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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-4 for letters received from agencies, O-1 through O-
4 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 

A1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  8/6/14 2-3 
A2 Fresno Irrigation District 8/7/14 2-13 
A3 County of Fresno Department of Public Health 8/7/14 2-31 
A4 Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 8/8/14 2-35 

Organizations 
O1 Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties, Inc. 7/30/14 2-43 
O2 Brookwood Group, Inc. 8/5/14 2-49 
O3 P-R Farms 8/8/14 2-59 
O4 Wilson Homes 8/8/14 2-63 

Individuals 
I1 Joe and Carol Cusumano 8/7/14 2-73 
I2 Dirk Poeschel 8/8/14 2-81 
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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 
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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. 
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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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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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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. 
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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) 
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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 Project applicants for properties that include 20 acres or more designated Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of  Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland shall be 
required to prepare or fund an agricultural resource evaluation prior to project 
approval. 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. If  the conversion 
is deemed significant, the City shall require mitigation at a 1:1 ratio of  converted 
to preserved acreage, or payment of  its valuation equivalent if  a fee mitigation 
program is established. Conservation mitigation could be achieved alternatively 
through one of  the following programs: 

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. 

2) Implementation of, and compliance with, a local Farmland Preservation 
Plan (FPP), if  adopted by the City. The local FPP shall be adopted in 
consultation with the American Farmland Trust, the County of  Fresno, 
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LAFCo, and any other affected agencies. The FPP 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, 
development impact fees to fund farmland preservation efforts; (d) 
integrating identified mitigation measures into the entitlement process; and 
(e) addressing enforcement through the regulatory environment.  

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 Measure 2-1, 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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LETTER O4 – Wilson Homes (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 2-64 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 2-65 

 

  



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 2-66 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 2-67 

 

 



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 2-68 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 2-69 

 

 



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 2-70 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 2-71 

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 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 Policies: 

 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. 

Open Space and Conservation Element: 
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 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 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 
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. 
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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. 

 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. 
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 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. 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 IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft PEIR. 

Page 1-38, Chapter 1, Executive Summary. The following impact statement in Table 1-4, Summary of  
Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of  Significance After Mitigation, is revised to reflect the edited 
impact statement for Impact 5.17-1. 

 
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 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. 

Potentially significant No feasible mitigation is available. Significant and 
unavoidable 

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 
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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 

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 
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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. 

2-1 Project applicants for properties that include 20 acres or more designated Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of  Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland shall be required to prepare or 
fund an agricultural resource evaluation prior to project approval. 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. If  the 
conversion is deemed significant, the City shall require mitigation at a 1:1 ratio of  converted 
to preserved acreage, or payment of  its valuation equivalent if  a fee mitigation program is 
established. Conservation mitigation could be achieved alternatively through one of  the 
following programs: 

3) 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. 

4) Implementation of, and compliance with, a local Farmland Preservation Plan (FPP), if  
adopted by the City. The local FPP shall be adopted in consultation with the American 
Farmland Trust, the County of  Fresno, LAFCo, and any other affected agencies. The 
FPP 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, development impact fees to fund 
farmland preservation efforts; (d) integrating identified mitigation measures into the 
entitlement process; and (e) addressing enforcement through the regulatory 
environment.  

 

Page 5.3-39, Section 5.3, Air Quality. The following mitigation measure is revised to clarify the intent of  
the measure.  

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 
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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.) 
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• 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. 

 

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. 
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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.  

 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 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. 
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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. 

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) 
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 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 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;  
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• 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. 

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 5.9-32, Section 5.9, Hydrology 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.  
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 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. 

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 5.17-14, 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] 
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