uncertain duration of 
California’s recent drought conditions makes 
water supply unreliable. Therefore, water supply 
impacts are considered potentially significant 
under both the 2035 Scenario and Full Buildout of 
the proposed General Plan. 
Impact 5.17-2: Development pursuant to the 
General Plan Update would require the expansion 
or construction of surface water treatment facilities 
and water delivery systems. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

WASTEWATER SERVICE 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.17-3: Full Buildout of the proposed 
General Plan would require construction of 
additional wastewater treatment capacity beyond 
currently planned expansion of the City of Clovis’ 
water reuse facility. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.17-4: The proposed General Plan, in 
2035 and Full Buildout scenarios, would require 
construction of additional City sewer mains. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.17-5: Buildout of the proposed General 
Plan Update, in 2035 and Full Buildout Scenarios, 
would require construction of additional storm 
drainage facilities. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

SOLID WASTE 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.17-6: Existing facilities could 
accommodate project-generated solid waste for 
the 2035 Scenario but not for Full Buildout. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 

Impact 5.17-7: Projects developed pursuant to Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
the General Plan Update would comply with 
regulations governing solid waste disposal and 
diversion. 

OTHER UTILITIES 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
Impact 5.14-8: Existing and/or proposed facilities 
would be able to accommodate project-generated 
utility demands. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. Less than significant 
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Page 2-9, Chapter 2, Introduction. The following impact statement is revised to reflect the edited impact 
statement for Impact 5.2-1. 

 Agricultural Resources 
2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 
• Impact 5.25-1 Buildout of  the proposed General Plan Update would convert 2,6513,206 acres of  

Prime Farmland, 1,5281,834 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and 1,4111,585 acres of  
Unique Farmland to nonagricultural land uses. 

• Impact 5.25-2: The General Plan Update would change the land use designation of  4,610 acres 
designated for agriculture to other land use designations. 

• Impact 5.2-3: General Plan Update buildout would convert 3,047 acres of  farmland bearing 
Williamson act contracts to nonagricultural land uses. 

 

Page 3-34, Chapter 3, Project Description. The following revisions are made in response to Comment A4-
4, from the Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission.  

 
Lead Agency Action 

Lead Agencies 

City of Clovis City Council 

• Adoption of the Clovis General Plan and Development Code Update 
• Certification of PEIR 
• Adoption of Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (if 

required) 
• Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Program 
• Adoption of any ordinances, guidelines, programs, actions, or other 

mechanisms that implement the Clovis General Plan and Development Code 
Update 

County of Fresno • For review of amendments and other discretionary actions needed to comply 
with the General Plan Update and the Memorandum of Understanding 

Responsible Agencies 

Fresno County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCoO) 

• For reorganizations (annexations to the City and detachments from the 
Fresno County Fire Protection District and the Kings River Conservation 
District 

• For amendments to the Sphere of Influence 

County of Fresno • For review of amendments and other discretionary actions needed to comply 
with the General Plan Update and the Memorandum of Understanding 

Interested Agencies 

City of Fresno 

Clovis Cemetery District 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

Page 3-38 PlaceWorks 

Clovis Memorial District 

Clovis Unified School District 

County Service Areas 10, 10A, 44, and 51 

County Waterworks District No. 42 

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 

Fresno Irrigation District 

Garfield Water District 

International Water District 

 

Page 5.2-3, Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The following table and text are revised due 
to a mapping error in calculating important farmland acreages. In addition, Figures 5.2-1, Existing Important 
Farmland, 5.2-4, Existing Important vs. Strategic Farmland, and 5.2-5, Important Farmland Converted at General Plan 
Buildout, have also been revised and are included in Section 3.3, Revised Figures, to reflect the corrected 
acreages. 

Table 5.2-1 Existing Important Farmland in Plan Area, Acres 
Farmland Category City Sphere of Influence Non-SOI Plan Area Total 

Prime Farmland 146250 1,7571,874 1,2221,442 3,1253,566 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 85111 257295 1,4571,595 1,7992,001 
Unique Farmland 1034 503 1,2011,262 1,7141,799 

Total 241395 2,5172,672 3,8804,299 6,6387,366 
Source: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection 2010. 
Note: Acreages rounded. 
Existing important farmland acreages have been adjusted to exclude developed or entitled properties as shown on Figure 5.2-1, Existing Important Farmland. 

As the table shows the Plan Area has 6,6387,366 acres of  Important Farmlands, of  which 3,1253,566 acres, 
or 487 percent, are classified Prime Farmland. Farmland of  Statewide Importance makes up 27 percent of  
Important Farmlands, and Unique Farmland 246 percent in the Plan Area. 

 

Page 5.2-15, Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The following text and table are revised 
due to a mapping error in calculating important farmland acreages.  

Impact 5.2-1: Buildout of the proposed General Plan Update would convert 2,6513,206 acres of Prime 
Farmland, 1,8341,528 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 1,5851,411 acres of 
Unique Farmland to non-agricultural land uses. [Threshold AG-1] 
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Impact Analysis:  

2035 Scenario 

CEQA requires analysis of  conversion on three categories of  Important Farmland: Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland. For the purpose of  determining converted lands, 
the Surrounding Protected Resource Land Rating in the LESA Model considers open space and park uses 
compatible with agriculture use. 

Implementation of  the General Plan Update in the 2035 scenario would convert all of  the Important 
Farmland in the City and SOI (3,0152,352 acres in total), as shown in Table 5.2-3 (see Buildout discussion 
below), and some percentage of  land in the non-SOI Plan Area. The totals converted in the City and SOI are: 
2,0861,751 acres of  Prime Farmland, 401319 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and 528462 acres 
of  Unique Farmland. The conversion of  these farmlands would be a significant impact. 

Full Buildout 

Buildout of  the proposed General Plan Update would convert the acres of  Important Farmland shown in 
Table 5.2-3 and Figure 5.2-5, Important Farmland Converted at General Plan Buildout, to nonagricultural uses. 

Table 5.2-3 Important Farmland Conversion by General Plan Buildout1 
Farmland Category City of Clovis Sphere of Influence Non-SOI Plan Area Plan Area Total 

Prime Farmland 130250 1,6211,836 9001,120 2,6513,206 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 81111  238290 1,2091,433 1,5281,834 
Unique Farmland 934  453494 9491,057 1,4111,585 

Total 220395 2,3122,620 3,0583,610 5,5906,625 
Source: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection 2010. 
Notes: Acreages rounded. 
Buildout of any General Plan land use designations other than Agriculture and, Open Space, or Park is considered to be conversion to land use incompatible with 

continuing agricultural use. 
Existing important farmland acreages have been adjusted to exclude developed or entitled properties as shown on Figure 5.2-1, Existing Important Farmland. 

Buildout of  the General Plan Update would convert 3,2062,651 acres of  Prime Farmland, 1,8341,528 acres 
of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and 1,5851,411 acres of  Unique Farmland to nonagricultural land 
uses. By comparison, between 2006 and 2008, only 2,242 acres in these three categories were converted use in 
all of  Fresno County. Conversion of  farmland to nonagricultural land use would be a significant impact. 

 

Page 5.2-30, Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The following text is revised due to a 
mapping error in calculating important farmland acreages.  

2035 Scenario  

 Impact 5.2-1 Development in accordance with the General Plan land use designations  would 
convert all of  the important farmland within the City limits and SOI to nonagricultural land uses, 
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including: 2,0861,751 acres Prime Farmland, 401319 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, 
and 528462 acres of  Unique Farmland. Additional acres within the non-SOI area would also likely be 
converted to nonagricultural uses within the 2035 Scenario. 

 Impact 5.2-2 Anticipated development within the 2035 time horizon would convert 3,072 acres 
designated for agriculture to other land use designations. 

 Impact 5.2-3 Within the 2035 time horizon, development in accordance with the General Plan 
Update within the SOI would result in conversion of  476 acres of  prime farmland and 16 acres of  
nonprime farmland bearing Williamson Act contracts to nonagricultural land uses.  

Full Buildout 

 Impact 5.2-1 Buildout of  the proposed General Plan Update would convert 3,2062,651 acres of  
Prime Farmland, 1,8341,528 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and 1,5851,411 acres of  
Unique Farmland to nonagricultural land uses. 

 Impact 5.2-2 General plan update buildout would convert 4,610 acres designated for agriculture 
to other land use designations. 

 Impact 5.2-3 General Plan Update buildout would convert 3,047 acres of  farmland bearing 
Williamson Act contracts to nonagricultural land uses. 

 

Page 5.2-30, Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The following mitigation measure is 
revised in response to Comment O3-4, from P-R Farms, and Comment O5-1, from Building Industry 
Association of  Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. 

2-1 The City shall adopt either a 1) regional agricultural preservation program in coordination 
with regional partners, such as the Fresno Council of Governments (COG), its member 
agencies and farming stakeholders; or 2) a local Farmland Preservation Plan (FPP) by June 
25, 2017, which is the expiration date of the City’s Memorandum of Understanding with the 
County, as amended in 2000 (commonly referred to as the Tax Sharing MOU). The 2008 
Model Farmland Conservation Program for Fresno County prepared by COG and the 
American Farmland Trust may be considered as a starting point for either program. 
Additionally, either program shall evaluate and incorporate, as appropriate, any policies, 
programs, and implementation tools contained in the Guide for Resource Management 
proposed as part of the Phase II San Joaquin Valley Greenprint work program. The adopted 
program shall include policies, standards and measures to avoid the unnecessary conversion 
of agricultural lands and shall include provisions for: (a) minimizing potential detrimental 
effects caused by urban development; (b) avoiding the premature conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance; (c) preserving 
farmland, including, if appropriate, mitigation fees to fund farmland preservation efforts; (d) 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

August 2014 Page 3-41 

integrating identified mitigation measures into the entitlement process; and (e) addressing 
enforcement through the regulatory environment.  

 
2-2 Upon adoption, Pproject applicants for properties that include 20 acres or more designated 

Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland shall comply with 
the requirements of the adopted regional agricultural preservation program or local FFP.  

 
2-3 Pending adoption of a regional agricultural preservation program or local FFP, or if a 

regional agricultural preservation program or local FFP is not in place by June 25, 2017, the 
following requirements shall apply:be required to prepare or fund an agricultural resource 
evaluation prior to project approval.  

 
1) Project applicants for properties that include more than 20 acres designated Prime 

Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland shall prepare or 
fund an agricultural resource evaluation prior to project approval. 
 

2) The resource evaluation shall use generally accepted methodologies (such as the Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model) to identify the potentially significant impact of 
the loss of agricultural land. as well as the economic viability of future agricultural use of 
the property. 
  

3) If the loss of agricultural land is determined to be a potentially significant impact, the 
resource evaluation shall consider the economic viability of future agricultural use of the 
property. 
 

4) If the agricultural resource is considered significant (based on LESA or other accepted 
methodology) and future agricultural use is considered economically viable, If the 
conversion is will be deemed significant., tThe City shall require mitigation by one of the 
following methods: 

 
a) Mitigation at a 1:1 ratio of converted to preserved acreage through a regional 

conservation easement, or payment of its valuation equivalent if a fee mitigation 
program is established. If 1:1 mitigation is determined to be economically infeasible, 
based upon all of the evidence, the ratio may be reduced to an economically feasible 
ratio or no further mitigation shall be required. This determination shall be made by 
the City’s Director of Planning and Development Services based upon substantial 
evidence in the record; or  

b) Other potential mitigation which achieves the same mitigating effect as the measures 
identified above, consistent with the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines. This 
determination shall be made by the City’s Director of Planning and Development 
Services based upon substantial evidence in the record. 

 
One possible substitute mitigation measure to achieve the preservation of agricultural land is 
through the use of benchmark densities that are designed to increase development efficiency. When 
development equals or exceeds the benchmark densities, no further mitigation is required because the 
community has taken steps to preserve agricultural land by increasing densities beyond a certain 
threshold thereby accommodating growth trends on less land. When development does not equal or 
exceed the benchmark densities, a sliding scale of mitigation fees are paid.  
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The General Plan contains many efficiency policies and land use designations to aid in the 
preservation of agricultural land, which are based upon the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint and 
Landscape of Choice principles. See, for example: Land Use Element Goal 3 (orderly and 
sustainable outward growth into three Urban Centers); Land Use Element Goal 4, Policy3.8 
(land use compatibility); Land Use Element Goal 4, Policy3.9 (connected development;  Land Use 
Element Goal 4, Policy 4.4 (farmland conservation); Land Use Element Goal 5 (diverse housing 
and transit oriented development); Land Use Goal 6, Policy 6.2 (smart growth); Land Use 
Element, Table LU-2 (land use designations); Economic Development Element, Goal 1, Policy 
1.2 (jobs-housing ratio); Economic Development Element, Goal 5 (mix of land uses and types of 
development); Circulation Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.8 (network completion);  Circulation 
Element, Goals 3 and 4, multimodal transportation, bicycle and transit system); Open Space and 
Conservation Element Goal 2, Policies 2.4 and 2.5 (agricultural lands and right to farm); Air 
Quality Element, Goal 1, Policy 1.1 (land use and transportation); 2010 Housing Element, 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) requirements; Fresno COG Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. 

 
These efficiency policies and land use designations are designed to prevent the premature conversion 
of farmland by encouraging infill development, by requiring new development to be built at 
considerably higher densities than Clovis or the region has traditionally seen, by requiring that 
development occur in a compact, orderly manner, and by providing for balanced development, 
including substantial emphasis on increasing the jobs-housing ratio. 

 
To the extent benchmark densities are adopted for Clovis or the region, and to the extent the City’s 
General Plan policies and land use designations are consistent with those benchmark densities,  
mitigation may be met through implementation of the General Plan and application of the 
benchmark densities. 

 
5)  The following properties are determined to be not economically viable for future 

agricultural use, based upon all of the evidence in the record. Other properties shall be 
evaluated on a case by case basis: 
 
All properties within the Loma Vista Specific Plan (“Loma Vista”).  

 
• Properties within Loma Vista were designated for urban development under the 

1993 General Plan and the 2003 Loma Vista Specific Plan (formerly called the 
Southeast Urban Center Specific Plan).  

• The Loma Vista Specific Plan EIR, page 5-34, makes the following observations:  
 

“The project area is located adjacent to the incorporated Clovis City, within the 
updated 2000 sphere-of-influence limits, thereby supporting concentrated growth 
pattern adjacent to the existing urban development. The proposed Specific Plan 
would guide the conversion of the existing agricultural and rural lands to planned 
urban uses in a gradual, phased, and orderly manner, therefore alleviating 
development pressure off of outlying unincorporated lands.” 

 
• Substantial development has occurred in Loma Vista since 2003. 
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• The City, property owners and the development community have relied upon this 
urbanization in planning for and developing Loma Vista.  

• The 2000 County General Plan, Land Use Policy LU-G, provides that the County 
will direct urban growth and development within city spheres of influences to 
existing incorporated cities, and this policy is memorialized in the City’s 
Memorandum of Understanding with the County, as amended in 2000 (commonly 
referred to as the Tax Sharing MOU).  

• The Tax Sharing MOU addresses Loma Vista and recognizes this area as becoming 
substantially urbanized. In fact, before development could proceed outside of Loma 
Vista, 60% of the developable area in Loma Vista has to be committed to 
development.  

• In 2008, the City adopted a master plan community zone district for the Loma Vista 
Community Centers North and South and approved a master site plan review for 
those sites. Projects adjacent to and within the Community Centers have been 
approved or are pending. 

• The development community has nine pending project applications for 
development within Loma Vista.  

 
Conservation mitigation could be achieved alternatively through a regional agricultural 
preservation program, such as the Model Farmland or SJV Greenprint, if adopted by the 
City. 

 

Page 5.2-31, Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The following text is revised given that 
Mitigation Measure 2-1 has been revised and separated into three separate measures. 

Implementation of  the General Plan Update would result in significant, unavoidable impacts in these three 
impact areas. Implementation of  Measures 2-1 through 2-3 would not fully mitigate the direct loss of  
farmlands associated with the implementation of  the General Plan Update because there would still be a net 
reduction in the total amount of  land suitable for agricultural use. The impacts would therefore be significant 
and unavoidable. 
 

Page 5.3-39, Section 5.3, Air Quality. The following mitigation measure is revised to clarify the intent of  
the measure. In addition, the mitigation measure has also been revised in response to Comment A5-1a, from 
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

3-1 Prior to issuance of  any construction permits, development project applicants shall prepare 
and submit to the City of  Clovis Planning Division a technical assessment evaluating 
potential project construction-related air quality impacts. The evaluation shall be prepared in 
conformance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 
methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If  construction-related criteria air pollutants 
are determined to have the potential to exceed the SJVAPCD adopted thresholds of  
significance, as identified in the Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts 
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(GAMAQI), the City of  Clovis Planning Division shall require that applicants for new 
development projects incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions 
during construction activities to below these thresholds. These identified measures shall be 
incorporated into all appropriate construction documents (e.g., construction management 
plans) submitted to the City and shall be verified by the City’s Planning Division. Mitigation 
measures to reduce construction-related emissions could include, but are not limited to:  

 Using construction equipment rated by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency as having Tier 3 (model year 2006 or newer) or Tier 4 (model year 2008 or 
newer) emission limits, applicable for engines between 50 and 750 horsepower. A list of  
construction equipment by type and model year shall be maintained by the construction 
contractor onsite, which shall be available for City review upon request. 

 Ensuring construction equipment is properly serviced and maintained to the 
manufacturer’s standards. 

 Use of  alternative-fueled or catalyst-equipped diesel construction equipment, if  available 
and feasible. 

 Clearly posted signs that require operators of  trucks and construction equipment to 
minimize idling time (e.g., 5-minute maximum). 

 Preparation and implementation of  a fugitive dust control plan that may include the 
following measures: 

• Disturbed areas (including storage piles) that are not being actively utilized for 
construction purposes shall be effectively stabilized using water, chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, or covered with a tarp or other suitable cover (e.g., 
revegetated). 

• Onsite unpaved roads and offsite unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized 
using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill, and 
demolition activities shall be effectively controlled utilizing application of  water or 
by presoaking. 

• Material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at 
least six inches of  freeboard space from the top of  the container shall be 
maintained when materials are transported offsite. 

• Operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of  mud or dirt 
from adjacent public streets at the end of  each workday. (The use of  dry rotary 
brushes is expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient 
wetting to limit the visible dust emissions.) (Use of  blower devices is expressly 
forbidden.) 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O D E  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  C L O V I S  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

August 2014 Page 3-45 

• Following the addition of  materials to or the removal of  materials from the surface 
of  outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of  fugitive dust 
emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

• Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or 
more feet from the site and at the end of  each workday. 

• Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent carryout and trackout. 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff  to public 
roadways from sites with a slope greater than 1 percent. 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off  all trucks and equipment 
leaving the project area. 

• Adhere to Regulation VIII’s 20 percent opacity limitation, as applicable. 

 Enter into a Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The VERA shall identify the amount 
of  emissions to be reduced, in addition to the amount of  funds to be paid by the project 
applicant to the SJVAPCD to implement emission reduction projects required for the 
project. 

 
Pages 5.3-41 to 5.3-43, Section 5.3, Air Quality. The following mitigation measures are revised in response 
to Comment A5-1a, from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

3-3 Prior to project approval, development project applicants shall prepare and submit to the 
City of  Clovis Planning Division a technical assessment evaluating potential project 
operation phase-related air quality impacts. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance 
with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) methodology in assessing 
air quality impacts. If  operational-related criteria air pollutants are determined to have the 
potential to exceed the SJVAPCD adopted thresholds of  significance, as identified in the 
Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), the City of  Clovis 
Planning Division shall require that applicants for new development projects incorporate 
mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during operational activities. The 
identified measures shall be included as part of  the Standard Conditions of  Approval. 
Mitigation measures to reduce long-term emissions can include, but are not limited to:  

 For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, the construction 
documents shall demonstrate an adequate number of  electrical service connections at 
loading docks for plug in of  the anticipated number of  refrigerated trailers to reduce 
idling time and emissions. 
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 Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall consider energy storage and 
combined heat and power (CHP) in appropriate applications to optimize renewable 
energy generation systems and avoid peak energy use. 

 Site-specific developments with truck delivery and loading areas, and truck parking 
spaces, shall include signage as a reminder to limit idling of  vehicles while parked for 
loading/unloading in accordance with California Air Resources Board Rule 2845 
(13 CCR Chapter 10 § 2485). 

 Site-specific development shall demonstrate an adequate number of  electrical vehicle 
Level 2 charging stations are provided onsite. The location of  the electrical outlets shall 
be specified on building plans, and proper installation shall be verified by the Building 
Division prior to issuance of  a Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 Applicant-provided appliances shall be Energy Star appliances (dishwashers, 
refrigerators, clothes washers, and dryers). Installation of  Energy Star appliances shall be 
verified by the Building Division during plan check. 

 Applicants for large development projects (e.g., employers with 100 employees at work 
site) shall establish an employee trip commute reduction program (CTR), in 
conformance with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Rule 9410. The 
program shall identify South Valley Rideshare and/or Valley Rides commute programs, 
which provide information about commute options and connect commuters for 
carpooling, ridesharing, and other activities. The CTR program shall identify alternative 
modes of  transportation to the project site, including transit schedules, bike and 
pedestrian routes, and carpool/vanpool availability. Information regarding these 
programs shall be readily available to employees and clients and shall be posted in a 
highly visible location and/or made available online. The project applicant shall include 
the following incentives for commuters as part of  the CTR program: 

• Ride-matching assistance (e.g., subsidized public transit passes) 

• Preferential carpool parking 

• Flexible work schedules for carpools 

• Vanpool assistance or employer-provided vanpool/shuttle 

• Telecommute and/or flexible work hour programs 

• Car-sharing program (e.g., Zipcar) 

• Bicycle end-trip facilities, including bike parking, showers, and lockers 

• End-of-trip facilities shall be shown on site plans and architectural plans submitted 
to the Planning Division Manager. The CTR program shall be prepared to the 
satisfaction of  the Planning Division Manager prior to occupancy permits. 
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 Applicants for future development projects along existing and planned transit routes 
shall coordinate with the City of  Clovis and City of  Fresno to ensure that bus pads and 
shelters are incorporated, as necessary. 

 Applicants for future development projects shall enter into a Voluntary Emissions 
Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJVAPCD). The VERA shall identify the amount of  emissions to be reduced, 
in addition to the amount of  funds to be paid by the project applicant to the SJVAPCD 
to implement emission reduction projects required for the project. 

3-4 Prior to project approval, the City of  Clovis Planning Division shall require applicants for 
individual, site-specific developments to consider establishing a Voluntary Emission 
Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 
Under this agreement, project proponents may enter into an agreement where funds are 
used to develop and implement emission reduction projects. 

 
Pages 5.3-43 to 5.3-44, Section 5.3, Air Quality. The following mitigation measure is revised in response to 
Comment A5-3, from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

3-45 Prior to discretionary project approval, the City of  Clovis shall evaluate new development 
proposals for sensitive land uses (e.g., residential, schools, day care centers) within the City 
for potential incompatibilities with regard to the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality 
and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (April 2005). Applicants for sensitive 
land uses that are within the recommended buffer distances shall submit a health risk 
assessment (HRA) to the City of  Clovis prior to future discretionary project approval. The 
HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of  the state Office of  
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used for the 
analysis, including age sensitivity factors, breathing rates, and body weights appropriate for 
children age 0 to 6 years. If  the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in 
one million (10E-06), the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, or the thresholds 
established by the SJVAPCD at the time a project is considered if  the PM10 or PM2.5 ambient 
air quality standard increment exceeds 2.5 µg/m3, the applicant will be required to identify 
and demonstrate that mitigation measures are capable of  reducing potential cancer and 
noncancer risks to an acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index of  
1.0), including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 

Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to the following: 

 Placement of  air intakes away from high-volume roadways and/or truck loading zones. 
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 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of  the buildings provided with 
appropriately sized maximum efficiency rating value (MERV) filters. 

 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems for units that are installed with MERV 
filters shall maintain positive pressure within the building’s filtered ventilation system to 
reduce infiltration of  unfiltered outdoor air. 

Mitigation measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in the 
environmental document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a 
component of  the proposed project. The air intake design and MERV filter requirements 
shall be noted and/or reflected on all building plans submitted to the City and shall be 
verified by the City’s Planning Division. 

 
Page 5.3-44, Section 5.3, Air Quality. The following mitigation measure is revised in response to Comment 
A5-4 from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

3-56 Prior to discretionary project approval, applicants for industrial or warehousing land uses in 
addition to commercial land uses that would generate substantial diesel truck travel (i.e., 100 
diesel trucks per day or 40 or more trucks with diesel-powered transport refrigeration units 
per day based on the California Air Resources Board recommendations for siting new 
sensitive land uses), shall coordinate with contact the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (SJVAPCD) or the City of  Clovis in conjunction with the SJVAPCD to 
determine the appropriate level of  health risk assessment (HRA) required. If  preparation of  
an HRA is required, aAll HRAs shall be submitted to the City of  Clovis. 

The HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of  the state Office 
of  Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (SJVAPCD). If  the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds ten 
in one million (10E-06) or the risk thresholds in effect at the time a project is considered, the 
appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, or if  the PM10 or PM2.5 ambient air quality 
concentrations exceeds the thresholds as determined by the SJVAPCD at the time a project 
is considered, the applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that measures are 
capable of  reducing potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level, including 
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 

Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to: 

 Restricting idling onsite beyond Air Toxic Control Measures idling restrictions, as 
feasible 

 Electrifying warehousing docks 

 Requiring use of  newer equipment and/or vehicles 
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 Restricting offsite truck travel through the creation of  truck routes 

Measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in the 
environmental document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a 
component of  the proposed project. 

 
Page 5.3-45, Section 5.3, Air Quality. The following mitigation measure is revised in response to Comment 
A5-5 from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

3-67 Prior to project approval, if  it is determined during project-level environmental review that a 
project has the potential to emit nuisance odors beyond the property line, an odor 
management plan shall be prepared and submitted by the project applicant prior to project 
approval to ensure compliance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD) Rule 4102. The following facilities that are within the buffer distances specified 
from sensitive receptors (in parentheses) have the potential to generate substantial odors: 

 Wastewater Treatment Plan (2 miles)  

 Sanitary Landfill (1 mile) 

 Transfer Station (1 mile) 

 Composting Facility (1 mile) 

 Petroleum Refinery (2 miles) 

 Asphalt Batch Plan (1 mile) 

 Chemical Manufacturing (1 mile) 

 Fiberglass Manufacturing (1 mile) 

 Painting/Coating Operations (1 mile) 

 Food Processing Facility (1 mile) 

 Feed Lot/ Dairy (1 mile) 

 Rendering Plant (1 mile) 

The Odor Management Plan prepared for these facilities shall identify the Best Available 
Control Technologies for Toxics (T-BACTs) control technologies that will be utilized to 
reduce potential odors to acceptable levels, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 
Control technologies T-BACTs may include but are not limited to scrubbers (e.g., air 
pollution control devices) at an industrial facility. Control technologies T-BACTs identified in 
the odor management plan shall be identified as mitigation measures in the environmental 
document and/or incorporated into the site plan. 
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Page 5.4-30, Section 5.4, Biological Resources. The following analysis is revised to provide clearer analysis 
for Impact 5.4-6. 

Impact 5.4-6: Developments pursuant to the General Plan Update could impact local wildlife movement 
corridors. [Threshold BIO-4 (part)] 

2035 Scenario 

Projects built pursuant to the General Plan Update could impact natural drainages in the Plan Area that 
function as local wildlife movement corridors and may function as regional wildlife movement corridors for 
some species. However, according to Live Oak Associate’s biological evaluation report, the Plan Area does 
not appear to contain significant “movement corridors” for native wildlife. With the exception of  Little Dry 
Creek through the Clovis landfill area, these features lead to the urban environments of  the Fresno/Clovis 
metropolitan area and therefore do not provide any linkage between significant or necessary habitats for 
native wildlife species. The Plan Area is used for dispersal movements by a number of  species, as described 
above in Section 5.4.1, Environmental Setting. Impacts to drainages may include filling, dredging, and pollution 
from proposed development or redevelopment of  upstream land uses. Implementation of  the General Plan 
Update implementation would not involve development along Little Dry Creek either. Furthermore, a 
considerable amount of  open space land in the Plan Area would continue to be used by native species as 
long-term and temporary habitat. Thus, impacts to local wildlife movement corridors would be less than 
significant. 

Full Buildout 

The analysis of  impacts under the 2035 scenario also applies to full buildout impacts. 

 
Page 5.4-32, Section 5.4, Biological Resources. The following mitigation measures are revised to clarify 
the intent of  the measures. 

4-1 Biological Assessment & Focused Surveys 

The City shall require applicants for future For each development or redevelopment projects 
that would disturb vegetated, vacant land pursuant to the General Plan Update and subject 
to CEQA to prepare a biological resources survey. The survey shall be conducted by a, a 
qualified biologist. The biological resources survey shall include, but not be limited to: 

 Analysis of  available literature and biological databases, such as the California 
Natural Diversity Database, to determine sensitive biological resources that have 
been reported historically from the proposed development project vicinity. 

 Review of  current land use and land ownership within the proposed development 
project vicinity.  
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 Assessment and mapping of  vegetation communities present within the proposed 
development project vicinity. 

 Evaluation of  potential local and regional wildlife movement corridors. 

 General assessment of  potential jurisdictional areas, including wetlands and riparian 
habitats. 

b) If  the proposed development project site supports vegetation communities that may 
provide habitat for special status plant or wildlife species, a focused habitat assessment 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the potential for special status 
plant and/or animal species to occur within or adjacent to the proposed development 
project area.  

b) If  one or more special status species has the potential to occur within the proposed 
development project area, focused species surveys shall be conducted to determine the 
presence/absence of  these species to adequately evaluate potential direct and/or indirect 
impacts to these species. 

c) If  construction activities are not initiated immediately after focused surveys have been 
completed, additional preconstruction special status species surveys may be required, in 
accordance with the California Endangered Species Act and Federal Endangered Species 
Act, to assure impacts are avoided or minimized to the extent feasible. If  
preconstruction activities are required, a qualified biologist will perform these surveys as 
required for each special status species that is known to occur or has a potential to occur 
within or adjacent to the proposed development project area. 

The results of  the biological survey shall be presented in a biological resources survey letter 
report (for proposed development projects with no significant impacts) or biological 
resources technical report (for proposed development projects with significant impacts that 
require mitigation to reduce the impacts to below a level of  significance) and submitted to 
the City’s Planning Director. 

 shall determine the potential for a potentially significant biological resource impact and 
determine whether a field survey of  the project site is warranted. If  warranted, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a reconnaissance level field survey for the presence and quality of  
biological resources potentially affected by project development. These resources include, 
but are not limited to, special status species or their habitat, sensitive habitats such as 
wetlands or riparian areas, and jurisdictional waters. If  sensitive or protected biological 
resources are absent from the project site and adjacent lands potentially affected by the 
project, the biologist shall submit a written report substantiating such to the City of  Clovis 
before issuance of  a grading permit by the City, and the project may proceed without any 
further biological investigation. If  sensitive or protected biological resources are present on 
the project site or may be potentially affected by the project, implementation of  Mitigation 
Measure 4-2 shall be required. 
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4-2 A qualified biologist shall evaluate impacts to sensitive or protected biological resources 
from development. The impact assessment may require focused surveys that determine 
absence or presence and distribution of  biological resources on the site. These surveys may 
include, but are not limited to: 1) focused special status animal surveys if  suitable habitat is 
present; 2) appropriately timed focused special status plant surveys that will maximize 
detection and accurate identification of  target plant species; 3) a delineation of  jurisdictional 
boundaries around potential waters of  the United States or State. The results of  these 
surveys will assist in assessing actual project impacts. Alternatively, the project applicant may 
forgo focused plant and animal surveys and assume presence of  special status species in all 
suitable habitats on the project site. The qualified biologist shall substantiate the impact 
evaluation or the assumed presence of  special-status species in all suitable habitats onsite in a 
written report submitted to the City of  Clovis before issuance of  a grading permit by the 
City. 

4-23 Resource Impact Avoidance/Minimization  

Project applicantsponents of  projects developed pursuant to the General Plan Update shall 
avoid potential impacts to sensitive or protected biological resources. Depending on the 
resources potentially present on the project site, avoidance may include: 

  1) establishing appropriate no-disturbance buffers around onsite or adjacent resources 
and/or (consultation with relevant regulatory agencies may be required to establish 
suitable buffer areas) 

 2) initiating construction at a time when special status or protected animal species will 
not be vulnerable to project-related mortality (e.g. outside the avian nesting season or 
bat maternal or wintering roosting season). Consultation with relevant regulatory 
agencies may be required in order to establish suitable buffer areas. If  the project avoids 
all sensitive or protected biological resources, no further action is required. If  avoidance 
of  all significant impacts to sensitive or protected biological resources is not feasible, the 
project shall minimize such impacts as set forth in Mitigation Measure 4-4. 

 4-4 Proponents of  projects developed pursuant to the General Plan Update shall design 
respective projects to minimize potential impacts to sensitive or protected biological 
resources in consultation with a qualified biologist and/or appropriate regulatory agency 
staff.  

 In addition to an environmentally sensitive project design, other minimizing impact by 
measures such as ation measures may include:  

 1) exclusion and/or silt fencing; 

  2) relocation of  impacted resources;  
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 3) construction monitoring by a qualified biologist; and 

 4) an informative training program conducted by a qualified biologist for 
construction personnel on sensitive biological resources that may be impacted by 
project construction. If  minimization of  all significant impacts to sensitive or 
protected biological resources is infeasible, the project shall compensate for such 
impacts as set forth in Mitigation Measure 4-5. 

4-34 Compensatory Mitigation 

If  project-related impacts cannot be avoided or minimized to less than significant in 
accordance with Mitigation Measure 4-3; feasible, compensatory mitigation shall be 
developed by a qualified biologist and implemented to reduce impacts to sensitive or 
protected biological resources. A qualified biologist will develop appropriate mitigations that 
will reduce project impacts to sensitive or protected biological resources to a less than 
significant level. The type and amount of  mitigation will depend on the resources impacted, 
the extent of  the impacts, and the quality of  habitats to be impacted. Mitigations may 
include, but isare not limited to:  

• 1) Compensation for lost habitat or waters in the form of  preservation or creation of  
in-kind habitat or waters, either onsite or offsite, protected by conservation easement;  

• 2) Purchase of  appropriate credits from an approved mitigation bank servicing the 
Clovis General Plan Update Area;  

• 3) Payment of  in-lieu fees. 

4-4 Jurisdictional Wetlands 

The City shall require applicants of  development projects that have the potential to affect 
jurisdictional resources, to contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a jurisdictional 
delineation following the methods outlined in the US Army Corps of  Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual to map the extent of  wetlands and nonwetland waters, determine 
jurisdiction, and assess potential impacts. The results of  the delineation shall be presented in 
a wetland delineation letter report and shall be incorporated into the CEQA document(s) 
required for approval and permitting of  the proposed development project.  

Applicants of  development projects that have the potential to impact jurisdictional features 
shall obtain permits and authorizations from the US Army Corps of  Engineers, California 
Department of  Fish and Wildlife, and/or Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. The agency authorization would include impact avoidance and minimization 
measures as well as mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts. Specific avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to jurisdictional resources shall be 
determined through discussions with the regulatory agencies during the proposed 
development project permitting process and may include monetary contributions to a 
mitigation bank or habitat creation, restoration, or enhancement. 
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4-5 Migratory Birds 

The City shall require applicants for new development projects to conduct a pre-
construction general nesting bird survey within all suitable nesting habitat that may be 
impacted by active construction during the general avian breeding season (February 1 to 
August 31). The pre-construction surveys shall be conducted no more than fourteen days 
prior to initiation of  construction. If  no active avian nests are identified within the proposed 
development project area or within a 300-foot buffer of  the proposed development project 
area, no further mitigation is necessary. If  active nests of  bird species covered by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act are detected within the proposed development project area or 
within a 300-foot buffer of  the proposed development project area, construction shall be 
halted until the young have fledged, until a qualified biologist has determined the nest is 
inactive, or until appropriate mitigation measures that respond to the specific situation have 
been developed and implemented in consultation with the regulatory agencies. 

 
Page 5.5-18, Section 5.5, Cultural Resources. The following mitigation measures have been revised in 
response to Comment O5-3, from the Building Industry Association of  Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. 

5-4 City staff  shall require applicants for grading permits in undeveloped (not covered in 
buildings or pavement) areas requiring grading of  undisturbed soil to provide studies by 
qualified archaeologists assessing the cultural and historical significance of  any known 
archaeological resources on or next to each respective development site, and assessing the 
sensitivity of  sites for buried archaeological resources. On properties where resources are 
identified, or that are determined to be moderately to highly sensitive for buried 
archaeological resources, such studies shall provide a detailed mitigation plan, including a 
monitoring program and recovery and/or in situ preservation plan, based on the 
recommendations of  a qualified cultural preservation expert who meets the Secretary of  the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards. The mitigation plan shall include the 
following requirements: 

b. An archaeologist shall be retained for the project and will be on call during grading 
and other significant ground-disturbing activities.  

5-5 b. Should any cultural/scientific resources, including human remains, be discovered during 
project implementation, no further grading shall occur in the area of  the discovery until the 
Planning Director concurs in writing that adequate provisions are in place to protect these 
resources. c. Unanticipated discoveries shall be treated in accordance with applicable state 
law and evaluated for significance by a certified professional archaeologist that meets the 
Secretary of  the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards. If  significance criteria are 
met, then the project shall be required to protect the resource through avoidance or mitigate 
impacts to the resource by performing data recovery, professional identification, radiocarbon 
dates as applicable, and other special studies; curate materials with a recognized scientific or 
educational repository; and provide a comprehensive final report including appropriate 
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records for the California Department of  Parks and Recreation Series 523 forms (Building, 
Structure, and Object Record; Archaeological Site Record; or District Record, as applicable). 

Impact 5.5-3 

2035 Scenario and Full Buildout 

5-56 City staff  shall require applicants for grading permits in undeveloped (not covered in 
buildings or pavement) areas requiring grading of  undisturbed soil to provide studies by 
qualified paleontologists assessing the sensitivity of  sites for buried paleontological 
resources. On properties determined to be moderately to highly sensitive for paleontological 
resources, such studies shall provide a detailed mitigation plan, including a monitoring 
program and recovery and/or in situ preservation plan, based on the recommendations of  a 
qualified paleontologist who meets the Secretary of  the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards. The mitigation plan shall include the following requirements: 

a. A paleontologist shall be retained for the project and will be on call during grading and 
other significant ground-disturbing activities.  

5-7 b. Should any potentially significant fossil resources, including human remains, be discovered 
during project implementation, no further grading shall occur in the area of  the discovery 
until the Planning Director concurs in writing that adequate provisions are in place to 
protect these resources. c. Unanticipated discoveries shall be treated in accordance with 
applicable state law and evaluated for significance by a certified professional paleontologist 
that meets the Secretary of  the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards. If  
significance criteria are met, then the project shall be required to protect the resource 
through avoidance or mitigate impacts to the resource by performing data recovery, 
professional identification, radiocarbon dates as applicable, and other special studies; curate 
materials with a recognized scientific or educational repository; and provide a comprehensive 
final report, including catalog with museum numbers. 

 
Page 5.9-32, Section 5.9, Hydrolog y and Water Quality. The following proposed General Plan Update 
policies are added in response to Comment I1-3, from Joe and Carol Cusumano. 

Public Facilities and Service Element 

 Policy 1.2 Water supply - Require that new development demonstrate contractual and actual sustainable 
water supplies adequate for the new development’s demands.  

 Policy 1.3 Annexation - Prior to annexation, the city must find that adequate water supply and service 
and wastewater treatment and disposal capacity can be provided for the proposed annexation. Existing 
water supplies must remain with the land and be transferred to the City upon annexation approval. 
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 Policy 1.4 Development-funded facilities - The City may require developments to install onsite or 
offsite facilities that are in excess of  a development’s fair share. However, the City shall establish a 
funding mechanism for future development to reimburse the original development for the amount in 
excess of  the fair share costs. 

Environmental Safety Element 

Goal 1: Minimized risk of  injury, loss of  life, property damage, and economic and social disruption caused by 
natural hazards.  

 Policy 1.1 Flood Zone - Prohibit development within the 100-year flood zone and dam inundation areas 
unless adequate mitigation is provided against flood hazards. Participate in the National Flood Insurance 
Program. 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

Goal 3: A built environment that conserves and protects the use and quality of  water and energy resources.  

 Policy 3.1 Stormwater management - Encourage the use of  low impact development techniques that 
retain or mimic natural features for stormwater management. 

 Policy 3.2 Stormwater pollution - Minimize the use of  non-point source pollutants and stormwater 
runoff. 

 Policy 3.3 Well water. Prohibit the use of  new private wells in new development. 

 
Page 5.14-20, Section 5.14, Public Services. The following mitigation measure has been revised in response 
to Comment O6-1, from the Building Industry Association of  Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. 

14-1 For requests for annexation forProponents of noncontiguous development (defined as new 
development that is in excess of one-half mile from the existing City limits and is, on all 
sides, is adjacent to or immediately across the street from vacant or agricultural land uses or 
other uses that do not have existing City water and sewer service), shall requireprovide an 
analysis of the fiscal impacts of the proposed development. The analysis shall quantify, to 
the satisfaction of the City, the likely and potential increase in capital costs and ongoing 
operations and maintenance costs over and above that expected from development that is 
contiguous. The City may oppose annexations that do not provide The project proponents 
shall provide for a funding mechanism to pay for the increase in costs associated with the 
development being noncontiguous, and the funding mechanism shall be in addition to the 
taxes and other funding sources used for development that is contiguous. The City shall 
require subsequent development adjacent to the non-contiguous development to provide a 
similar funding mechanism. The City may terminate such funding mechanisms when it is 
satisfied that the development no longer poses a cost burden above and beyond that 
associated with contiguous development. 
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Page 5.17-8, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text is revised to clarify existing 
conditions. 

Current and future supplies through 2035, as included in the 2010 UWMP, are shown in Table 5.17-1. The 
future supply projections are broken down by source and assume normal surface water entitlements from the 
FID. The FID Kings River water supply and the FID Class II CVP supply assume that development within 
the FID boundaries, southwest of the Enterprise Canal, is maximized. If City development is not completed 
within the FID boundaries by 2030 and instead the development occurs outside the FID boundaries, those 
supplies will be reduced. This information will be updated to reflect any changes based on the City’s Water 
Master Plan Update.  
 

Page 5.17-9, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text is revised to clarify existing 
conditions. 

Current and projected water supply and demands are compared below in Table 5.17-3. As shown, supply is 
projected to increase to 71,798 afy in 2035. Water demand is projected to increase to 52,962 afy in 2035. The 
City has adequate water supply to meet water demands as projected for 2035 in the 2010 UWMP. This 
information will be updated based on the City’s Water Master Plan Update to reflect data changes that have 
occurred since the 2010 UWMP.  
 

Page 5.17-14, Section 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems. The following impact statement is revised to 
more accurately reflect the analysis for Impact 5.17-1. 

Impact 5.17-1: Although the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan indicates sufficient There are adequate 
planned water supplies to meet projected demand for the 2035 Scenario, the severity and uncertain duration 
of  California’s recent drought conditions makes water supply unreliable. Therefore, . Additional water supply 
impacts are considered potentially significant under both the 2035 Scenario and Full Buildout. would be 
required to meet the requirements of  full General Plan buildout. [Threshold U-4] 

 

Page 6-1, Chapter 6, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. The following impact statement is 
revised to reflect the edited impact statement for Impact 5.2-1. 

 Impact 5.2-1, Loss of  Important Farmland. Buildout of  the proposed General Plan Update would 
convert 3,2062,651 acres of  Prime Farmland, 1,8341,528 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, 
and 1,5851,411 acres of  Unique Farmland to nonagricultural land uses. 
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Page 7-3, Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The following impact statement is revised to 
reflect the edited impact statement for Impact 5.2-1. 

 Impact 5.2-1 – Loss of  Important Farmland. Buildout of  the proposed General Plan Update would 
convert 3,2062,651 acres of  Prime Farmland, 1,8341,528 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, 
and 1,5851,411 acres of  Unique Farmland to nonagricultural land uses. 

 

Page 7-27, Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The following text is revised to correct 
acreage numbers due to a mapping error related to important farmland acreages. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

This alternative would reduce impacts of  converting mapped important farmland to nonagricultural uses. 
About 3,6103,058 acres—or 545 percent of  the 6,6255,590 total acres of  important farmland conversion to 
nonagricultural land uses by the proposed General Plan Update in the Plan Area—would be outside of  the 
SOI (see Section 5.2, Agricultural Resources), and thus would not be converted by this alternative. However, 
the remaining farmland conversion—about 3,0152,532 acres—would occur in the City and SOI. Based on the 
same comparison used to identify farmland conversion impacts of  the proposed project as significant and 
unavoidable in Section 5.2—2,242 acres of  important farmland converted to nonagricultural use in all of  
Fresno County between 2006 and 2008—impacts of  this alternative would remain significant and 
unavoidable in both the 2035 and Full Buildout Scenarios. 

 

Page 7-32, Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The following text is revised to correct 
acreage numbers due to a mapping error related to important farmland acreages. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Agricultural resource impacts would be reduced under this alternative because proposed development would 
be limited to areas within the SOI boundary. Thus, the prime agricultural lands, primarily in the non-SOI Plan 
Area, would not be impacted by this alternative. However, 3,0152,532 acres of  Important Farmland 
Conversion to nonagricultural land uses by the proposed General Plan Update in the Plan Area—about 465 
percent of  the total—are in the City and SOI (see Section 5.2, Agricultural Resources). Based on the same 
comparison used to identify farmland conversion impacts of  the proposed project as significant and 
unavoidable in Section 5.2—2,242 acres of  important farmland converted to nonagricultural use in all of  
Fresno County between 2006 and 2008—impacts of  this alternative would remain significant and 
unavoidable for both the 2035 and Full Buildout Scenarios. 
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3.3 REVISED FIGURES 
The report figures that follow are revisions of  figures that already appear in the Draft PEIR provided for 
clarification to response to comments. 
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Figure 5.2-1
5. Environmental Analysis

Environmental Impact Report

Source: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protecton, 2010 (Modified 2014 by PlaceWorks)

Note: Farmland Removed referes those areas removed fromThe California Department of Conservation Farmland dataset during parcel level analysis of development and entitled property since 2010.
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Figure 5.2-4
5. Environmental Analysis

Environmental Impact Report

Source: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protecton, 2010 (Modified 2014 by PlaceWorks); Model Farmland Conservation Program for Fresno County, 2008

Note: The California Department of Conservation farmland data usedin analysis of converted farmland was updated to reflectdevelopment and entitled property since 2010.
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Environmental Impact Report
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