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We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighbarhood.
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Cc: Debbie Nard: _
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We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.

Signature Address

Send your Objection Signature Sheet to: Adrienne.Asadoorian

ce: Debbie Narc: [

By DECEMBER 20, 2024

A




EBE1E il 1 | Mmoo 11l B Y YO0

J
|
)
- L
i _
[ J 14
, ; [ _
] N . 1 g
. - . il
e — ] ,, Lol g Do) Ny WM TN 1h .M ﬂ. I i [ T )










Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)

To: Adrienne.Asadooﬁan@fresno.gov

I am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794, which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment affects multiple areas,
its implications for our neighborhood are particularly concerning,

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in addition to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and Herndon. That rezoning occurred
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from affected residents. Unlike other districts, such as District
6, this area lacks adequate protections for parking and density concems, leaving the community vulnerable to
overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:
1. Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration:
e Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique needs and
existing challenges in our neighborhood.
® There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing issues such as
traffic congestion, safety, and quality of life.
2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:
® Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submitted in
September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed longstanding issues, including
inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation
measures.
Traffic and Safety Concerns:
e  The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions.
e There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times.
® Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle (o navigate the neighborhood's
current infrastructure,
4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:
® Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being.
e The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these
roads and create backups onto Herndon.
5. Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:
e The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment, raising
concerns about its commitment to transparency.
e  High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment would overturn those decisions,
disregarding the will of the community.

Conclusion:

This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards
the valid concemns of residents who have fought for responsible development. The proposed changes would impose
permanent, detrimental impacts on our community; further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.

I respectfully urge the City to reject this amendment. It is imperative that community voices are considered, and that
thoughtful, transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policies.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, wa-\

Name: j_lwm“/ le< Hes Ka ) Address
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RE: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding Parcel P24-00794

December 14, 2024

Dear Ms. Asadoorian:

| am writing to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
regarding Parcel P24-00794 and the reconsideration of Building App. No. P21-00989 that
previously failed to gain approval by Project Review Committee, the Fresno Planning
Commission, and the City Council for numerous problematic issues.. The 82 unit 3 and 4 story
apartment complex at Herndon Avenue and N. Prospect Avenue as proposed should not be
built as currently planned for a number of significant reasons that present several potential
risks and liability for future residents of the facility.

These include:

1. Building evacuation in case of fire,

2. Access to the proposed project off Prospect by the fire department,

3. Safe pedestrian pathways from the proposed project to the H. Roger Tatarian elementary
school,

4. Increased traffic thru the poorly configured and too small traffic circle on Prospect, north of
Herndon, and

5. Inadequate parking spaces for the proposed complex.

The developer’s representative at the Planning Commission meeting stated that the target
clientele of the proposed project would be senior citizens. Many elderly individuals have
limited mobility and some seniors are easily confused when placed in stressful situations,
particularly if they have mild dementia. During a building evacuation because of fire when
elevator use is prohibited, many senior citizens may be unable to quickly negotiate third and
fourth floor stairways to move to safety outside the buildings. In addition

, the four-story portion will not have windows on the eastern side of the building thereby
limiting rescue access by firefighters using ladder trucks.

N. Prospect Avenue itself is too narrow at the level of the tiny turn-around circle to
accommodate a pickup truck towing a moderate-sized trailer. | question the ability of a fire
ladder truck to negotiate a turn into the proposed complex especially if and when facility
residents are attempting to move their vehicles to safety. These difficulties would certainly
delay both fire fighter evacuations of facility residents and delay implementation of fire fighting
efforts.

Despite the developer’s belief that the proposed complex would be largely inhabited by senior
citizens, one must assume that given its proximity to an elementary school, any number of
families with children would also be residents of the complex. Safe pedestrian pathways do
not exist currently between the proposed complex and H. Roger Tatarian elementary school;
rather children would need to either walk along the gravel shoulder of the narrow two lane
portion of N. Valentine Avenue that parallels Herndon Avenue or traverse the open field north of
that side road. Placing those young children at risk from drivers hurrying to work along the
already congested road seems unwise when increased traffic along N. Prospect from the
proposed complex must be assumed.



The poorly designed connection of N. Valentine Avenue to Herndon Avenue, where N. Valentine
becomes a frontage road that enters Prospect Avenue from the West, has already created a
significant obstacle to the smooth flow of traffic from N. Valentine onto Herndon Avenue.
Complicating the flow of traffic further at N. Prospect and Herndon by adding additional traffic
from an 82 unit apartment complex will lead to undue congestion and innumerable fender-
bender accidents along N. Prospect.

One must expect that most of the target clientele (senior citizens) of the proposed project will
be moving into the apartments to “down-size” their remaining years and will have two vehicles
or the residents will be working parents with two vehicles. The proposed apartment complex
does not have adequate parking facilities to accommodate even 150 vehicles, much less 164
cars and trucks. Local street parking lacks the capacity to support more than a few extra
vehicles.

May | suggest that several changes be made to either or both the proposed complex or the
surrounding street traffic infrastructure. Certainly, anticipating the numerous problems noted
above and providing solutions prospectively would seem wise. | remember that the traffic
signal at Marks and Herndon Avenue was constructed to replace the 4-way stop signs only
after a Supervisor’s teenage daughter was killed in a traffic accident at that intersection.
Prospectively dealing with the above mentioned problems might save lives in the future.

| humbly suggest several potential solutions:

1. Down-size the proposed project to a maximum of two-story buildings

2. Move the entrance and exit from the proposed complex to W. Fir Avenue instead of N.
Prospect Avenue.

3. Widen the frontage road portion of N. Valentine Avenue that parallels Herndon Avenue and
add a sidewalk along the northern portion of that road and along N. Prospect Avenue while
widening N. Prospect Avenue itself along with the construction of a larger traffic turning
circle to N. Prospect Avenue.

4. Maintain or increase the number of parking spaces in the proposed complex despite down-
sizing the number of proposed housing units themselves.

These corrective suggestions surely might be implemented by either the city or the developer

of Parcel Number P24-00794 if the City of Fresno were concerned for any future residents of

any development project on the aforementioned parcel of land.

In conclusion, | strenuously object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration as a city wide code amendment and more specifically for application of any such
declaration in regard to Parcel Number P24-00794 for the reasons stated above because
development of the parcel per Building App. No. P21-00989 without significant corrective
measures would place future resident adults and their children at significant risk of injury.

Yours Sincerely,

Virgil M. Airola



From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian
Subject: Object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel Number P24-00794
Date: Thursday, December 19, 2024 6:27:33 AM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone.

We object to the ministerial zoning that "meets the City's development code." There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multi family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the
park to be from day 1. It should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these "neighborhood parks
have become regional parks." It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing:

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood.

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect
and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school.It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed in the subject line We object to
the text

code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood. Please consider these
our official signatures for objection.

Kellie Romero

Paul Romero



Sent from my iPhone



December 11, 2024

Mrs. Adrienne Assadoorian, Planner
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

RE:  Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes SENT VIA EMAIL -
(Parcel Number P24-00794) Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

Dear Mrs. Assadoorian,

[ am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
related to Parcel Number P24-00794, which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this
amendment affects multiple areas, its implications for our neighborhood are particularly
concerning.

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in
addition to the one parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and
Herndon. That rezoning occurred during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from
affected residents. Unlike other districts, such as District 6, this area lacks adequate protections for
parking and density concerns, leaving the community vulnerable to overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:

1. Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration:
o Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique
needs and existing challenges in our neighborhood.
e There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing
issues such as traffic congestion, safety, and quality of life.

2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:

o Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures
submitted in September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed
longstanding issues, including inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road
infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation measures.



3. Traffic and Safety Concerns:

o The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate
access roads, already causes significant congestion. Increased density will only
worsen these conditions.

o There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further
endangering students during peak traffic times.

e Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the
neighborhood's current infrastructure.

4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:
e Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly
affect residents’” well-being.
o The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further
congest these roads and create backups onto Herndon.

5. Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:
o The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this
amendment, raising concerns about its commitment to transparency.
o High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project
Review Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment
would overturn those decisions, disregarding the will of the community.

Conclusion:

This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their
neighborhoods and disregards the valid concerns of residents who have fought for responsible
development. The proposed changes would impose permanent, detrimental impacts on our
community; further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.

I respectfully urge the City to reject this amendment. It is imperative that community voices are
considered, and that thoughttful, transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policies.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Respectfully,

1t Nelson



OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentiaily a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6.

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’s development code.” There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make muiti family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROQOUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
sighatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the
park to be from day 1. it should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn’t been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing.

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “too old”

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary schooi. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one.” The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that
DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was “was

this something you received in the mail?” We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density muiti family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public’s right to participate in addressing development
in their own communities it should be denied.


















Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6. |

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’s development code.” There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make muiti family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMERQOUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signhatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024, These
sighatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadeguate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the
park to be from day 1. it should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally builf. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn’t been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regionai parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the'Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing:

3) The small short street {Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABQUT and
unworkable traffic flow on.one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelied by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “{oo old.”

4} Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcet
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighbo‘rhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new devefopments and
the propcse'd new ones for children to walk to their elementary schooi. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one The neighborhood is
aiready choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even mere traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhcod
NOW,

7} Noise and Air Poliution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder sireets on
proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue. '

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that
DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lenigths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was "was
this something you received in the maii?” We neverreceived any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment
would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public’s right to participate in addressing development
in their own communities it should be denied. '






Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even thoughitis a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministeral zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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From: I
To: Adrienne oorian

Subject: Objection letter.
Date: Friday, December 20, 2024 2:35:27 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments
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Sent from my iPhone



From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian
Subject: Objection letter
Date: Thursday, December 19, 2024 3:28:57 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

I object to the NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION with application
number P24-00794 for a citywide text code amendment.

We have been fighting multi family development in our neighborhood for the past four years. A parcel was rezoned
for multi family in 2015 during a citywide rezone. This was also done during the Christmas holiday season and
approved by the city council in early 2015.

The public was only notified of this amendment in a small ad in the classified section of the Fresno Bee. This may
comply with the Municipal Code, but as was pointed out at the City Council meeting last July, most of us do not
subscribe to the Bee and fewer read the public notices. The City uses many forms of communication when they
want the public to know about something. The Municipal Code should be updated. My husband found this in the
Planning Department notices only because he checked on the listed notice. If we had not specifically requested to
receive the notices by going down to city hall we never would have known about this.

I further object to the fact that our elected city representatives were aware of this text amendment when we were at
the City Council hearing on July 25th of this year. This amendment would totally undermine all of our
neighborhood objections on the parcel in question.

We are citizens who have to try to keep track of these things ourselves. We do not have community activists from
non profit organizations or non profit legal firms representing us.

I doubt it is just luck that these proposals and meetings almost always coincide with the holidays when they think
the public will be busy.

This text amendment went out to the various Project Review Committees in August and September which was
shortly after the City Council voted in July. It certainly appears that our elected officials and city management do
not want us to find out about these things until it is too late.

We have repeatedly outlined the issues with traffic, parking, inadequate and unworkable roads, and public safety
access into the existing neighborhood at peak times. This amendment would eliminate any opposition to zoning
changes without consideration of the impact on the neighborhood.

We also highly object to having the representation process eliminated. We worked very hard for our homes. We
want our government to be transparent and have our voices heard.

Many recent state policies have been responsible for billions of wasted taxpayer dollars. Many more have not
worked. We do not want our neighborhood to be the victim of an unproven state policy that will be PERMANENT
once it is adopted. When the obvious problems arise the city officials will throw up their hands and claim unforeseen
circumstances.

I would ask you to not approve this text amendment which eliminates the voice of the people in the development
process which is already secretive enough.

If this amendment is adopted I would ask that the undeveloped parcels between Marks and Milburn on Herndon Ave
be removed or excluded from this amendment.



Thank you for your consideration.
Debbie Nard
Sent from my iPad



OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6. |

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’s development code.” There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make muliti family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what theyv planned the
park to be from day 1. it should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn’t been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing.

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “too old”

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one.” The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW,

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for hew developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that

DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was “was

this something you received in the mail?” We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public’s right to participate in addressmg development
in their own communities it should be denied.






OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6. |

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’s development code.” There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make muliti family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what theyv planned the
park to be from day 1. it should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn’t been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing.

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “too old”

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one.” The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW,

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for hew developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that

DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was “was

this something you received in the mail?” We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public’s right to participate in addressmg development
in their own communities it should be denied.






Objection Signature Sheet

We oioject to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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Send your Objection Signature Sheet to: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

Cc: Debbie Nard: _

By DECEMBER 20, 2024







Objection Signature Sheet

We dbject to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text .
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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Cc: Debbie Nard:_

By DECEMBER 20, 2024



Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.

Signature Address
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Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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Send your Objection Signature Sheet to: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

Cc: Debbie Nard: _

By DECEMBER 20, 2024




From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian
Subject: Objection to Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration P-2400794
Date: Thursday, December 19, 2024 9:48:32 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

I am objecting to this proposal as it will remove the opportunity to voice our legitimate
concerns regarding infrastructure, traffic, parking and public safety on the parcels deemed
eligible by the proposal.

The community where my husband and I have lived for several years has recently navigated
the process of having a property rezoned without our community's knowledge. When the
proposed development for the rezoned property was made public, the neighbors voiced their
concerns regarding infrastructure, traffic and public safety in front of the Fresno Planning
Commission and The Fresno City Council. Both voted against the proposed development.
During this process, the city management refused to come out to look at the traffic congestion
after being asked to do so by the neighbors.

The public's input is necessary to ensure responsible development and those neighbors living
in the potentially impacted communities have their voices heard!!!!

I would ask that this proposal be denied in total, or at least remove the properties on Herndon
between Marks and Millburn from the list of properties eligible for this action.

Respectfully submitted,

Paula Moradian



From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian

Cc:

Subject: Objection to Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration P-2400794
Date: Wednesday, December 18, 2024 8:51:10 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

I am objecting to this proposal as it is yet another measure that will reduce local control over building in the various
parts of the city. This proposal would effectively eliminate the input from neighboring properties on the parcels
deemed eligible by this proposal.

Just in my neighborhood there are parcels that have been requested for rezone to build housing. The neighbors have
raised their objections due to lack of infrastructures in the area. There is currently litigation over one development.
This proposal would effectively overturn the decision from the Project Review Committee, the Planning
Commission, and the City Council.

The Planning Department never considers the impact on the surrounding properties in making their determinations.
By allowing housing development on property zoned office invites a multitude of problems with traffic, parking,
and public safety.

I would ask that this proposal be denied in total, or at least remove the properties on Herndon between Marks and
Milburn from the list of properties eligible for this action.

Thank you for your consideration.

Dennis Nard.

Sent from my iPad



OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6. |

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’s development code.” There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or

this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are

multi family housing:
3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long

says those promises from the city are “too old.”
4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one.” The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that

DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was “was

this something you received in the mail?” We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public’s right to participate in addressing development
in their own communities it should be denied.



Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text .
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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Send your Objection Signature Sheet to: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov
Cc: Debbie Nard: _

By DECEMBER 20, 2024



From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian

Subject: Objection to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel Number P24-00794
Date: Friday, December 20, 2024 2:30:47 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

Dear Adrienne

My wife and | are objecting to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated
Negative Declaration listed

with Parcel Number P 24 -0 0 7 9 4 even though it is a city wide text
code amendment.

This text code amendment would affect three parcels in our
neighborhood that are currently zoned for office space.

We already have one parcel zoned for high density, multi family. This
parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 20-30
rezone

during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

We object to the ministerial zoning that "meets the City's development
code."

« There is no planning involved with this code.

« The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the
development.

« The planners and city council do not consider the preservation
and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multifamily development
in our neighborhood
impractical.

The following issues were pointed out to the Planning Department
regarding proposed high density housing on Parcel Number P24 —



00794:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for
what they planned the

park to be from day 1. It should be noted that original property owners
paid park fees and had to

wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman
Karbassi has acknowledged

this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that
these "neighborhood parks

have become regional parks." It should be noted that the Pickleball
courts at Orchid Park are

one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely
accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new
developments. The parking

requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department
are totally inadequate for

multifamily housing:

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED
ROUNDABOUT and

unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the
neighborhood. The city has long

promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the
park. It was promised again

when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the
park. Just this year it was

considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget
hearing. Jerry Dyer now

says those promises from the city are "too old."

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of
people avoiding Prospect

and using Brawley Ave instead. Again, the city is adding higher density
on each parcel

leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to



handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood
has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing
new developments and

the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school.
The City Manager,

Georgeanne White says that, "they are not required to provide one."
The neighborhood is

already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not
safe for children to

navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles . Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles
have trouble navigating the

roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot
access the neighborhood

NOW.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was
when the neighborhood

was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks
away. Sirens, gunning

engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the
two main feeder streets on

proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the
congestion on these streets at

peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along
with many other policies that

DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent
once they are built no matter

what problems they cause.



High density, multi-family housing has already been rejected by the
Project Review Committee,

the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment
would basically overturn

those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has apartments,
townhomes and single family housing. This amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this
issue.

This amendment will further erode the public's right to participate in
addressing development

in their neighborhoods and should be denied.

Best regards

Scott Nichols and Janet Nichols

evarL: I



Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)
To: Adrienne Asadoorian@fresno.gov

I am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794, which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment affects multiple areas,
its implications for our neighborhood are particularly concerning.

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in addition to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and Hemdon. That rezoning occurred
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from affected residents. Unlike other districts, such as District
6, this area lacks adequate protections for parking and density concerns, leaving the community vulnerable to
overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:

1 « Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration:
* Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique needs and existing
challenges in our neighborhood.
® There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing issues such as traffic
congestion, safety, and quality of life.

2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:

* Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submitted in
September 2021 and May 2024-—the City has not addressed longstanding issues, including
inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation
measures.

3 + Traffic and Safety Concerns:
* The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions,
* There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times.
* Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the neighborhood's
current infrastructure,

4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:
* Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being.
* The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these roads
and create backups onto Herndon.

5. Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:
* The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment, raising
concerns about its commitment to transparency.
* High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment would overturn those decisions,
disregarding the will of the community.
Conclusion:
This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards
the valid concerns of residents who have fought for responsible development, The proposed changes would impose
permanent, detrimental impacts on our community; further eroding trust in the City’s planning process
I respectfully urge the City to reject this amendment, It is imperative that community voices are considered, and that
thoughtful, transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policies.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Name: Address:




Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.

Signature Address

Send your Objection Signature Sheet to: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

Cc: Debbie Nard: _

By DECEMBER 20, 2024




To whom it may concern,

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and potentially a number
of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density multi family. This parcel at Prospect and
Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby
residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like were done in
District 6.

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’s development code” There is no planning involved

with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or future problems that might be
exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council do not consider the preservation and character of
the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multi family development in this neighborhood impractical. We
have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS occasions starting with emails to Councilman
Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We delivered 929 signatures to the Planning
Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1. Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the park to be from
day 1. It should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to wait 10 or more years for
the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged this problem but it hasn’t been fixed.
Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks have become regional parks?” It should be noted
that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely
accommodates this.

2. No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking requirements
listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for multi family housing;

3. The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and unworkable traffic

- . flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long promised to run Fir through

to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again when Leo Wilson built a large housing
development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was considered but then canceled by Councilman Karbassi
at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now says those promises from the city are “too old”

4. Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect and using
Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel leading to roads through the
neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With each new development the quality of life in
the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5. School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and the proposed new
ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager, Georgeanne White says that, “they
are not required to provide one” The neighborhood is already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop
off times. It is not safe for children to navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6. Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the roundabout and
when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood NOW.

7. Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood was developed.
There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning engines, and just the heavier
traffic can be heard blocks away.







Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)

To: Adrienne. Asadoorian@fresno.gov

I am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794. which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment affects multiple areas.
its implications for our neighborhood are particularly concerning.

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in addition to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and Herndon. That rezoning occurred
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from affected residents. Unlike other districts. such as District
6, this area lacks adequate protections for parking and density concerns, leaving the community vulnerable to
overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:

1 . Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration:
= Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique needs and existing
challenges in our neighborhood.
* There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing issues such as traffic
congestion, safety, and quality of life.

2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:
¢ Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submitted in
September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed longstanding issues. including
inadequate parking at Orchid Park. poor road infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation
measures.

3 . Traffic and Safety Concerns:
* The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions.
* There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times.
* Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the neighborhood's
current infrastructure.

4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:
* Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being.
* The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these roads
and create backups onto Herndon.

5 . Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:
¢ The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment. raising
concerns about its commitment to transparency.
* High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Committee.
Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment would overturn those decisions.
disregarding the will of the community.
Conclusion:
This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards
the valid concerns of residents who have fought for responsible development. The proposed changes would impose
permanent, detrimental impacts on our community: further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.
I respectfully urge the City to reject this amendment. It is imperative that community voices are considered, and that
thoughtful, transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policics.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Name: ” Address:
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2907 S. Maple Avenue
Fresno, California 93725-2208
Telephone: (559) 233-7161
Fax: (559) 233-8227

CONVEYANCE. COMMITMENT. CUSTOMER SERVICE.

December 3, 2024

Adrienne Asadoorian

Planning and Development
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor
Fresno, CA 93721

RE: Text Amendment Application P24-00794
Dear Ms. Asadoorian:

The Fresno Irrigation District (FID) has reviewed Text Amendment Application P24-00794 which
proposes an amendment to approve proposed office to dwelling conversion in the O zone
district within existing buildings, multi-unit residential development in the RM-1, RM-2, and RM-3
zone districts (housing near bus stops), multi-unit residential uses in NMX, CMX, RMX, CMS,
and CR zone districts (infill residential development in mixed use zones), new standalone multi-
unit residential development in the O zone district (new residential development on office
parcels). FID has the following comments and conditions:

Summary of Development Requirements Impacting FID Facilities:
e Review and Approval of all Plans/Maps

Grant of Easement(s)

Canal Bank/Pipeline Improvements

Execute additional Agreement(s), if necessary

Project Fees

No Encroachments (i.e. trees, monuments, fences, PUE, etc.)

1. FID does not object to the amendment provided the City continues to require/support
FID development requirements when impacted. FID would strongly oppose any
amendment that would limit/restrict or otherwise hinder its ability to protect, utilize and
maintain its facilities.

2. The proposed broadening of residential development may negatively impact local
groundwater supplies. Under current circumstances the City of Fresno area is
experiencing a modest but continuing groundwater overdraft. Should the proposed
expansion of residential development result in a conversion from imported surface water
to groundwater, this deficit will increase. FID suggests the City of Fresno require the
residential developments balance anticipated groundwater use with sufficient recharge
of imported surface water in order to preclude increasing the area’s existing groundwater
overdraft.
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Adrienne Asadoorian
Re: P24-00794
December 3, 2024
Page 2 of 2

3. California enacted landmark legislation in 2014 known as the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA). The act requires the formation of local groundwater
sustainability agencies (GSAs) that must assess conditions in their local water basins
and adopt locally-based management plans. FID and the City of Fresno are members of
the North Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency which will manage the groundwater
basin within the FID service area. This area is completely reliant on groundwater
pumping and SGMA will impact all users of groundwater and those who rely on it. The
City of Fresno should consider the impacts of broadening residential development on the
City’s ability to comply with requirements of SGMA.

Thank you for submitting this for our review. We appreciate the opportunity to review and
comment on the subject documents for the proposed project. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact Chris Lundeen at (559) 233-7161 extension 7410 or
clundeen@fresnoirrigation.com.

Sincerely,

o

Laurence Kimura, P.E.
Chief Engineer

Attachment
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OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6.

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’s development code” There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multi family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the
park to be from day 1. it should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing.

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “too old*

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
jeading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one.” The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard biocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on

proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that

DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was “was

this something you received in the mail?" We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public’s right to participate in addressing development
in their own communities it should be denied.



Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.

Signature Address

Send your Objection Signature Sheet to: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

Cc: Debbie Nard: _

By DECEMBER 20, 2024




OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6.

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City's development code” There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multi family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the
park to be from day 1. It should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn’t been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing.

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “too old”

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one” The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that
DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was “was

this something you received in the mail?” We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment
would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public's right to participate in addressing development
in their own communities it should be denied.



Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel-
Number P24 00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that ould allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.
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Send your Objection Signature Sheet to: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

By DECEMBER 20, 2024



December 11, 2024
Larry Fleming

To; Adrienne Asadoorian, City of Fresno

I would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city-wide text code amendment.

Sierra Sky Park is unique. It is the first community in the United States, ever built around
aviation. It was built in 1946, far north of Fresno, with wide open spaces and farmland
surrounding it. The founders of Sierra Sky Park built a community that safely promoted aviation
and prevented any potential problems with a densely populated urban area. It is important to
remember that Sierra Sky Park was there first. Fresno has grown over the many years and now
borders Sierra Sky Park, slowly and surely encroaching on its way of life; aviation. Although | do
not live at Sierra Sky Park, | like airplanes. | love seeing them land and take-off and so do many
of my friends. We enjoy the day-to-day operation and events sponsored by the community of
Sierra Sky Park. Sierra Sky Park is not just a place for pilots; it is also a place for the general
public to watch and enjoy flying; a place where mom and dad take the kids to show them real
airplanes, up close. My two sons were even invited to take a flight there when they were
young. Sierra Sky Park is one of Fresno’s jewels.

| am concerned to hear that there is a proposal to rezone land around Sierra Sky Park,
which may threaten its operations. If this new zoning plan is approved, | believe it will set the
scene for future conflict; expensive lawsuits, complaints, and possible safety issues. It will be a
lose/lose situation for the Sky Park, for the residences of any new development, and for the City
of Fresno. Why would the City of Fresno consider changing an already adopted land use plan; a
costly plan that had been thoroughly studied, agreed upon and makes sense? There are plenty
of other places in our city to build apartments, but there is only one Sierra Sky Park.

The Community of Sierra Sky Park realizes that the city will continue to grow and that
stuff is going to be built around the airport. They only want to make sure that development
goes according to the existing land use plan and will not threaten the core of the neighborhood;
flying. | urge the City of Fresno to work with the people of Sierra Sky Park and only allow
development around the airport that is consistent with the its ability to operate.

Sincerely,
Larry Fleming



RIVER PARK PROPERTIES I
Lance-Kashian & Company
265 E. River Park Circle, Suite 420
Fresno, California 93720
Phone (559) 438-4800 Facsimile (559) 438-4802

September 27, 2023 Via: Electronic Mail

Ms. Jennifer Clark, Director

City of Fresno, Development and Resource Management
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043,

Fresno, CA 93721

Re: Proposal to Expand Development Code Amendment to Allow Multifamily
Housing on Vacant Properties Planned and Zoned for Office Use

Dear M},G*a'rﬁ;

| hope all is g with you as we enter the beautiful Fall weather. It is my understanding
that the Development and Resource Management department is initiating a Development
Code amendment that would permit multifamily residential development on properties
planned and zoned for office uses. As | understand, the amendment is intended to apply to
existing vacant office buildings only, and its primary purpose is to increase the availability of
much needed housing in our community.

| would respectfully request that you consider expanding this amendment to allow multifamily
housing on vacant properties planned and zoned for office uses. As a longtime experienced
commercial property developer, owner, and manager and because of progressively
changing office work habits and ever improving off-site work technology, | am convinced the
City has an overabundance of planned future office space. | sincerely believe this proposal
will maximize the use of vacant land and better help the city achieve its General Plan infill
and housing goals while significantly reducing vehicle trips and air pollution. We have
developed a site plan for a seven-story residential project at the intersection of Friant Road
and Fresno Street and | would very much like to meet and present it to you. We understand
that our proposal could be viewed as too broad, given the hundreds of vacant acres planned
for office use. However, | believe the amendment can be structured to achieve the outcomes
described above.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Slncerel, ‘

Pread ent

SGl/lc

cc. Mr. Edward M. Kashian



Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)
To: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

I am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794, which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment affects multiple areas,
its implications for our neighborhood are particularly concerning.

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in addition to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and Herndon. That rezoning occurred
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from affected residents. Unlike other districts, such as District
6, this area lacks adequate protections for parking and density concerns, leaving the community vulnerable to
overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:
1. Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration:

Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique needs and
existing challenges in our neighborhood.

There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing issues such as
traffic congestion, safety, and quality of life.

2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:

] Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submitted in
September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed longstanding issues, including
inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation
measures.

3. Traffic and Safety Concerns:

The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions.

There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times.

Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the neighborhood's
current infrastructure.

4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:

Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being.

The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these
roads and create backups onto Herndon.

5. Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:

[ The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment, raising
concerns about its commitment to transparency.

[ High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment would overturn those decisions,
disregarding the will of the community.

Conclusion:

This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards
the valid concerns of residents who have fought for responsible development. The proposed changes would impose
permanent, detrimental impacts on our community; further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.

I respectfully urge the City to reject this amendment. It is imperative that community voices are considered, and that
thoughtful, transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policies.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,



Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)
To: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

I am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794, which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment affects multiple areas,
its implications for our neighborhood are particularly concerning.

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in addition to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and Herndon. That rezoning occurred
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from affected residents. Unlike other districts, such as District
6, this area lacks adequate protections for parking and density concerns, leaving the community vulnerable to
overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:
1. Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration:

e  Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique needs and
existing challenges in our neighborhood.

e There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing issues such as
traffic congestion, safety, and quality of life.

2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:

e Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submitted in
September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed longstanding issues, including
inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation
measures.

3. Traffic and Safety Concerns:

e The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions.

e There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times.

e Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the neighborhood's
current infrastructure.

4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:

e Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being.

e The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these
roads and create backups onto Herndon.

5. Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:

e The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment, raising
concerns about its commitment to transparency.

e High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment would overturn those decisions,
disregarding the will of the community.

Conclusion:

This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards
the valid concerns of residents who have fought for responsible development. The proposed changes would impose
permanent, detrimental impacts on our community; further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.

I respectfully urge the City to reject this amendment. It is imperative that community voices are considered, and that
thoughtful, transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policies.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

l\h

Name: PeterNunez 7 TVWMIZ—— v



OBJECTIONS

wWe would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for office and
potentiaily a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6.

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City's development code.”" There is no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future probiems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multi family development in this neighborhood
impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS occasions starting
with emails to Counciiman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the
park to be from day 1. it should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
muiti family housing.

3) The small short street {(Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “too old”

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the guality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one." The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that
DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was "was
this something you received in the mail?" We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment
would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public’s right to participate in addressing development
in their own communities it should be denied.






Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)

\dnrnemne Asadoonan/ @ lresno. goy

| am wnting to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794, which s part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment aflTects multiple areas

s imphcations tor our neighborhood are particularly conceming

[ his amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in addition to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multufamily housing at Prospect and Hemdon. That rezoning occurred
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from afTected residents. Unlike other districts, such as Distnct
6, this arca lacks adequate protections for parking and density concerns, leaving the commumty vulnerable to
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Specific Concerns:

l . Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration
* Ministenial zoning that "meets the City’s development code"” disregards the unique needs and existing

challenges in our neighborhood
* There has been no eflort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing 1ssues such as traflic

congestion, safety, and quality of hife

L. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:
* Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submutted i
September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed longstanding issues, mncluding
inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road infrastructure, and nsuflicient traffic mitigation

MCAasures

J. Traffic and Safety Concerns
* The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with madequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions
* There 1s no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times
* Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the neighborhood's

current infrastructure.

4. Environmental and Quality-of- Life Impacts:
* Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being
* The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these roads

and create backups onto Herndon

5. Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:
* The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment, raising
concerns about 1ts commitment to transparency.
* [ligh-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Commuttee,
Planning Commussion, and City Council. This amendment would overturm those decisions,

disregarding the will of the community.

Conclusion:
[his amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards

the vahd concemns of residents who have fought for responsible development. The proposed changes would impose

permanent, detrimental impacts on our community; further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.

[ respectfully urge the City to reject this amendgignt. It 1s imperative that community voices are considered, and that

thoughtful, transparent planning takes precege
[hank vou for your attention to this matt

policies.

Sincerely,
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Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)
To: Adrienne Asadoonan/@ fresno.gov

| am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794, which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment affects multiple areas.
its implications for our neighborhood are particularly concerning.

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially othcrfi n mlqun to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and Herndon. l.hat' rezoning occ'urrgd
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from affected residents. Unlike other districts, such as District

6. this area lacks adequate protections for parking and density concerns, leaving the community vulnerable to
overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:

l . Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration: .
* Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique needs and existing

challenges in our neighborhood. | o
* There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing issues such as tratlic

congestion, safety, and quality of life.

2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration: .
* Despite numerous emails. meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submitted 1n
September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed longstanding issues, including
inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation
measures.

3 . Iraffic and Safety Concerns:

* The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions.

* There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times.

* Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the neighborhood's
current infrastructure.

4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:
* Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being.
* The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these roads
and create backups onto Herndon.

5 . Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:

* The City has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment. raising
concerns about its commitment to transparency.

* High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment would overturn those decisions,
disregarding the will of the community.

Conclusion:

This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards
the valid concerns of residents who have fought for responsible development. The proposed changes would IMpose
permanent. detrimental impacts on our community: further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.

I respectfully urge the City to reject this amendment. It is imperative that community voices are considered. and that
thoughtful. transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policies.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerelv.
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Name Address:
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From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian

Subject: I Object to the city"s intent about Parcel Number P24-00794
Date: Tuesday, December 10, 2024 9:48:31 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

| couldn't say it better than the Objections listed below, written by my
neighbor.
| agree with all these points.

Particularly, | find it unscrupulous to try to push these zoning issues through
at holiday time. | think "Shame on you."

OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration listed

with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.
This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood that are currently zoned for
office and

potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high
density

multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030
rezone

during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and
density like

were done in District 6.

We object to the ministerial zoning that "meets the City's development code." There
is no

planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any
existing or

future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and
city council

do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multi family development in this
neighborhood

impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROUS
occasions starting

with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous



meetings. We

delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May
2024. These

signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they
planned the

park to be from day 1. It should be noted that original property owners paid park
fees and had to

wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has
acknowledged

this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these
"neighborhood parks

have become regional parks." It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid
Park are

one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.
2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments.
The parking

requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally
inadequate for

multi family housing:

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED
ROUNDABOUT and

unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The
city has long

promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was
promised again

when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this
year it was

considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry
Dyer now

says those promises from the city are "too old."

4) Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people
avoiding Prospect

and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each
parcel

leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that
traffic. With

each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has
deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new
developments and

the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City
Manager,



Georgeanne White says that, "they are not required to provide one." The
neighborhood is

already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for
children to

navigate alone which generates even more traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble
navigating the

roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the
neighborhood

NOW.

7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the
neighborhood

was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away.
Sirens, gunning

engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main
feeder streets on

proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these
streets at

peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many
other policies that

DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are
built no matter

what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths
to keep this

from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the
response was ""was

this something you received in the mail?" We never received any answer as to what
this was

going to do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems
brought forth to

them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review
Committee,

the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would
basically overturn

those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This
amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite
a secretive,



abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public's right to participate in addressing
development

in their own communities it should be denied.

Nadine Brubaker Howell
Fresno, CA



From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian
Subject: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding Parcel P24-00794
Date: Saturday, December 14, 2024 10:46:01 AM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

December 14, 2024

RE: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding Parcel P24-00794

Dear Ms. Asadoorian:

I am writing to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding Parcel P24-00794 and the
reconsideration of Building App. No. P21-00989 that previously failed to gain approval by Project Review Committee, the Fresno
Planning Commission, and the City Council for numerous problematic issues.. The 82 unit 3 and 4 story apartment complex at Herndon
Avenue and N. Prospect Avenue as proposed should not be built as currently planned for a number of significant reasons that present
several potential risks and liability for future residents of the facility.

These include:

. Building evacuation in case of fire,

. Access to the proposed project off Prospect by the fire department,

. Safe pedestrian pathways from the proposed project to the H. Roger Tatarian elementary school,

. Increased traffic thru the poorly configured and too small traffic circle on Prospect, north of Herndon, and
. Inadequate parking spaces for the proposed complex.

[ N R

The developer’s representative at the Planning Commission meeting stated that the target clientele of the proposed project would be
senior citizens. Many elderly individuals have limited mobility and some seniors are easily confused when placed in stressful situations,
particularly if they have mild dementia. During a building evacuation because of fire when elevator use is prohibited, many senior
citizens may be unable to quickly negotiate third and fourth floor stairways to move to safety outside the buildings. In addition

, the four-story portion will not have windows on the eastern side of the building thereby limiting rescue access by firefighters using
ladder trucks.

N. Prospect Avenue itself is too narrow at the level of the tiny turn-around circle to accommodate a pickup truck towing a moderate-sized
trailer. I question the ability of a fire ladder truck to negotiate a turn into the proposed complex especially if and when facility residents
are attempting to move their vehicles to safety. These difficulties would certainly delay both fire fighter evacuations of facility residents
and delay implementation of fire fighting efforts.

Despite the developer’s belief that the proposed complex would be largely inhabited by senior citizens, one must assume that given its
proximity to an elementary school, any number of families with children would also be residents of the complex. Safe pedestrian
pathways do not exist currently between the proposed complex and H. Roger Tatarian elementary school; rather children would need to
either walk along the gravel shoulder of the narrow two lane portion of N. Valentine Avenue that parallels Herndon Avenue or traverse
the open field north of that side road. Placing those young children at risk from drivers hurrying to work along the already congested
road seems unwise when increased traffic along N. Prospect from the proposed complex must be assumed.

The poorly designed connection of N. Valentine Avenue to Herndon Avenue, where N. Valentine becomes a frontage road that enters
Prospect Avenue from the West, has already created a significant obstacle to the smooth flow of traffic from N. Valentine onto Herndon
Avenue. Complicating the flow of traffic further at N. Prospect and Herndon by adding additional traffic from an 82 unit apartment
complex will lead to undue congestion and innumerable fender-bender accidents along N. Prospect.

One must expect that most of the target clientele (senior citizens) of the proposed project will be moving into the apartments to “down-
size” their remaining years and will have two vehicles or the residents will be working parents with two vehicles. The proposed



apartment complex does not have adequate parking facilities to accommodate even 150 vehicles, much less 164 cars and trucks. Local
street parking lacks the capacity to support more than a few extra vehicles.

May I suggest that several changes be made to either or both the proposed complex or the surrounding street traffic infrastructure.
Certainly, anticipating the numerous problems noted above and providing solutions prospectively would seem wise. I remember that the
traffic signal at Marks and Herndon Avenue was constructed to replace the 4-way stop signs only after a Supervisor’s teenage daughter
was killed in a traffic accident at that intersection. Prospectively dealing with the above mentioned problems might save lives in the
future.

I humbly suggest several potential solutions:

1. Down-size the proposed project to a maximum of two-story buildings

2. Move the entrance and exit from the proposed complex to W. Fir Avenue instead of N. Prospect Avenue.

3. Widen the frontage road portion of N. Valentine Avenue that parallels Herndon Avenue and add a sidewalk along the northern
portion of that road and along N. Prospect Avenue while widening N. Prospect Avenue itself along with the construction of a
larger traffic turning circle to N. Prospect Avenue.

4. Maintain or increase the number of parking spaces in the proposed complex despite down-sizing the number of proposed
housing units themselves.

These corrective suggestions surely might be implemented by either the city or the developer of Parcel Number P24-00794 if the City of
Fresno were concerned for any future residents of any development project on the aforementioned parcel of land.

In conclusion, I strenuously object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration as a city wide code amendment and
more specifically for application of any such declaration in regard to Parcel Number P24-00794 for the reasons stated above because
development of the parcel per Building App. No. P21-00989 without significant corrective measures would place future resident adults
and their children at significant risk of injury.

Yours Sincerely,

Virgil M. Airola



From:

To: Adrienne A: rian

Cc:

Subject: Objection to the Notice of Intent re:Parcel#P24-00794
Date: Saturday, December 14, 2024 2:38:00 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

Please see attached letter. Thank you for your assistance and consideration.



OBJECTIONS

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed
with Parcel Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment.

This would affect three parcels in our neighberhoed that are currently zoned for office and
potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned for high density
multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone
during the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents.

Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with provisions to revisit parking and density like
were done in District 6.

We object to the ministerial zoning that “meets the City’'s development code. Thereis no
planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not consider any existing or
future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city council
do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood.

The City has created the problems that make multi family development in this neighborhood
impractical, We have made the City aware of these problems on NUMEROQOUS occasions starting
with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019, We have attended numerous meetings. We
delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024, These
signatures were attached to a document that noted:

1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was inadequate for what they planned the
park to be from day 1. It should be noted that original property owners paid park fees and had to
wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these “neighborhood parks
have become regional parks.” It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are
one of the most popular in the city. The parking lot often barely accommodates this.

2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new developments. The parking
requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally inadequate for
multi family housing.

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and
unworkable traffic flow on one of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long
promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue when they build the park. It was promised again
when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the park. Just this year it was
considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer now
says those promises from the city are “too old.”

4) Altered tratfic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a result of people avoiding Prospect



and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again the city is adding higher density on each parcel
leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With
each new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated.

5) School safety. There should be a direct path from both the existing new developments and
the proposed new ones for children to walk to their elementary school. The City Manager,
Georgeanne White says that, “they are not required to provide one." The neighborhood is
already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to
navigate alone which generates even mare traffic.

6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have trouble navigating the
roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighbarhood
NOW,

7) Moise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood
was developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning
engines, and just the heavier traffic can be heard blocks away.

8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two main feeder streets on
proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets at
peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that

DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter
what problems they cause.

If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this
from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was "was

this something you received in the mail?" We never received any answer as to what this was
going te do.

The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to
them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

High density multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
the Planning Commission, and by the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn
those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already has all types of housing. This amendment

would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this issue despite a secretive,
abusive, and uneven playing ground.

As this amendment will further erode the public's right to participate in addressing development
in their own communities it should be denied.



Objection Signature Sheet

We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
code amendment that would allow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.

Signature Address
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From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian

Cc:

Subject: Objection to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
Date: Tuesday, December 17, 2024 1:54:44 PM

Attachments: Objection Signatures.pdf

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

We would like to object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel Number
P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. This would affect three parcels in our neighborhood
that are currently zoned for office and potentially a number of existing offices. We already have one parcel zoned
for high density multi family. This parcel at Prospect and Herndon was rezoned as part of the 2030 rezone during
the Holiday Season in 2015 with no input from nearby residents. Steve Brandau did not protect his constituents with
provisions to revisit parking and density like were done in District 6. We object to the ministerial zoning that "meets
the City's development code." There is no planning involved with this code. The Planning Department does not
consider any existing or future problems that might be exacerbated by the development. The planners and city
council do not consider the preservation and character of the neighborhood. The City has created the problems that
make multi family development in this neighborhood impractical. We have made the City aware of these problems
on NUMEROUS occasions starting with emails to Councilman Karbassi in 2019. We have attended numerous
meetings. We delivered 929 signatures to the Planning Department on 9/20/21 and again in May 2024. These
signatures were attached to a document that noted: 1) Inadequate parking for Orchid Park. The parking was
inadequate for what they planned the park to be from day 1. It should be noted that original property owners paid
park fees and had to wait 10 or more years for the park to be finally built. Councilman Karbassi has acknowledged
this problem but it hasn't been fixed. Mayor Jerry Dyer has said that these "neighborhood parks have become
regional parks." It should be noted that the Pickleball courts at Orchid Park are one of the most popular in the city.
The parking lot often barely accommodates this. 2) No street parking for the vehicles that will be generated by new
developments. The parking requirements listed by a state code used by the Planning Department are totally
inadequate for multi family housing:

3) The small short street (Prospect) with the POORLY DESIGNED ROUNDABOUT and unworkable traffic flow on one
of the two access roads into the neighborhood. The city has long promised to run Fir through to Valentine Avenue
when they build the park. It was promised again when Leo Wilson built a large housing development adjacent to the
park. Just this year it was considered but then cancelled by Councilman Karbassi at the budget hearing. Jerry Dyer
now says those promises from the city are "too old.") Altered traffic patterns throughout the neighborhood as a
result of people avoiding Prospect and using Brawley Avenue instead. Again, the city is adding higher density on
each parcel leading to roads through the neighborhood that were not designed to handle that traffic. With each
new development the quality of life in the existing neighborhood has deteriorated. 5) School safety. There should be
a direct path from both the existing new developments and the proposed new ones for children to walk to their
elementary school. The City Manager, Georgeanne White says that, "they are not required to provide one." The
neighborhood is already choked with traffic at peak pick up and drop off times. It is not safe for children to navigate
alone which generates even more traffic. 6) Public Safety Vehicles. Ambulance and Fire Department vehicles have
trouble navigating the roundabout and when Valentine is clogged with traffic, they cannot access the neighborhood
NOW. 7) Noise and Air Pollution. Herndon is exponentially busier than it was when the neighborhood was
developed. There is a lot more noise that can be heard from blocks away. Sirens, gunning engines, and just the
heavier traffic can be heard blocks away. 8) Ingress and egress. The City is allowing ingress and egress on the two
main feeder streets on proposed plans for new developments. This will exacerbate the congestion on these streets
at peak times and cause traffic to back up onto Herndon Avenue. We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is
pushing this along with many other policies that DO NOT WORK. These proposed developments will be permanent
once they are built no matter what problems they cause. If this amendment is such a good idea, why has the City
gone to such great lengths to keep this from the public. When Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the



response was "was this something you received in the mail?" We never received any answer as to what this was
going to do. The City has refused to keep their promises. They refuse to fix the problems brought forth to them.
They definitely are not transparent in their actions.

We are aware that the STATE OF CALIFORNIA is pushing this along with many other policies that DO NOT WORK.
These proposed developments will be permanent once they are built no matter what problems they cause. If this
amendment is such a good idea, why has the City gone to such great lengths to keep this from the public. When
Councilman Karbassi was asked about this notice the response was "was this something you received in the mail?"
We never received any answer as to what this was going to do. The City has refused to keep their promises. They
refuse to fix the problems brought forth to them. They definitely are not transparent in their actions. High density
multi family housing has already been rejected by the Project Review Committee, the Planning Commission, and by
the City Council. This amendment would basically overturn those decisions and ruin a neighborhood that already
has all types of housing. This amendment would negate the will of the people who have already prevailed on this
issue despite a secretive, abusive, and uneven playing ground. As this amendment will further erode the public's
right to participate in addressing development in their own communities it should be denied.

Please see the attached signature page.

Thank you,

Ulysses Caiati, President
Sierria Sky Park Property Owners Association



From:

To: Adrienne Asadoorian

Subject: Parcel Number P24-00794

Date: Monday, December 9, 2024 3:39:15 PM
Attachments: San Joaguin Neighbors Comments.docx

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Zoning Changes (Parcel Number P24-00794)

To: Adrienne.Asadoorian@fresno.gov

I am writing to formally object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration related to Parcel
Number P24-00794, which is part of a citywide text code amendment. While this amendment affects multiple areas,
its implications for our neighborhood are particularly concerning.

This amendment targets three parcels currently zoned for office use and potentially others, in addition to the one
parcel already rezoned for high-density multifamily housing at Prospect and Herndon. That rezoning occurred
during the 2015 holiday season with little to no input from affected residents. Unlike other districts, such as District
6, this area lacks adequate protections for parking and density concerns, leaving the community vulnerable to
overdevelopment.

Specific Concerns:

1. Lack of Planning and Neighborhood Consideration:

e Ministerial zoning that "meets the City’s development code" disregards the unique needs and
existing challenges in our neighborhood.

e There has been no effort to consider how this amendment exacerbates ongoing issues such as traffic
congestion, safety, and quality of life.

2. Broken Promises and Community Frustration:

e Despite numerous emails, meetings, and petitions—most notably 929 signatures submitted in
September 2021 and May 2024—the City has not addressed longstanding issues, including
inadequate parking at Orchid Park, poor road infrastructure, and insufficient traffic mitigation
measures.

3. Traffic and Safety Concerns:

e The poorly designed roundabout on Prospect Street, coupled with inadequate access roads, already
causes significant congestion. Increased density will only worsen these conditions.

e There is no safe path for children walking to the local elementary school, further endangering
students during peak traffic times.

e Emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks struggle to navigate the neighborhood's
current infrastructure.

4. Environmental and Quality-of-Life Impacts:

e Increased noise and air pollution due to heavy traffic on Herndon Avenue directly affect residents’
well-being.

e The City's allowance for ingress and egress onto main feeder streets will further congest these roads
and create backups onto Herndon.

5. Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement:

e The city has failed to provide clear and timely communication about this amendment, raising
concerns about its commitment to transparency.

e High-density housing proposals have previously been rejected by the Project Review Committee,
Planning Commission, and City Council. This amendment would overturn those decisions,
disregarding the will of the community.

Conclusion:



This amendment undermines the public’s right to participate in decisions about their neighborhoods and disregards
the valid concerns of residents who have fought for responsible development. The proposed changes would impose
permanent, detrimental impacts on our community; further eroding trust in the City’s planning process.

I respectfully urge the city to reject this amendment. It is imperative that community voices are considered, and that
thoughtful, transparent planning takes precedence over rushed policies.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Name: Peter Nunez (signed copy is attached) Address: _

Peter Nunez
President
General Teamsters Local 431



To: rienne ian

Date: Monday, December 16, 2024 7:25:29 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

Sent from my iPhone



From: H
To: Adrienne Asadoorian
Subject: Resending updated signature page

Date: Monday, December 16, 2024 2:59:29 PM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

I had another neighbor that stopped by to sign the objection signature sheet for P24-00794.
Please add it to my letter sent earlier today, 12/16/24

3 |
e

Regards,

Marilyn E. Hovland

ow ministerial zoning for multi-family in our neighborhood.

ﬂ

Objection Signature Sheet
We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P23-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
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We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
Number P24-00794 even though it is a city wide text code amendment. We object to the text
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We object to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration listed with Parcel
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F E N N E MO R E _ Christopher A. Brown

Director

DOW I_ | N G AARO N cbrown@fennemorelaw.com

8080 N Palm Avenue, Third Floor
Fresno, California 93711

PH (559) 446-3222 | FX (559) 432-4590
fennemorelaw.com

January 14, 2024

VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL/ adrienne.asadoorian@fresno.gov

Adrienne Asadoorian-Gilbert
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Re:  Public Comment on Project Application P24-00794 Development
Code Text Amendment and the corresponding Mitigated Negative
Declaration.

Dear Ms. Asadoorian-Gilbert:

On behalf of the Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development, we submit this comment
letter in opposition to the City Development Code Text Amendment Project Application P24-
00794 and the corresponding Mitigated Negative Declaration, (“Project”).

The Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development oppose this Development Code Text
Amendment because it would make certain projects in the City of Fresno ministerial and thereby
exempt from CEQA despite the fact that projects of certain sizes as contemplated in the MND
having significant unmitigated impacts on the environment and public health.

On November 20, 2024, the City of Fresno (“City”) circulated the Project’s Mitigation
Negative Declaration (“MND”) for public comment through submission to the State Clearing
House.! The reasons for the opposition are set forth herein.

The Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development earlier in 2024 opposed Fresno City
Council July 25, 2024 Agenda Item 1D 24-899: Appeal of Project at 7056 North Prospect
Avenue, Development Permit Application No. P21-00989, and CEQA determination under Class
32 Categorical Exemption (“7065 North Prospect Project”). While the City Council denied that

nitial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) on behalf of the City of Fresno (City) to address the
environmental effects of the Development Code Text Amendment Application No. P24-00794 (Project, proposed
Project, or Text Amendment) available at Text-Amendment-P24-00794-Public-Review-Draft-ISMND-10w300.pdf

Arizona | California | Colorado | Nevada | Washington
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Project, this 7056 North Prospect Avenue Project, was to be located on the northeast corner of
West Herndon and North Prospect Avenues in Fresno. Under the proposed Development Code
Text Amendment (which includes the northeast corner of West Herndon and North Prospect
Avenues) projects of similar size to the 7056 North Prospect Project would not be required to
undergo any CEQA analysis, despite the fact that Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development
submitted substantial evidence to the City that projects of that size at that location would cause
significant impacts on the environment and public health.

The City now attempts to avoid CEQA for projects of this size throughout the City by
making them ministerial.

Our opposition previously was supported by technical comments provided by air quality
and hazards expert James Clark, Ph.D,? and noise expert Derek Watry® submitted in conjunction
with the 7056 North Prospect Project. They are attached here to provide substantial evidence that
the Development Code Text Amendment is making projects of a similar size, which cause
significant impacts, ministerial and thereby avoiding CEQA. Additionally, the MND lacks
proper mitigation to avoid these impacts.

Approval of this Development Code Text would allow the 7056 North Prospect Project
to be submitted again without any changes, and the City would be required to approve the
project ministerially despite substantial evidence that these types of projects have unmitigated
environmental impacts.

Specifically, the Development Code Text does not address potential project construction
emissions, which may result in emissions of toxic air contaminants (“TACs”) that would
increase health risks to significant levels. Additionally, construction includes noise-generating
activities that may result in significant noise impacts on nearby receptors. These impacts are
especially severe due to the proximity of residential receptors to certain sites which now would
permit ministerial residential development.

As aresult, an EIR is the correct form of environmental review for the Project, because
the MND failed to: (1) properly analyze certain impacts like TACs and construction noise, in
addition to (2) not properly mitigating impacts that are likely to occur given the size of projects
which will be ministerial under the Development Code Text Amendment.

Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development respectfully requests that the Planning
Commission require the Project to undergo an EIR or recirculate the MND after adding
inappropriate levels of mitigation to reduce impact levels to insignificant.

2 Dr. Clark’s technical comments and curriculum vitae are attached hereto as Exhibit A (“Clark Comments™).
3 Mr. Watry’s technical comments and curriculum vitae are attached hereto as Exhibit B (“Watry Comments™).
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. STANDING AND STATEMENT OF INTEREST

Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development is an unincorporated association of
individuals that may be adversely affected by the potential public health and safety hazards, and
the environmental and public service impacts of the Project. The coalition includes City of
Fresno residents Matt Nutting, Brandon Smittcamp, Kirk Cernigli, J.T. Contrestano, Pat
Cornaggia, Rodney J. De Luca, Gary H. Rushing, Peter Nunez, David Scott, Mike Shirinian,
Vicki Allen-Westburg, Debbie Nard, Dennis Nard, Rick Martin, along with their families, and
other individuals who live and work in the City of Fresno.

Individual members of Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development live, work, recreate,
and raise their families in the City of Fresno and surrounding communities. Accordingly, they
would be directly affected by the Project’s environmental, health, and safety impacts.

Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development and its members could be aggrieved by the
Project allowing ministerial residential development, without proper mitigation of environmental
impacts those projects could create.

1. AN EIR IS REQUIRED

CEQA requires that lead agencies analyze any project with potentially significant
environmental impacts in an EIR.* “Its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials
of the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR protects
not only the environment, but also informed self-government.”® The EIR has been described as
“an environmental ‘alarm bell” whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials
to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no return.”®

CEQA’s purpose and goals must be met through the preparation of an EIR, except in certain
limited circumstances.” CEQA contains a strong presumption in favor of requiring a lead agency
to prepare an EIR. This presumption is reflected in the “fair argument” standard. Under that
standard, a lead agency “shall” prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the whole record
before the agency supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment.®

4 See Pub. Resources Code, § 21000; CEQA Guidelines, § 15002.

> Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564 (Goletta Valley), internal
citations omitted.

& County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.

7 See Pub. Resources Code, § 21100.

8 Pub. Resources Code, §8 21080, subd. (d), 21082.2, subd. (d); CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15002, subd.
(K)(3), 15064, subds. (f)(1), (h)(1); Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal.
(1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 (Laurel Heights I1); No Qil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d
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In contrast, a mitigated negative declaration may be prepared only when, after preparing
an initial study, a lead agency determines that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment, but:

(1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to
by, the applicant before the proposed negative declaration and initial
study are released for public review would avoid the effects or
mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on
the environment would occur, and (2) there is no substantial
evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that
the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the
environment.®

Courts have held that if “no EIR has been prepared for a nonexempt project, but
substantial evidence in the record supports a fair argument that the project may result in
significant adverse impacts, the proper remedy is to order preparation of an EIR.”*® The fair
argument standard creates a “low threshold” favoring environmental review through an EIR
rather than through the issuance of a negative declaration.'* An agency’s decision not to require
an EIR can be upheld only when there is no credible evidence to the contrary.*?

“Substantial evidence” required to support a fair argument is defined as “enough relevant
information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to
support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached.”*? According to the
CEQA Guidelines, when determining whether an EIR is required, the lead agency is required to
apply the principles set forth in Section 15064, subdivision (f):

[ITn marginal cases where it is not clear whether there is substantial
evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment, the lead agency shall be guided by the following
principle: If there is disagreement among expert opinion supported
by facts over the significance of an effect on the environment, the

68, 75, 82; Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 150-151; Quail
Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1601-1602 (Quail Botanical).
® Pub. Resources Code, § 21064.5 (emphasis added).

10 gee, e.g., Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist.

(2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 319-320.

11 Citizens Action to Serve All Students v. Thornley (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 748, 754.

2 Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th, 1307, 1318; see also Friends of B Street v. City

of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988, 1002 (Friends of B Street) (“If there was substantial evidence

that the proposed project might have a significant environmental impact, evidence to the contrary is not
sufficient to support a decision to dispense with preparation of an EIR and adopt a negative declaration,
because it could be “fairly argued’ that the project might have a significant environmental impact”).

13 CEQA Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (a).
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Lead Agency shall treat the effect as significant and shall prepare
an EIR.

Furthermore, CEQA documents, including EIRs and MNDs, must mitigate significant
impacts through measures that are “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or
other legally binding instruments.”** Deferring formulation of mitigation measures to post-
approval studies is generally impermissible.*> Mitigation measures adopted after project approval
deny the public the opportunity to comment on the project as modified to mitigate impacts.*® If
identification of specific mitigation measures is impractical until a later stage in the project,
specific performance criteria must be articulated and further approvals must be made contingent
upon meeting these performance criteria.X” Courts have held that simply requiring a project
applicant to obtain a future report and then comply with the report’s recommendations is
insufficient to meet the standard for properly deferred mitigation.®

With respect to this Project, the MND falils to satisfy the basic purposes of CEQA. The
MND fails to adequately disclose, investigate, and analyze the Project’s potentially significant
impacts, and fails to provide substantial evidence to conclude that impacts will be mitigated to a
less than significant level. Because the MND lacks basic information regarding the Project’s
potentially significant impacts, the MND’s conclusion that the Project will have a less than
significant impact on the environment is unsupported.!® The City failed to gather the relevant
data to support its finding of no significant impacts. Moreover, substantial evidence shows that
the Project may result in potentially significant impacts. Therefore, a fair argument can be made
that the Project may cause significant impacts requiring the preparation of an EIR.

1. THE DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMENDMENT WOULD ALLOW
PROJECTS OF A SIZE THAT MAY CREATE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS BY
COMPARING THOSE MINISTERIAL PROJECTS AGAINST IDENTIFIED
IMPACTS OF THE DENIED 7056 NORTH PROSPECT PROJECT

One primary purpose of the Development Code Text Amendment is to allow ministerial
approval regarding certain types of residential developments. For projects of certain sizes, certain
expected impacts, etc., such projects can be permitted ministerially. This letter provides substantial
evidence that supports a fair argument of significant impacts by comparing characteristics of the

14 CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2).

15 sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308-309; Pub. Resources Code, §
21061.

16 Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1393; Quail Botanical, supra, 29
Cal.App.4th at p. 1604, fn. 5

7.

18 .

19 Pub. Resources Code, § 21064.5.
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denied 7056 North Prospect Project to projects that would now be allowed ministerially under the
Development Code Text Amendments.

The 7056 North Prospect Project contained the following characteristics. It was located on
approximately 3.7 acres located at 7056 North Prospect Avenue. The applicant proposed to
construct an 82-unit multi-family residential development located at the northeast corner of West
Herndon and North Prospect Avenues. The project proposed on-site and off-site improvements
including, but not limited to, three (3) three-story multifamily residential buildings and one (1)
four-story multifamily residential building consisting of 74 two-bedroom/two bathroom dwelling
units and eight (8) two-bedroom/one-bathroom dwelling units, one (1) approximately 1,907
square-foot one-story community center building, one (1) swimming pool area, one (1) dog park
area, 154 parking spaces (27 single-car garages, 72 covered carport parking spaces, and 55
uncovered parking spaces), and 6 long-term bicycle parking spaces. A Class 1 Trail for bicycle
and pedestrian pathway exists along the Herndon Avenue property frontage and would serve the
prospective residents. Direct access to the development would only be provided from North
Prospect Avenue via a private gated entrance. One (1) emergency vehicle access approach was
proposed along West Fir Avenue. Three (3) private pedestrian gates were to be provided along
West Fir Avenue and two (2) private pedestrian gates were to be provided along North Prospect
Avenue. The property is zoned RM-2/EA/UGM/cz (Residential Multi-Family, Urban
Neighborhood/Expressway Overlay/Urban Growth Management/conditions of zoning).

Because site-specific analysis has been performed on the 7056 North Prospect Project, it
provides a useful benchmark for potential impact projects that could be submitted under the
proposed Development Code Text Amendment.

IV. THERE IS A FAIR ARGUMENT THAT THE PROJECT MAY RESULT IN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT REQUIRE THE CITY TO PREPARE AN EIR

Under CEQA, a lead agency must prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the
whole record before the agency supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment.?° The fair argument standard creates a “low threshold” favoring
environmental review through an EIR, rather than through issuance of a negative declaration.?
An agency’s decision not to require an EIR can be upheld only when there is no credible
evidence to the contrary.?? Substantial evidence can be provided by technical experts or members

20 pyp. Resources Code, § 21082.2; CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subds. (f), (h); Laurel Heights II,

supra, 6 Cal. 4th at p. 1123; No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 75, 82;

Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 150-151; Quail
Botanical, supra, 29 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1601-1602.

2L Citizens Action to Serve All Students v. Thornley (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 748, 754.

22 Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th, 1307, 1318; see also Friends of B Street, supra,
106 Cal.App.3d at p. 1002 (“If there was substantial evidence that the proposed project might have a
significant environmental impact, evidence to the contrary is not sufficient to support a decision to
dispense with preparation of an [environmental impact report] and adopt a negative declaration,
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of the public.z “If a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may
also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant
effect.”?*

As discussed below, there is a fair argument supported by substantial evidence that the
Project may result in significant impacts relating to air quality, noise, and transportation. The City
is required to prepare an EIR to evaluate the Project’s impacts and propose mitigation measures to
reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level.

A. There is Substantial Evidence Supporting a Fair Argument that the MND
Underestimates and Fails to Properly Mitigate Air Quality Impacts

There is substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the City failed to analyze the
health risk impacts of potential project construction and operation on nearby sensitive receptors,
which could occur under future projects that would now be ministerial.

1. The MND Threshold for Unit and Floor Counts To Screen Out of Air
Quality Analysis Is Far Above the Level Where Smaller Projects have
Found Air Quality Impacts

First, the MND notes projects up to the following size will be ministerial, and once they
exceed the following sizes the project will be discretionary and be required to perform some
environmental review:

If the Project would exceed 224 units for low-rise (1-2 levels), 225
units for mid-rise (3-10 levels), or 340 units for high-rise (10+
levels) apartments, and generate more than 800 average daily one-
way trips [ministerial approval is not permitted]. If the project
exceeds this threshold but a technical assessment for operational
and construction emissions determines the project will be below
applicable air district thresholds, then the project can be processed
as a zone clearance.?

because it could be ‘fairly argued’ that the project might have a significant environmental impact”).
23 See, e.g., Citizens for Responsible and Open Government v. City of Grand Terrace (2008) 160
Cal.App.4th 1323, 1340 (substantial evidence regarding noise impacts included public comments at
hearings that selected air conditioners are very noisy); see also Architectural Heritage Assn. v.
County of Monterey, 122 Cal.App.4th 1095, 1117-1118 (substantial evidence regarding impacts to
historic resource included fact-based testimony of qualified speakers at the public hearing); Gabric v.
City of Rancho Palos Verdes (1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 183, 199.

24 CEQA Guidelines, § 15062, subd. (f).

25 MND pg. 54.
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For context, the 7056 North Prospect Project was 88 units at 4 levels. Any project under the
above standard could have significantly more units and significantly more floors than the 7056
North Prospect Project without any level of environmental review.

While it is true that more units and floors do not inherently mean environmental impacts at
levels that are significant, Dr. Clark presented substantial evidence there will be significant effects
on public health in the 7056 North Prospect Project.

The 7056 North Prospect Project would have increased health risks in the surrounding
community by contributing TACs such as Diesel Particulate Matter (“DPM”) during
construction.?® During the 7056 North Prospect Project’s construction, heavy equipment and
diesel trucks would emit DPM. DPM has been linked to a range of serious health problems
including an increase in respiratory disease, lung damage, cancer, and premature death.?” The
7056 North Prospect Project’s emissions of DPM would impact numerous sensitive receptors,
including residents in residential buildings located within 25 feet of the 7056 North Prospect
Project site.?®

CEQA requires an analysis of human health impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section
15065(a)(4) provides that the City is required to find a project will have a significant impact on
the environment and require an EIR if the environmental effects of a project will cause a
substantial adverse effect on human beings.?® The Supreme Court has also explained that CEQA
requires the lead agency to disclose the health consequences that result from exposure to a
project’s air emissions.°

For development projects like 7056 North Prospect Project, and ministerial ones under the
Project, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s (“OEHHA”) risk assessment
guidelines recommend a formal health risk analysis (“HRA”) for short-term construction
exposures to TACs lasting longer than 2 months and exposures from projects lasting more than 6
months should be evaluated for the duration of the project.3! In an HRA, lead agencies must first
quantify the concentration released into the environment at each of the sensitive receptor locations
through air dispersion modeling, calculate the dose of each TAC at that location, and quantify the

26 Clark Comments, pg. 5.

27 Clark Comments, pg. 6.

28 Clark Comments, pg. 9.

2914 CCR 8 15065(a)(4); PRC 8§ 21083(b)(3), (d).

30 Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 516, 523.

31 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual
for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, February 2015 (OEHHA 2015), Section 8.2.10: Cancer Risk Evaluation
of Short Term Projects, pp. 8-17/18; https://oehha.ca.gov/air/crnr/notice adoption air toxics hot spots program
guidance manual preparation-health-risk-0
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cancer risk and hazard index for each of the chemicals of concern.®? Following that analysis, then
the City can make a determination of the relative significance of the emissions.

The City did not conduct this analysis. Here, the MND concludes that the Project would
not result in significant health risk impacts without conducting any of the above analytical steps.
The City fails to disclose or analyze that the actual construction of residential units as described in
the Project construction and operation would result in emissions of TACs. For example, the
MND’s analysis regarding TACs only focuses on not siting residential units near certain uses®
The City fails to analyze that construction from 4,868 units could, in and of itself, result in TACs
from construction.®* Next, the City fails to disclose or analyze the health impacts of exposure to
certain concentrations of TACs. Then the City fails to quantify the magnitude of TACs emitted by
the Project. Lastly, the City fails to model the concentrations of TACs at sensitive receptors.® In
sum, there is no evidence that the City considered health risks from TACs due to the construction
of residential units themselves when determining that the Project’s ministerial developments
would not result in significant impacts on air quality and public health.

2. The City’s Significance Standards Rely on the Small Project Analysis Level
to Screen Out Projects Based On Size, But The MND Does Not Then
Require Projects to Perform Site Specific Analysis Despite the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District Requiring It for TACs and Sensitive

Receptors

The City reasons that because of the scale and scope of the residential units under the
Project, if the residential projects qualify under the Small Project Analysis Level (“SPAL”), there
would be no contributions to air quality impacts.®® The SPAL specifically notes that the
significance standards for dwelling units and trip counts are to quantify significance standards for
“criteria pollutant emissions for CEQA purposes.”®’ It does not address significance standards for
TACs.

321d.

33 MND pgs. 58-59.

3% 1d.; MND pg. 53.

% The City’s failure to analyze the magnitude and concentration of the Project’s TACs also conflicts with the
OEHHA recommendations for HRAs. The OEHHA guidelines recommend an HRA be prepared for this Project’s
construction and operation because its 24-month construction schedule exceeds 2 months, and its operations would
last over 6 months.

36 MND, pg. 54.

37 SJVAPCD. (2015). Air Quality Thresholds of Significance-Criteria Pollutants. Accessed on December 27, 2024,
https://ww?2.valleyair.org/media/m2ecyxiw/1-cms-format-ceqga-air-quality-thresholds-of-significance-criteria-

pollutants.pdf
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When reviewing the Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts
(“GAMAQI”) put forth by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(“SIVAPCD”).®8 This guidance notes that:

When a project falls under the SPAL, the Lead Agency should use the
information in the initial study checklist, or whatever format used, to justify a
finding of less than significant air quality impacts. The initial study should also
verify that no sensitive receptors would be exposed to substantial pollutant
concentrations as a result of the project. Project size, as identified in the SPAL,
is not a threshold of significance. SPAL is a screening tool. The Lead Agency
has the responsibility to identify and avoid potential land use conflicts, such
as potential exposure of sensitive receptors to sources of toxic air
contaminants, sources of hazardous materials, and potential odors. (emphasis
added).*®

While the SPAL has since 2015 been adopted as a significance standard for criteria
pollutants, it has not been adopted for TACs. The City clearly ignored the guidance’s
recommendations on TACs, and therefore, its conclusions are not supported by substantial
evidence and do not mitigate the specific adverse impacts identified below. As SIVAPCD notes,
just because a project qualifies as a SPAL, does not mean the project will have no environmental
impacts. GAMAQI notes that the Lead Agency is responsible for identifying and avoiding
potential exposure of TACs to sensitive receptors. Here, the MND analyzes TACs, but only so far
as where to site residential units, not whether the construction of those units can create TACs
themselves. Therefore, the City failed to analyze health risk impacts from exposure to TACs
during the Project’s expected construction of residential units and thus failed to support its finding
of a less-than-significant health risk impact.

3. The Project has Potentially Significant Health Risk Impacts from Projects
Which Will Now Be Ministerial

Dr. Clark calculated that the 7056 North Prospect Project’s emissions of DPM would
exceed applicable significance thresholds for health risks set by the SIVAPCD.

Using OEHHA’s HARP 2 Standalone Risk software, Dr. Clark calculated the cancer risk
to the most sensitive population — infants less than 3 years old.*® The maximum risk for exposure
during construction is 21.5 in 1,000,000, which is greater than the 20 in 1,000,000 threshold set

% d at p. 6.

39 Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, p.
86, available at https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI-2015/FINAL-DRAFT-GAMAQI.PDF#page=86
40 Clark Comments, pg. 10.
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forth by the SIVAPCD for the maximally exposed individual. Dr. Clark’s modeling even shows
which receptors will be subject to these potentially significant impacts.*!

4081085
4080973
4080851
4080729
4080607

4080485

uglm**3
| IR
7.75E-02
3 6EE-D]
2.62E-03

1.04E-03
~ 158E-m

4080363

Figure 6: Model output showing DPM concentrations from 2024 through 2025

As a result of these significant effects, the 7056 North Prospect Project did not qualify for
any CEQA exemption, including a Class 32 exemption. Here, the Project would allow projects the
same size as the 7056 North Prospect Project and up to 2.5 times larger to not undergo any site-
specific analysis. Thus, it is fair to conclude those projects also could create significant impacts
that must be disclosed and mitigated in an EIR.

B. There is Substantial Evidence Supporting a Fair Argument that the MND
Underestimates and Fails to Properly Mitigate Noise Impacts

1. The City Lacks Substantial Evidence to Conclude That the Project’s Noise
Impacts From Construction are Less Than Significant

The MND states that the Project would result in less-than-significant construction noise
impacts, because “[i]t is not anticipated that future residential development would generate
substantial temporary or permanent increase in existing ambient noise levels within the Project
Area in excess of standards established in the General Plan or FMC, or in other applicable local,
state, or federal standards.”*? This is the extent of the City’s analysis regarding construction
impacts and the basis for its significance determination. The City fails to provide why it believes

.,
2 MND, pg. 139.

50843266/070675.0001



FENNEMORE.
DOWLING AARON

January 14, 2024
Page 12

construction impacts are not anticipated, what assumptions that belief is based upon, or a
supporting factual basis for this conclusion.

Courts have held that compliance with noise regulations alone is not substantial evidence of
a less-than-significant impact.*® In Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. County of EI Dorado (“Oro
Fino™),* a mining company applied for a special use permit for drilling holes to explore for
minerals.* The mining company argued the proposed mitigated negative declaration prohibited
noise levels above the applicable county general plan noise standard maximum of 50 dBA and,
therefore, there could be no significant noise impact. The court rejected this argument: “we note
that conformity with a general plan does not insulate a project from EIR review where it can be
fairly argued that the project will generate significant environmental effects.”*® Thus, the court
concluded an EIR was required.

In Citizens for Responsible & Open Government v. City of Grand Terrace (“Grand
Terrace”),*’ the city approved a 120-unit senior housing facility based on a mitigated negative
declaration.*® The noise element of the city’s general plan stated exterior noise levels in
residential areas should be limited to 65 dB CNEL.*® The initial study concluded the facility's air
conditioner units would cause noise impacts, but with mitigating measures the project would
operate within the general plan's noise standard. But the court cited Oro Fino for the principle
that ““conformity with a general plan does not insulate a project from EIR review where it can be
fairly argued that the project will generate significant environmental effects.”””>° A citizen’s
group provided substantial evidence supporting such a fair argument. This evidence included
testimony from an individual in the HVAC industry that the type of air conditioning units
proposed by the project “sound like airplanes.”®* And at a city council public hearing,
community and city council members expressed concern that the air conditioners would be
noisy.>? The court considered the testimony about the noise generated by the proposed air
conditioners, took into account the mitigation measures, and concluded “there is substantial

43 King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. Cnty. of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 865.

44(1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872.

4 1d. at pg. 876; see also Keep our Mountains Quiet v. County of Santa Clara (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 714; Citizens
for Responsible & Open Government v. City of Grand Terrace (2008) 160 Cal.App.4th 1323, 1338; Gentry v. City of
Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1416 (project’s effects can be significant even if “they are not greater than
those deemed acceptable in a general plan”); Environmental Planning & Information Council v. County of El
Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 354, (“CEQA nowhere calls for evaluation of the impacts of a proposed project
on an existing general plan”).

46 1d. at pp. 881-882.

47(2008) 160 Cal.App.4th 1323.

481d. at 1327.

49 Grand Terrace, 160 Cal.App.4th at 1338.

%0 Grand Terrace, supra, at pg. 1338.

51 1d. at 1338-1339.

52 1d. at 1338.
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evidence that it can be fairly argued that the Project may have a significant environmental noise
impact.”>3

Here the City’s conclusions regarding impacts from Construction Noise are not supported
by substantial evidence because the City did not perform any analysis to reach said conclusions.
Mr. Watry notes that it is possible for a project to cause significant environmental noise impacts
regardless of whether the Fresno Municipal Code makes this type of noise a violation.>* The City
merely assumed that compliance with the City’s noise ordinance means it is impossible for there
to also be construction noise impacts. This conflation is wrong and violates CEQA.

2. The Project has Potentially Significant Construction Noise Impacts

To further demonstrate this, Mr. Watry performed a construction noise analysis for the
7056 North Prospect Project and found that construction noise would exceed the residential noise
thresholds of 55 dB from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 60 dB from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.>> Mr. Watry
recited the City’s noise ordinance which described what noise levels are usually prima facie
noise violations:

Any noise or sound exceeding the ambient noise level at the property line of any
person offended thereby, or, if a condominium or apartment house, within any
adjoining living unit, by more than five decibels shall be deemed to be prima facie
evidence of a violation of Section 8-305.°

Mr. Watry used this value combined with a significant buffer of an additional 5 dBA to
determine what level of noise impacts could constitute potentially significant noise impacts for
the 7056 North Prospect Project.®” Using the Environmental Protection Agency’s values for
Residential Construction Noise, Mr. Watry concluded that every phase of construction for the
7056 North Prospect Project would exceed the residential thresholds by at least 10 dBA
significance threshold for residential. While every phase of construction will exceed 70 dBA,
some will significantly exceed this based on the average EPA Noise Levels for each phase of
construction:°®

3 1d. at p. 1341.

54 Watry Comments, p. 2.
55 Watry Comments, p. 5.
% FMC sec. 10-106.

5" Watry Comments, p. 4.
%8 Watry Comments, p. 3.
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TABLE1 EPA NOISE LEVELS FOR RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION

Phase Average Range?
Ground clearing 83 dBA 75 to 91 dBA
Excavation 88 80 to 96
Foundations 81 71 to 91
Erection 81 71 to 91
Finishing 88 81 to 95

As such the MND’s conclusions regarding impacts from Construction Noise are not supported
by substantial evidence because the City failed to analyze construction noise impacts or present
substantial evidence that there will not be potentially significant construction noise impacts.
Presumably, there will be many sites in the Project Area that have similar amounts of sensitive
receptors as the 7056 North Prospect Project. This amount of proposed residential development
means many current residents will face significant impacts that are not accounted for in this
MND.

As a result of these significant effects, the Project’s impacts on Noise are significant and
not mitigated. The Project’s significant impacts must be disclosed and mitigated in an EIR.

C. There is Substantial Evidence Supporting a Fair Arqgument that the MND
Underestimates and Fails to Properly Mitigate Transportation Impacts

There is substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the City failed to analyze
transportation risk impacts of potential project construction and operation on nearby sensitive
receptors, which could occur under future projects that would now be ministerial.

Here, the City also failed to review the Project’s pedestrian and bicycle safety impacts,
for Projects of less than 200 units. For instance, given 7056 North Prospect Project’s density and
proximity to the Tatarian Elementary School and Orchard Park, many existing neighbors, with
eye-witness experience, and the Fresno Unified School District President Susan Wittrup
commented on present traffic and pedestrian safety issues that would be exacerbated by the 7056
North Prospect Project.>®

These comments were for a development that only envisioned 88 units, far below the
City’s now proposed 200-unit threshold which could occur without analyzing these issues. The
City provides no basis or analysis on why 200 units is an appropriate threshold for providing no
analysis on pedestrian and bicycle safety impacts. As such the City’s conclusions regarding

%9 Fresno City Council Agenda for July 25, 2024 Meeting Agenda Item 1D 24-899, Exhibit O, pg. 8-9, available at
ID 24-899 - Exhibit O - Correspondence Received (legistar.com).
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Transportation impacts are not supported by substantial evidence and do not support the use of
an exemption.

V. CONCLUSION

Northwest Neighbors for Safe Development respectfully requests that the Planning
Commission require the Project to undergo an EIR or recirculate the MND after adding
inappropriate levels of mitigation to reduce impact levels to insignificant.

Sincerely,

FENNEMORE DOWLING AARON

Christopher A. Brown

CBRO/mrh
Attachments
cC: Andrew Janz (Andrew.Janz@fresno.gov)
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spaces), and 6 long-term bicycle parking spaces. Direct access to the development will only be
provided from North Prospect Avenue via a private gated entrance. One (1) emergency vehicle access
approach is proposed along West Fir Avenue. Three (3) private pedestrian gates will be provided
along West Fir Avenue and two (2) private pedestrian gates will be provided along North Prospect

Avenue.
Existing Conditions

The Project Site is currently vacant and undeveloped. The proposed project is located within City
limits, occurs on a vacant site of approximately 3.7 acres, which is less than the five-acre maximum,
and 1s surrounded by other urban uses, An existing single-family residential neighborhood is located
east of the project site. The property to the west is currently vacant and planned and zoned for
Employment — Offices uses. The property to the north has been developed with a neighborhood park
(Orchid Park). Properties further to the northwest and northeast have been developed with an
elementary school (H. Roger Tatarian Elementary School) and single-family residential

neighborhoods.

r --j!-l-r--.-if

'F_iLg.iF.gdi'li-Jﬂ

Figure 1: Project Site Location
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1.2. Land Use Types

Lo Use Subltype  Siee Linit Lod Acresge Busldireg Ares [sq R} |Landscape Ares {sq | Speos] Lendscapes IF\:pl.ﬂI.i:n
1 Arca {aq Tt
Apartments Mid B2.0v Cravedlinig Uniit 3.70 54283 64,835 — 262 -
Ring
Parking Lot 405 1000=g8 0.3 0.0a L e o o

Figure 2: Project Description For CalEEMOD Analysis

Using the default settings from CalEEMOD, a Project construction schedule was derived. The
schedule included 5 distinct phases of work including site preparation. grading, building construction,
paving of parking, and application of architectural coatings. Each phase was assumed to be distinct

and no overlapping of emissions was assumed.

5 1. Construction Schedule

Swivwe |coae Work Do p Biwe | Phase s

Sie Preparaticn Site Freparation 302024 WELI024 5.00 500 —
Grading Grading ATII024 41812024 500 00 —
Buikding Consiruchon Bufding Construchon LBl ik BTas S0 20 —
Favng Favireg A0S W25 00 8.0 —
Archepcteal Coating Archirectural Coatng 2025 WRAZ0ZS 500 B0 =

Figure 3: Default Construction Schedule

The CalEEMOD model allows users to select the types of construction equipment available
for each phase, hours of operation, along with the emission controls that may be in place. The modeled
construction equipment was assumed to be the averaged value of the fleet available currently.

The CalEEMOD analysis generates daily and annual emission values of total organic gases
(TOGs), reactive organic gases (ROGs), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon dioxide (CO), sulfur dioxide
(502), particulate matter less than ten microns as exhaust (PMiog), particulate matter less than ten
microns as dust (PMiop), total PM o, particulate matter less than 2.5 microns as exhaust (PMzsg),
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns as dust (PM22p), total PMzs, and greenhouse gases. Based
on the CalEEMOD analysis, the Project would not exceed the regulatory thresholds for the criteria
pollutants listed by SIV-APCD.
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Operational Emissions

Construction

Emissions Permitted Non-Permitted
Pollutant/Precursor Equipment and Equipment and
Activities Activities
foe Emissions Emissions
Emissions (tpy)
co 100 100 100
NOx 10 10 10
ROG 10 10 10
S0x 27 27 27
PMio 15 15 15
PM2.5 15 15 15

Figure 4: SJV-APCD Significance Thresholds For Pollutants

The results of the model’s output of PMoe though was used in the next part of my analysis to determine
if the emissions would exceed the SIV-APCD’s risk threshold (a cancer risk of 20 in 1,000,000).

2. Diesel Exhaust From Construction Equipment Is Toxic And Must Be Evaluated
Quantitatively To Determine The Health Impacts On The Nearest Sensitive Receptor(s)

Diesel exhaust, in particular DPM, is classified by the State of California as a TAC. TACs,
including DPM’, contribute to a host of respiratory impacts and may lead to the development of
various cancers. Failing to quantify the carcinogenic and other health risk impacts places the
community at risk for unwanted adverse health impacts. Even brief exposures to the TACs could lead

to the development of adverse health impacts over the life of an individual.

Diesel exhaust contains nearly 40 toxic substances, including TACs, and may posc a serious
public health risk for residents in the vicinity of the Project. TACs are airborne substances that are
capable of causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic or carcinogenic, 1.e., cancer causing)

adverse human health effects (i.e., injury or illness). TACs include both organic and inorganic

! Because DPM is a TAC, it is a different air pollutant than criteria particulate matter (PM) emissions such as PM10,
PM2.5, and fugitive dust. DPM exposure causes acute health effects that are different from the effects of exposure to
PM alone.
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chemical substances. The current California list of TACs includes approximately 200 compounds,

including particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines.

Diesel exhaust has been linked to a range of serious health problems including an increase in
respiratory disease, lung damage, cancer, and premature death.>** Fine DPM is deposited deep in the
lungs in the smallest airways and can result in increased respiratory symptoms and disease; decreased
lung function, particularly in children and individuals with asthma; alterations in lung tissue and
respiratory tract defense mechanisms; and premature death,” Exposure to DPM increases the risk of
lung cancer. It also causes non-cancer effects including chronic bronchitis, inflammation of lung
tissue, thickening of the alveolar walls, immunological allergic reactions, and airway constriction,”
DPM is a TAC that is recognized by state and federal agencies as causing severe health risk because
it contains toxic materials, unlike PMz s and PMia.’

Nearby sensitive receptors would be exposed to TACs released during Project construction
and operation, including DPM. The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project include the single-family
residential neighborhood is located east of the Project Site, the elementary school to the west of the

Project Site, and the remaining residences to the southwest and southeast of the Project Site.

The City must assess the air quality impacts for all TACs that will be released during the

construction and operational phases of the project. CARB® defines diesel exhaust as a complex mixture

* Calilornia Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Proposed Identification of Diesel
Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Stall Report, June 1998; see also California Air Resources Board, Overview:
Diesel Exhaust & Health, https:ww 2 arb.ca.gov/resources/overvigw-diesel-exhaust-and-

health# :~texi=Diesel % 20Particulate®a 20Matter¥620and % 20Health& texti=1n%201 998% 2 C%20C A R BY 20identified:2
0DPM and%20other¥s 2 Oadverse 2 Ohealth%a20efTects.

I11.5. EPA, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust, Report EPA/GO0/3-00/05TF, May 2002,

* Environmental Defense Fund, Cleaner Diesel Handbook, Bring Cleaner Fuel and Diesel Retrofits into Your
Neighborhood, April 2005; http://www.edt.org/documents/494| cleanerdieselhandbook.pdf, accessed July 5. 2020,

* California Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Proposed Identification of Diesel
Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Staff Report, June 1998,

 Findings ol the Seientific Review Panel on The Report on Diesel Exhaust as adopted at the Panel's April 22, 1995
Meeting.

" Health & Safety Code § 39655(a) (defining “toxic air contaminant” as air pollutants “which may cause or contribute to
an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health, A
substance that is listed as a hazardous air pollutant pursuant to subsection (b) of Section 112 of the federal act (42 U.5.C.
Sec. 7412 (b)) is a toxic air contaminant.™}

“ CARB. 1998. Report to the Air Resources Board on the Proposed Identification of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air
Contaminant, Part A, Public Exposure To, Sources and Emissions of Diesel Exhaust In California. April 22, |998, Pg
A-1.
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work days and would last a total of 1.03 years (workdays plus holidays, plus weekends).

Emissions Duration ‘ Total Emissions
For Phase
|bs/day days | Ibs
Site Preparation 2024 16 ‘ 5 8
Grading 2024 0.84 .' 8 6.72
Building Construction 2024 05 (%) 34
Building Construction 2025 0.43 162 659.66
Paving |
2025 0.29 ' 18 522
Architectural Coating 1
2025 0.03 , 18 0.54
Total ' 279 1236

The construction site 1s assumed to be approximately 3.7 acres or approximately 1.61 E+05 square
feet. Limiting the emissions to an 8-hour period during weekdays, the time weight averaged emission
rate for 2024 through 2025 was calculated to be 3.46 x 1077 Ibs per hour of operation per square feet.

AERMOD is an acronym for the American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection
Agency Regulatory Model Improvement Committee’s Dispersion Model. AERMOD contains the
necessary algorithms to model air concentrations from a wide range of emission source types,
including stack-based point sources, fugitive area sources, and volume sources. The modeling domain
with the Project Site are indicated in the figure below. The green area is the source area of DPM from

construction of the Project.
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Figure 5: Model Domain And Receptors

Using the 5-year meteorological data from SIV-APCD for the Fresno Airport monitoring
station (closest met station to the Project site), limiting the emissions to an 8-hour period on weekdays,
the concentrations at the nearest receptors were calculated and are summarized below. The results are
presented in Exhibit B to this letter.

Table 2: Annual Average DPM Concentrations Modeled For Construction Phase

2018 | 2019 2020 2021 22

] ] 1 3 ]
ugm | ug/m Lig/im ugm ug/m

1.27E-01 1.O9E-01 1.06E-01 1.21E-01 1.26E-01

Assuming that emissions will be limited to an eight-hour period during weekdays, it is possible

to calculate an averaged emissions over the whole construction site. Using AERMOD, the US EPA’s
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preferred air dispersion model, it is possible to calculate the concentrations of DPM from the

construction area at the closest receptors near the construction site.

4081095 =
St
3 . "
4080973 3
4080851 —
4080729 =
4080607 —
4080485 =
ugiri™3

4080363 | IR

7 75E-03

3FBE-03

262603

184E-03

246065 1 B9E-03

243211 I45335 245455 g 245821 245543

Figure 6: Model output showing DPM concentrations from 2024 through 2025

Based on the assumptions detailed above, the maximum averaged concentration of DPM from
the construction phase of the project is 0.127 ug/m®. The median value of the concentrations modeled
at the same location is 0.121 ug/m®.

Using the algorithms from OEHHA s HARP 2 Standalone Risk software, the cancer risk to
the most sensitive population, infants less than 3 years old was calculated. The nisk for exposure of
infants during the | years of construction is 21.5 in 1,000,000 using the maximum concentration
modeled, much greater than the 20 in 1,000,000 significance threshold outlined by SIV-APCD,

resulting in a significant impact. The risk for exposure of infants during the 1 years of construction is
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Marne
Caonstruction Start Date
Operational Year

Lead Agency

Land Use Scale
Analysis Level for Defaults
Windspeed (m/s)
Precipitation (days)
Location

County

City

Adr District

Air Basin

TAZ

EDFZ

Electric Utility

Gas Utility

App Version

1.2. Land Use Types

7056 North Prospect Ave Detailed Report, 7/17/2024

7056 Morth Prospect Ave
8/1/2024

2025

Projectisite

County

270

226

36.83816901498409, -119.85291402629232
Fresno

Fresno

San Joaquin Valley APCD

San Joaquin Valley

2425

5

Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Pacific Gas & Electric

2022.1.1.26

o
P
i1

Land Use Sublype

Lt Lot Acreage Bullding Area (sq ft) | Landscape Area (sq | Special Landscape | Population Description
Area (s ft)

Dwelling Unit 3.70 54,293 64,835 — 262 —

Apartments Mid 82.0
Rise

Til46



Parking Lot
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40.6 1000sqft 0.93 0.00 — —_ s =

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Mo measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, ==
Summer
{Max)

Unmit. 187

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unmit.  1.70

Average —
Daily
{Max)

Unmit. 171

Annual  —
{Max)

Unmit. 0.31

Exceeds —
(Annual)

Threshol —
d

Unmit. —

19.7 36.0 336 0.05 1.60 19.8 214 1.47 10.1 1.6 — 5,404 5,404 0.22 0.05 1.76 5424
1.44 1.6 15.1 0.02 0.50 0.35 0.85 0.46 0.08 0.54 — 2,840 2,840 0.12 0.05 0.05 2,858
1.60 4.99 6.94 0.01 0.20 0.50 0.64 0.19 0.23 0.36 — 1,300 1,300 0.05 0.02 0.32 1,308
0.29 0.91 1.27 <0006 0.04 0.09 0.12 0.03 0.04 0.07 = 215 215 0.01 <0005 0.05 217

10.0 10.0 100 27.0 = — 15.0 — == 15.0 — — — — — - o

Ma Mo Mo Mo — — Mo — - Mo —t = =N = e = oy
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2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants Ibfday for dai1g ton.’}gr for annual} and GHGs ;Ibfdag for dai!z MTJ’IF for annual)

Daily - — —

Summer

(Max)

2024 442 3 36.0 33.6 0.05 1.60 10.8 21.4 1.47 10.1 16 g 5404 5404 022 0.05 1.76 5424
2025 197 19.7 10.8 15.3 0.02 0.43 0.35 0.78 0.40 0.08 0.48 = 2871 2871 0.1 0.05 1.64 2,891
Daily- — s e = iy = s = = = - = - =3 = = = =3
Winter

{Max)

2024 1.70 1.44 116 15.1 0.02 0.50 0.35 0.85 0.46 0.08 0.54 —_ 2840 2840 0.12 0.05 0.05 2,858
2025 160 1.35 10.8 14.9 0.02 0.43 0.35 0.78 0.40 0.08 0.48 - 2831 2831 0.1 0.05 0.04 2,849
Average — - — — - - - — — — - - - - — — - -
Daily

2024 046 0.39 3.25 3.97 0.01 0.14 0.50 0.64 0.13 0.23 0.36 = 721 721 0.03 0.01 0.16 725
2025  1.71 1,60 4.99 6.94 0.01 0.20 0.16 0.36 0.19 0.04 0.22 2 ) 1,300 1,300 005 0.02 0.32 1,308
Annual = == —_ ] = — — — — — — — —_ — — — == ==
2024  0.08 0.07 0.59 0.72 <0005 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.02 0.04 0.07 = 119 119 0.01 =0.005 0.03 120
2025 031 0.29 0.91 1.27 =0.005 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.04 = 215 215 0.01 =0.005 0.05 217

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Lo oo s lioxLeolace i o T Imase o ovsrlacealcoa comt o Lo e oo

Daily, sss
Summer
{Max)

Unmit. 7.81 5.53 2.88 34.8 0.09 278 1.91 4.87 266 0.48 3.14 485 4,249 4,733 6.23 0.15 9.40 4,943

Daily - - — — - — — — — _— — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
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Unmit. 7.16

Average —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit.  4.06

Annual —
{Max)

Unmit. 0.74

Exceeds —
{Annual)

Threshol —
d

Unmit. —

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

4.89

3.44

063

10.0

Mo

3.03

213

0.39

10.0

Mo

29.0

16.1

243

100

Mo

0.09

0.04

0.01

27.0

Mo

2.76

0.67

0.12

1.91

1.79

0.33

4.67

2.46

0.45

15.0

Ma

2.66

0.64

0.12

0.48

0.45

0.08

314

0.20

15.0

Mo
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485 4,033 4,518

139 3,313 3.452

23.0 549 572

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual

AN

Daily, —
Summer
{Max)

Mobile  1.84
Area 5.90
Energy 0.08
Water —
Waste —
Refrig. —
Total 7.81

Daily, -_
Winter
{Max)

Mobile  1.64

1.74
3.76
0.03

1.52

1.34
1.03
0.52

1.53

23.4
0.22

8.95

0.02
0.06
= 0.005

0.02

0.02
2.70
0.04

0.02

1.91

1.91

1.93
2.70
0.04

1.93

0.02
2.60
0.04

0.02

10746

0.48

0.48

0.50
2.60
0.04

0.50

—_ 2,458 2,458
446 876 1.321
— 906 806
6.33 8.74 15.1
32.6 0.00 32.6

485 4249 4733

— 2255 2,255

6.25

4.60

0.76

0.12
2.10
0.10
0.65
3.26

6.23

0.14

016

0.15

0.02

0.13
< 0.005
0.0
0.02
0.00

0.15

0.14

0.62

4.09

0.68

ROC PM10E_[PH10D NaCO2

0.39
9.40

0.23

4,722

3,615

598

COZe

2,507
1,374
911
36.0
114
0.39
4,943

2,289






| Location

Onsite  —

Daily, —
Summer
{Max)

Off-Roa  4.34
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, -
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.06
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.04
d

Equipm

ent

PM10E [PM10D |PM10T |PM25E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 |NBCOZ2

3.65

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

36.0

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.09

328

0.00

0.45

0.00

0.08

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

= 0.005

1.60

0.00

0.02

0.00

= 0.005

19.7

0.00

0.27

0.00

1.60 1.47
19.7 —
0.00 0.00
;32 ;DE
0.27 —
0.00 0.00

=0.005 <0.005

12746

10.1

0.00

0.14

0.00

1.47

10.1

0.00

0.02

0.14

0.00

= 0.005
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5,286

0.00

72.5

0.00

12.0

5,296

0.00

72.5

0.00

12.0

0.21

0.00

= 0.005

0.00

= 0.005

0.04

0.00

=< 0.005

0.00

5,314

0.00

72.8

0.00

121
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Dust - -- — — — — 0.05 0.05 - 0.03 0.03 — — — — - — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite  — = o = s = = = — = = — - =3 = = =t ==

Daily, — — — —_ = — — —_ — = — £ — = = = = B

Summer
(Max)

Worker  0.08 0.08 0.04 0.71 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 108 108 0.01 =0.005 043 110
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —_ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —_ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, - - — — — — - — — — - — - — — o — —
Winter
{Max)

Average — — ks = = — — = — — = — — = = = — —
Daily

Worker <0005 <0005 =0005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 =0.005 O0.00 <0005 =0005 — 1.36 1.36 <0005 <0005 =<0.005 1.39
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual  — = == — = = — — — = = — = = = = = —

Worker <0005 =<0.005 <0005 <0005 0.00 0.00 =0.005 =<0.005 O0.00 <0005 <0005 — 0.23 0.23 <0005 =0.005 <0005 023
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.3. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria F'ollutants ;Ibfdgy for dallg tonf)gr for annual} and GHGs glbfda;n.f for dallg Mngr for annual}

Onsite —

13746
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Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

{Max)

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 Q.02 0.02 — 929 92.9 0.01 <0005 037 94 6
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, - — - — — — — — —- — — — — — - — o~ —
Winter

(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker =0.005 =00058 <0005 0.01 0.00 0.00 = 0005 <0005 0.00 <0005 =00058 — 1.87 1.87 =0.005 <0005 =0.005% 190
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — —
Worker <0005 =0.008 =0005% =0005 0.00 .00 =0.005 <0005 0.00 <0005 =0.0058 — 0.31 0.31 =0.005 =00058 <=0005 0.32
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 .00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — o e = By - oo e = oz = = oo

Summer
{Max)
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, - - - — — - - - — - — - — — — — - —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.25 0.23 0.19 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.32 0.00 0.08 0.08 — 324 324 0.02 0.02 0.04 329
Vendor 0.01 0.m 0.20 0.09 =0.005 <0005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.0 — 118 118 = 0.005 0.02 0.01 123
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 = 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — = == = == == = — — = = = = = = = = =
Daily

Worker  0.05 0.05 0.03 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.02 _ 68.4 684 <0005 =<=0005 013 69.6
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.02 <0005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0005 <0005 <0005 — 2348 239 <0005 <0005 003 250
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — _ — — — -_ - —_ — - —_ —_ _— —_ - — —_ -
Worker 0.01 0.m 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.0 0.00 <0005 <0005 — 11.3 1.3 <0005 <0005 002 11.5
Vendor <0005 <0005 0.01 <0005 <0005 <0005 <0005 <0005 <0.005 <0005 <0005 — 3.96 398 <0005 <0005 <0005 414
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, == — — — - - — — — = = = = = ey e e =

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa  1.35 1.13 10.4 13.0 0.02 0.43 — 0.43 0.40 — 0.40 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —_ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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3.9. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual

Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

Average —
Daily

Worker 0.10
Vendor <= 0.005
Hauling 0.00
Annual —
Worker 0.02
Vendor = 0.005
Hauling 0.00

Onsite —

Daily, _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.85
d

Equipm

ent

Paving 0.14

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
{Max)

Average —
Daily

0.01
0.00

0.10
= 0.005
0.00
0.02
< 0,005
0.00

0.7

0.14
0.00

0.20
0.00

0.06
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.02
0.00

6.52

0.00

0.08
0.00

0.78
0.04
0.00
0.14
0.01
0.00

8.84

0.00

= 0.005
0.00

0.00
= 0.005
0.00

0.00
= 0.005
0.00

0.Mm

0.00

< (1.005
0.00

0.00
= 0.005
0.00

0.00
= (0.005
0.00

0.29

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.14
0.0
0.00

0.02

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.14
0.Mm
0.00

0.02
= 0.005
0.00

0.29

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

= 0.005

0.00

0.00

= 0.005
0.00

0.26

0.00

19746

0.01
0.00

0.03
= 0.005
0.00

0.01

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.03
= 0.005
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.26

0.00
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— 116

= 141
— 49.5

— 233
— 8.18
= 0.00

— 1,351

116
0.00

141
49.5
0.00

23.3
8.19
0.00

1,361

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.01
< (.005
0.00

= 0.005
= 0.005
0.00

0.05

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.0
0.01
0.00

< 0,005
< 0.005
0.00

0.0

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.25
0.06
0.00

0.04

0.01
0.00

0.00

121
0.00

143
21.7
0.00

23.7

8.56
0.00

1,355

0.00
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3.11. Architectural Coating (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/

Onsite — — - i b e i H — e E e Al s

Daily, — - — — — — — — — — — — - — — - — —
summer
{Max)

Off-Roa 0.15 013 0.88 1.14 =(0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 <0005 — 134
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 19.5 18.5 — — — s — — 3 - = St = A2 f- 5T = n =
ural

Coating

5

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (.00 0.00
truck

Daily, == — — — - — — — = — — - L - i — - o
Winter
{Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Roa  0.01 0.0 0.04 0.08 =0.005 =000 — =0.005 <0005 — =0.005 — 6.58 G6.58 =0.005 <0005 — 6.61
d

Equipm
ent

Architect 0.96 0.96 — — - — — i — — _ —_ — = = — - e
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual  — sz e — L - . U i L L I L el - i s e

21746






4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme 1.84
nts
Mid Rise

Parking 0.00
Lot

Tatal 1.84

Daily, —
Winter
{Max)

Apartme  1.64
nts
Mid Rise

Parking 0.00
Lot

Total 1.64
Annual —

Apartme 0.29
nts
Mid Rise

Parking 0.00
Lot

Tatal 0.29

4.2. Energy

Use

1.74

0.00

1.74

1.52

0.00

1.52

0.27

0.00

0.2v

1.34

0.00

1.34

1.53

0.00

1.53

0.25

0.00

0.25

9.95

0.00

9.95

1.70

0.00

1.70

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.02

= 0.005

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.0z

0.00

0.02

= 0.005

0.00

1.9

0.00

1.91

1.91

0.00

1.91

0.33

0.00

<0005 <0005 0.33

1.93

0.00

1.93

1.93

0.00

1.93

0.33

0.00

0.33

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.02

= 0.005

0.00

= (.005

23146

0.48

0.00

0.48

0.48

0.00

0.48

0.08

0.00

0.08

0.50

0.00

0.50

0.50

0.00

0.50

0.09

0.00

0.09

= 2458

— 0.00

— 2,458

—_ 2,255

— 0.00

—1 2,255

= 364

— 0.00

— 364

2,458

0.00

2,458

2,255

0.00

2,255

0.00

Co2T

fik

0.12

0.00

0.12

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.13

0.00

013

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.02

0.00

0.02

9.01

0.00

8.01

0.23

0.00

0.23

0.81

0.00

0.61

2,507

0.00

2,507

2,299

0.00

2,299

371

0.00

a7
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4.2 .1, Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, — — — — = - = =
Summer

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — 225 225 0.04 =0.005 — 228
nts

(Max)
Mid Rise

Parking — _— —_— —_ —_ —_ —_ —_ —_ _— —_ _ 199 19.9 <0005 <0005 — 201
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 245 245 0.04 <0005 — 248

Daily, —— - - — — — == — —_ — = = = ot = = i =

Winter
{Max)

Apartme — — - — - — - — — — — — 225 225 0.04 <0008 — 228
nts
Mid Rise

Parking — — — — —_ -— — — — — — — 19.9 19.9 =0.005 =000 — 201
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 245 245 0.04 =0.006 — 248
Annual  — — —_ — = — — — = = i = 2 A == - a2 = =

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — 373 37.3 0.01 =0.006 — 377
nts
Mid Rise

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 3.29 3.29 <0.005 =0005 — 3.32
Lot

Total — = = — = — — = = — — — 40.6 40.6 0.0 <0005 — 41.0

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

24 [ 46
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Use

Daily, -_
Summer
{Max)

Apartme 0.0 0.03 0.52 0.22 =0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 6a61 661 0.06 =0.005 — 663
nts
Mid Rise

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total 0.08 0.03 0.52 0.22 <0005 0.04 - 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 661 661 0.08 <0005 — 663

Daily, — - — — — — — — — — —_ - — — — — — —_

Winter
(Max)

Apartme 0.0 0.03 0.52 0.22 <0.005 004 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — G611 G661 0.06 <0008 — 663
nts
Mid Rise

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 —_ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total 0.06 0.03 0.52 0.22 =0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 661 661 0.06 =0.006 — 663
Annual — — — — Ly == — — i - T — — = o —, P o

Apartme 0.01 0.01 .10 0.04 =0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 109 108 0.01 =0.006 — 110
nts
Mid Rize

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.04 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 = 0.01 — 108 108 0.01 <0005 — 110

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

25146







Architect 0.02
ural

Landsca 0.04
pe

Equipm

ent

Tatal 0.44

abE 1= = A . = — =
0.04 =(.005 042 =0.005 =0.005 — =0.005 =0.005
035 004 119 <0005 011 — 011 0.1

4.4, Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants I:|bfda‘y’ for dally, tom’},rr for annual] and GHGs {Ibfdayr for dally, MTfyr for annual)

Land F.hn 1 rIT - PJEE Dc -. L’L’LE
Use

Daily, ==
Summer
{Max)

Apartme —
nts

Mid Rise
Parking —
Lot

Tatal -
Daily, _
Winter
{Max)
Apartme —

nts
Mid Rise

Parking —
Lot

Tatal —

Annual  —

27 [ 46
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= =0.006 —

— 0.11 16.6

— — 6.33

—_ —_ 0.00

- -_ 6.33

= = 6.33

—: — 0.00

— = 6.33

1.02

33

874

0.00

874

8.74

0.00

8.74

1.02

49.7

15.1

0.00

151

15.1

0.00

15.1

< 0.005

0.08

0.65

0.00

0.85

0.65

0.00

0.65

= 0.005

= 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.02

0.00

0.02

= 1.02

— 51.7

- 36.0

—_ 0.00

- 36.0

— 36.0

— 0.00

= 6.0
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Apartme — - — — - — — — — — — 1.05 1.45 2.50 0.11 <0005 — 5.96
nts
Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot
Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.05 1.45 2.50 0.11 =0.006 — 5.96

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, _—
Summer
{Max)

CH4

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 32.6 0.00 32.8 3.26 0.00 — 114
nts
Mid Rise

Parking — — — — — —_ — — _ — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — e = — £ T — — — — == 32.6 0.00 32.6 3.26 0.00 — 114

Daily, — S = = e s = £ o =y - s st o = — . s

Winter
{Max)

Apartme — —_ — — — _ —_ — — — — 326 0.00 326 3.26 0.00 — 114
nts
Mid Rise

Parking — — =y e — = e — — = — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lat

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 326 0.00 326 326 0.00 — 114
Annual — - — — — S st e 5 = - = L — = L ;=3 =3

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 5.40 0.00 5.40 0.54 0.00 — 18.9
nts
Mid Rise
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Parking — - — — - — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot
Total — — — — — — — — — — — 5.40 0.00 5.40 0.54 0.00 — 18.9

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — e - — — — e e
Summer
(Max)

Land
Use

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.39 0.39
nts
Mid Rise

Total  — L2 s = e = = — — = = — = — = = 039  0.39

Daily, — — — — — —_ — — — — T — — it — — =i oF
Winter
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.39 0.39
nts
Mid Rise

Total — == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 039 039

Annual  — — - — . e e = - = = - = = — = — o

Apartme — - —_ — —_ —_ = - == _ —_ - _— - = - 0.06 0.06
nts
Mid Rise

Total — = = - s = s s s = = = = - - = 006  0.06

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual
Equipm |TOG i Q) 50: PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 |NBCO2

aent

Type

Daily, — — v = e = =2 = - b = — - = — = g L

Summer
{Max)

Total  — = i = = = = e = = = = = = — = — =

Daily — — — i s — — — —_ i s st = s = = £ Y

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — —
Annual — — —_ — — — — — —_ — — — s = = = e —

Total — — — — — — — — —_ — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria F'ullutants Ibfda for dail tonr’y for annual)and GHGs {Ibf-::la for daily, MT! rfc:r annual
Equipm [TOG N O CO 02 2 NBCOZ
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4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipm |TOG ROG MO co 502 PM10E |PM10D |PM3I0OT |PM2.5E [PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCOZ |NBCO2 CH4 W20 R CO2Ze
ent
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total |— s i — = - - = =g - = = = = — = = -

Daily, = — — — — — — — — = — e == = i . 2 i
Winter
{Max)

Total — — = = = = = = = = = s = = = =< = = =

Annual — e — — — £y s . L =l = = b = L e =K w

Total  — - = s = . s = = — o - = - = — = -

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Vegetati PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM25E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 CO2e
on

Daily, e —
Summer
{Max)

Total  — 3 - — = — — = — - — — = x — — L o

Daily, — e = i s - - i - i - =) = s = = = o

Winter
{Max)

Total | — - = L= 5 i bt — = | =] s - — —s bie = A
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Annual  — —_— —_— — — —_ = = . e - N = =1 i . il d

Total — — = = = = i - - — = = = - — = - - -

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for dall ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual

smz PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM25D [PM2sT |BCO2
LJL.F-

Daily, — — — — — — — —
Summer
{Max)

Total — — = = i 1B fes = — = — = == = = = = = ==

Daily, — < — — = = — — = = = — = — = — = =

Winter
(Max)

Total — e e . - — o = = = — s - — — - — —

Annual — — —_ —_ — - P — = ey =3 o s - = Zom = Lok

Total  |— == = = = s = =2 s = = = = = == = — =

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Species |TOG co PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5SE (PM2.5D |PM2.5T HEI:'IZ:]E

Daily, — - - — — — - — — - — — - - — - — —
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — =t e —_— — — - i =t e — et —a — s et AN
Subtotal — — — — £ — —_— — — g = = — — - - e e

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — —— = = — e o e P s = = L =
Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

d
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Subtotal — —_ —_ — — _— = = . S - N -y A - = el A

Daily, — - = = - - = - = A= = = = = = = = =

Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — —_ — e =L — = = — =T = = = = = s =
Subtotal — — — — o X - fe s — b =" - Ll — ="k i s b

Sequest — = —= — — — — — — — — — = = — = = =
ered

Subtotal — - — — — - — — — s — — - — — Lk s e

Remove — - — — — — — —_— e — T e~ — —_— — — = S

d
Subtotal — - — — — — — —_ —_ - — e — = — — - -

Annual  — —_ — —_ — —_ — = == zard B = = =3 & = e ey

Avoided — - — — — — — —_ —_ - — = — — = = = =
Subtotal — — — — — — — —_ —_ - — — - e — s al Lan

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ered

Subtotal — == ==y — £ £ === i i — = s i - = = s pri

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — — — s P = — — = =N S L - = L b .

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Starl Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Site Preparation Site Preparation 8/30/2024 91612024 5.00 5.00 —_

Phase Type
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Grading Grading 9/7i2024 9/18/2024 5.00 8,00 —
Building Construction Building Construction 9192024 BIT2025 5.00 230 -
Paving Paving 8/82025 922025 5.00 18.0 -
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 9/3/2025 9/28/2025 5.00 18.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

| Equipment Type Mumber per Day Horsepower Load Faclor
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 367 0.40
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back  Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Grading Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 a7 0.40
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.29
Building Construction  Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74
Building Construction  Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 3.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Building Construction  Woelders Dieseal Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45
Paving Cement and Martar Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 10.0 0.56
Mixers
Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 81.0 0.42
Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 89.0 0.36
Paving Rallers Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 36.0 0.38
Paving Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
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Architectural Coating  Air Compressors

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation
Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Warker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck

Worker

Diesel

Average

15.0

0.00

59.0

a8.77

0.00

20.0

0.00

1.00

One-Way Trips per
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6.00 37.0

Miles per Trip

.70
4.00
20.0

7.70
4.00
20.0

7.70
4.00
20.0

7.70
4.00
20.0

7.70

0.48

Vehicle Mix

LDALDTT LDTZ
HHDTMHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LOALDT,LDT2
HHDTMHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTTLDTZ2
HHDTMHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTT,LDTZ2
HHODTMHDT
HHDT

HHDT

LDALDTY LDT2
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Architectural Coating Vendor — 4.00 HHOT,MHDT
Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDOT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

MNon-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Mame Residential Interior Area Residential Exterior Area Mon-Residential Interior Area | Non-Residential Exterior Area | Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 108,943 36,648 0.00 0.00 2,436

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

| Phase Mame Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sqg. fi.) Acres Paved (acres)

Site Preparation 2 — 7.50 0.00 =
Grading — — 8.00 0.00 —
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.93

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

MNon-applicable. Mo control strategies activated by user.
5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt
Apartments Mid Rise — 0%
Parking Lot 0.93 100%
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5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh

kK\Wh per Year

2024 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005
2025 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

| Land Use Type TripsWeekday TripsiSaturday TripsiSunday TripsYear YMTWeekday VT Saturday VT Sunday VT ear
Apartments Mid 446 403 335 154,781 2,699 2436 2,029 936,388
Rise

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

| Hearth Type Unmitlgated (number)

Apartments Mid Rise —

Weod Fireplaces 0
Gas Fireplaces 41
Propane Fireplaces 0
Electric Fireplaces 0
Mo Fireplaces 41
Conventional Wood Stoves 0
Catalytic Wood Stoves 4
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MNon-Catalytic Wood Stoves 4
Pellet Wood Stoves 0

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Fesidential Interior Area Coated (sq | Residential Exterior Area Coated (sg | Mon-Residential Interior Area Coated | Mon-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq fi)

Coated (sq ft)

109943 325 36,648 0.00 0.00 2436

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season
Snow Days dayiyr 0.00
Summer Days dayiyr 180

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Apartments Mid Rise 403,341 204 0.0330 0.0040 2,062,851

Parking Lot 35,572 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

| Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (galiyear)

Apartments Mid Rise 3,304 272 1,087,782

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
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5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Apartments Mid Rise 60.5 —

Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigarant Cluantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Apartments Mid Rise  Average room A/C &  R-410A 2,088 = 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

Apartments Mid Rise  Household R-134a 1,430 012 0.0 0.00 1.00
refrigerators andior
freezers

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

| Equipment Type Fusl Type Number per Day Hours Fer Day Horsepower

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

|.oad Factor

Equipment Type Fuel Type Mumber per Day Hours per Year Horsepower

Hours per Day

5.16.2. Process Boilers
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Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) |Annual Heat Input (MMBtufyr)

| Equipment Type

5.17. User Defined

| Eqguipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Final Acres

Initial Acres
5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

| Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWhiyear) Matural Gas Saved (btufyear)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100,

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location
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Temperatura and Extreme Heat 309 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 1.35 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise —_ meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hactares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heal data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimurm temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located, The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about %4 an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall i
received over a full day or heavy rain if receivad over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers {km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles {mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-53an Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different incremants of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Lsers may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundaticn depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: Mo rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNEM-CMS), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 4 0 0 MNIA
Extreme Precipitation MNIA, MNIA, MNiA MNiA
Sea Level Rise MIA MIA MIA A,
Wildfire MIA MIA M/A MiA,
Flooding ] 0 0 MNIA
Drought 1] o 0 MNIA
Snowpack Reduction MNAA, MIA, MNIA MNIA
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 NI

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 10 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards, Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The averall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaplive capacily assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
Measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores
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Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Wulnerability Score
Temperature and Extreme Heat 4 1 1 4

Extreme Precipitation MIA MiA MNiA, MNiA

Sea Level Rise AA MIA NIA NIA

Wildfire /A MiA MIA N/A

Flooding 1 1 1 2

Drought 1 1 1 2

Snowpack Reduction MR MNIA MR NA

Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatesi exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures,

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

| Indicatar Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators ==

AQ-Ozone 825
AQ-PM 946
AQ-DPM 19.6
Drinking Water 96.0
Lead Risk Housing 12.2
Peslicides 753
Toxic Releases 71.9
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7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

Th

Traffic

Effect Indicators

CleanUp Sites

Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies

Solid Waste

Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI
Education
Bachelor's or higher

High school enrcllment

53.3

19.9
2.1
356
239
0.00

55.9
231
254

7.40
234
14.3
6.08
7.4

85.05068651
83.80597973
a7.12947517
8497369434
17.31040678
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e maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

e e R

Resull for Project Census Tract
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Hardship 7.5
Other Decision Support sy
2016 Voting 84.2

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 230
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 75.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Mo
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Mo
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) Mo

a: The maximum CalEnvireScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., grealer than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracls in the slate.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

Mo Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

MNa Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Land Use From Design Exhibit H

Construction: Construction Phases no demaolition required. open field






Emissions of DPM During Construction

Emissions®

Duration

Total Em
Far Phase

Total Hours

Ibs/day

Ibs-hour

lbs-hr/ft2

ted Site
Annual

on Rate

Site Preparation 2024 5 8 40 2.87E-02 2.00E-01 1.24E-06 2.23E-08
Gradin_g_ 2024 2 B.72 B4 2A1E-02 1.05E-01 B.53E-07 1.87E-08
Building Construction 2024 58 34 544 1.22E-01 6.25E-02 3.89E-07 9.48E-08
Building Construction 2025 0.43 162 69.66 1296 2.50E-01 5.38E-02 3.35E-07 1.94E-07
Paving

2025 0.29 18 522 144 1.87E-02 3.63E-02 2.26E-07 1.46E-08
Architectural Coating

2025 0.03 18 0.54 144 1.94E-03 3.75E-03 2.33E-08 1.51E-09
Total 275 123.6 2232 0443010753 2. B7E-06 3 4BE-07
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23 July 2024

Christopher A. Brown, Director
Fennemore Law

8080 N. Palm Avenue, Third Floor
Fresno, California 93711

Subject: Lincoln Park Apartments, 7056 North Prospect Avenue, Fresno, California
City of Fresno Permit Application P21-00989
Review of Categorical Exemption Environmental Assessment — Noise

Dear Mr. Brown:

| have reviewed documents pertaining to the Categorical Exemption of the subject project, in
particular the document identified as Exhibit J on the City of Fresno’s Legislation website page
that pertains to this project:*

City of Fresno Categorical Exemption
Environmental Assessment for Development Permit Application No. P21-00989
(“Environmental Assessment”)

This letter presents our comments on Noise section of this document.

Wilson Ihrig, Acoustical Consultants, has practiced exclusively in the field of acoustics since
1966. During our 58 years of operation, we have prepared hundreds of noise studies for
Environmental Impact Reports and Statements. We have one of the largest technical laboratories
in the acoustical consulting industry. We also regularly utilize industry-standard acoustical
programs such as Environmental Noise Model (ENM), Traffic Noise Model (TNM),
SoundPLAN, and CADNA. In short, we are well qualified to prepare environmental noise
studies and review studies prepared by others.

Comments Regarding Construction Noise

The Environmental Assessment takes the position that because the Fresno municipal code
exempts construction noise during specified time periods from the quantitative noise standards
that otherwise apply, construction noise from the project will technically comply with the local

L City of Fresno - File #: 1D 24-651 (legistar.com)

5900 HOLLIS STREET, SUITET1 EMERYVILLE, CA 94608 (510) 658-6719 WWW.WILSONIHRIG.COM
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R e g sk Review of Cat Ex Noise Assessment

standards and, therefore, is incapable of causing any sort of environmental impact. The fallacy
of this argument is plain when one considers that it would allow noise levels that could cause
hearing loss and still lead to the conclusion that those levels do not cause a significant
environmental noise impact. CEQA is not focused on the application of local regulations.
Rather, it is focused on the determination of actual environmental degradation and disclosure of
any degradation that is reasonably found to cause a significant impact on the environment.
While the CEQA Appendix G guidelines for noise assessment do call for comparison of project
noise levels to local standards, they also call for comparison to the existing ambient, specifically
stating:

Would the project result in . . . [g]eneration of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project . . .

This aspect of a thorough CEQA noise assessment is completely disregarded in the
Environmental Assessment document.

An assessment based on the existing ambient is all the more important in this situation because
the Fresno noise ordinance’s prima facia noise limit is itself based on the ambient noise level:

Any noise or sound exceeding the ambient noise level at the property line of any person
offended thereby, or, if a condominium or apartment house, within any adjoining living unit,
by more than five decibels shall be deemed to be prima facie evidence of a violation of
Section 8-305. [F.M.C. Sec. 10-106. PRIMA FACIE VIOLATION]

In this situation, comparison with the existing ambient must necessarily be the basis for a CEQA
assessment.

There is nothing in the record for this project that suggests that ambient measurements have been
made in the surrounding neighborhoods. However, the Fresno Noise Ordinance contains
statutory minimum ambient noise levels for various zoning districts, and given a lack of any
other information, it is reasonable to assume these for the areas surrounding the project site. For
residential districts, these statutory ambient levels are:

7:00 am to 7:00 pm 60 dBA
7:00 pm to 10:00 pm 55 dBA

Construction is a noisy endeavor. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has published
typical ranges of noise levels at construction sites for a variety of building types.? For domestic
housing, the EPA noise levels for each major phase of construction with all pertinent equipment
present at site are reproduced in Table I.

2 Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency, NTID300.1, 31 December 1971.
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TABLE |l EPA NOISE LEVELS FOR RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION

Phase Average Range*
Ground clearing 83 dBA 751091 dBA
Excavation 88 80 to 96
Foundations 81 71to0 91
Erection 81 71to 91
Finishing 88 8110 95

1 The range is the average plus/minus one standard deviation. For a “normal” (bell-shaped)
distribution, the noise level will be within the range 68% of the time and higher than the low
end of the range 84% of the time.

The values given in Table I are based on the loudest piece of equipment being located at a
distance of 50 feet. Construction equipment noise spreads as a point source (as opposed to
roadway noise which is a line source), and point source noise attenuates at a rate of 6 decibels
per every doubling of distance (which means it also increases 6 dB for every halving of
distance). So, for example, if the noise is 88 dBA at 50 feet, it will be 82 dBA at 100 feet and
76 dBA at 200 feet. The noise level does not attenuate linearly with distance because the decibel
scale is logarithmic (like the Richter scale for earthquakes).

According to F.M.C. Sec. 10-106, the prima facia noise limit for most noises is 5 dB over the
ambient. Using the statutory daytime (7:00 am — 7:00 pm) ambient of 60 dBA, the prima facia
limit is 65 dBA. However, as noted above, construction noise levels are exempted by the F.M.C.
from the normal prima facia noise limit, so what is a reasonable threshold of significance? |
believe a reasonable limit is the prima facia limit plus another 5 dB., i.e., the ambient plus 10 dB.
Given the statutory ambient, this is 70 dBA between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm.

Returning to Table I, one can see that not only is the average noise level for every construction
phase well over 70 dBA, the lower end of the expected range is also over 70 dBA for every
phase. This is direct evidence that unmitigated construction noise will cause a significant impact
on residents immediately adjacent to the project site (namely, residents of the 11 homes between
7003 and 7063 Harmony Drive, inclusive).

Another way to look at this is to consider how far away the construction will have to be for the
noise level to drop to 70 dBA. If the noise level at 50 feet is 88 dBA, the construction would
have to be 400 feet away for the level to attenuate to 70 dBA. However, the width of the site
from east to west is only 350 feet. So, if the average construction noise level is 88 dBA at

50 feet, it will be greater than 70 dBA for the entire period of the phase.®> Focusing on the first
four phases of construction, Table 11 shows the percentage of the 350-foot wide site for which
the noise level will be greater than 70 dBA.

3 This is strictly true for the Ground Clearing, Excavation, and Foundation phases. Potentially less so for the
Erection phase if some built portions block noise from other portions being built. For the Finishing phase the noise
levels would only match the levels shown in Table | for areas that have a direct line of sight to the off-site receptor.
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TABLE Il PERCENT OF SITE ON WHICH NOISE WILL EXCEED 70 dBA

Phase Average Range
Ground clearing 64% 25% to 100%
Excavation 100% 45% to 100%
Foundations 51% 16% to 100%
Erection 51% 16% to 100%

For each of the first four phases of construction, the noise level is expected to exceed 70 dBA for
more than 50% of the site. This indicates the longevity of time that residences of Harmony
Drive will be subjected to construction noise levels at least 10 dB higher than the statutory
ambient and 5 dB higher than the prima facia noise limit established by the F.M.C.

Concluding Comments

The Environmental Assessment upon which the Categorical Exemption for this project is based
concludes that there will not be a temporary noise impact based on a legal technicality,
disregarding the intent and spirit of CEQA. Using construction noise level estimates published
by the EPA, an ambient noise level based on the Fresno municipal code, and a reasonable
threshold of significance also founded upon the municipal code, | have demonstrated by simple
analysis that, in fact, the residents of Harmony Drive will be likely be subjected to a temporary,
significant noise impact by the construction of the Lincoln Park Apartments project.

Please let me know if you have any questions about these comments on Lincoln Park Apartments
environmental noise assessment that was produced to support a Categorical Exemption for the
project.

Very truly yours,

WILSON IHRIG

'\ Z Y A/Zf//
D k L. Watry

Principal



From:
To: Adrienne Asadoorian
Cc: Jerry Dyer; gbredefeld@fresnocountyca.gov

Subject: Letter against Text Amendment Application P24-00794 and Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH NO.
2024110662)

Date: Tuesday, February 11, 2025 8:43:52 AM

External Email: Use caution with links and attachments

TO:

Adrienne Asadoorian-Gilbert,
Supervising Planner,

City of Fresno

Planning and Development Dept.,
2600 Fresno St.

Fresno CA 93721-3604

Dear Ms. Asadoorian-Gilbert,

We are writing in opposition to the proposed Text Amendment
Application P24-00794 and Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH NO.
2024110662) for the City of Fresno. Although these proposals affect the
whole city, my comments are in reference to the current vacant lots
bordering the North and South sides of Herndon Avenue between the
streets of North Marks Avenue and North Milburn Avenue. Please
enter these comments into the public record regarding these proposals.

Specifically:

We are against the repeal of Fresno Municipal Code Section 15-1106
as proposed in the Text Amendment Application P24-00794. Removal
of this section of the Municipal Code would give the City a green light to
ignore required road, parking, pedestrian/bicycle route and traffic signal
upgrades under the Fresno Complete Street Policy dated Sept 26, 2019
with new RM-1, RM-2 and RM-3 developments. Fresno Municipal
Code Section 15-1106 also requires the City to do traffic impact studies



for all development with 300 or more peak hour new vehicle trips. This
would be done away with if this section is repealed.

In regards to the Text Amendment Application P24-00794, | have the
following concerns/comments specifically relating to the vacant lots
running along both the North and South sides of Herndon Avenue,
between N. Marks Avenue and N. Milburn Avenue:

Section 4.1a “Aesthetics”. The study is flawed when it states that there
would be less than significant impacts to scenic vistas with RM-3
developments. RM-3 allows for the construction of up to 45 living units
per acre (which could easily house 4 people per unit) and up to 60 feet
in height. Apartment units that are 60 feet in height would be a blight on
a neighborhood that consists of primarily single story dwellings (houses,
apartments, condos and townhomes). If any of the vacant lots along
both sides of Herndon Avenue between Marks and Milburn Avenues
were converted to RM-3, it would create an aesthetically unpleasant
situation for current residents and for the city. As an example, | will
refer the Planning Commission to how much the Clinton Avenue
Apartments (at 1538 E. Clinton) stand out like a sore thumb when
compared to the surrounding neighborhood of single family homes, and
they are only 4 stories high (see attached photo).

Section 4.11. “Land Use Planning”. If RM-3 development is allowed in
these lots along the Herndon corridor, it would physically constrict travel
between the already established neighborhoods along the North side of
Herndon Avenue with access to Herndon Avenue along Marks,
Valentine and Brawley Avenues. RM<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>