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Steven Mar�nez, Planner 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street, Third Floor, Room 3043 
Fresno, CA 93721 

 
Subject: Costco Commercial Center Project (CEQA State Clearinghouse # 2021100443) 

Response to Final EIR Informa�on and Comments 

 
Dear Mr. Mar�nez, 

Presented in this leter are comments addressing the Response to Comments and other informa�on 
provided as part of the Final EIR for the proposed Costco Commercial Center Project. The comments are 
organized into essen�ally the same three topic areas from my DEIR comment leter, which are: 

1) Comments regarding inconsistency between the operational characteristics identified in the 
proposed project description and the uses allowed by the proposed General Plan Amendment 
and Rezone. 

2) Comments addressing issues and deficiencies in the analysis of specific categories of 
environmental effects (For this letter, the comments are particularly focused on Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Transportation impacts). 

3) Comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s Alternatives analysis. 

I appreciate that at least some informa�on was provided in the Final EIR which helped provide clarity on 
the content and analysis from the DEIR.  However, as I stated during my public comments in opposi�on 
to the proposed project at its Planning Commission hearing, “Responses are not always answers.”  The 
zoning consistency issue has not been resolved, and inadequacies in the environmental analysis persist. 
Some of these issues and inadequacies pertain to environmental planning and CEQA topics that are 
par�cularly technical in nature, while others involve issues that are plainly recognized – such as those 
related to the transporta�on and safety concerns expressed in numerous DEIR comments. 

The comments presented in this leter are primarily intended to refer back to issues that have already 
been raised where addi�onal discussion is appropriate, but a por�on of the comments also address 
informa�on that was discovered months a�er the DEIR review and comment period was completed.  I 
men�on this because I do not want these comments to be characterized as a “last-minute document 
dump” (and I should note I have been on the other side of that situa�on). 

I want to reiterate that I am generally in favor of the development of a new Costco in northwest Fresno, 
but I have major reserva�ons with the proposed project site loca�on due to adverse environmental 
impacts that are specifically atributable to the site.  I sincerely believe that developing the proposed 
Costco project at a nearby alterna�ve site such as at Veterans Boulevard would have an equal or superior 
overall outcome for the City, its residents, and Costco itself.  Every benefit sought by the proposed 
reloca�on of the west Shaw Costco would be either fully or substan�ally realized.  At the same �me, a 
number of significant nega�ve externali�es to surrounding residents would be avoided (such as noise 
and traffic safety issues in neighborhoods), and being located at a major roadway that is already grade-
separated will reduce or avoid transporta�on safety issues as well as opera�onal challenges that are 
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likely to arise (both in the near-team while Herndon is not grade-separated and in the intermediate 
period when Herndon undergoes construc�on to become grade-separated). 

I am also well aware that there is mo�va�on to simply get this project completed and opera�onal at the 
proposed site despite its drawbacks so that the benefits of the project can be realized sooner rather than 
later.  I would also generally prefer that outcome, but not at the expense of an inadequate evalua�ve 
process. 

Short of developing the project at a different loca�on, this is what I believe should be done: 

• The EIR should be recirculated in order to properly iden�fy and disclose that the project will 
result in a significant and unavoidable impact regarding GHG emissions, in par�cular because 
informa�on in the EIR (despite presen�ng a conclusion otherwise) demonstrates that the project 
will conflict with exis�ng GHG emissions plans, policies, and regula�ons due to its high levels of 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in excess of the thresholds iden�fied in the City’s VMT Guidelines. 

• Along with/as part of the process of recircula�ng the EIR, the land use applica�on and project 
descrip�on should be revised to include a GPA and Rezone that is consistent with all of the 
proposed uses included as part of the project (par�cularly the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility). 
Alterna�vely, the project component triggering the conflict with the currently proposed Land 
Use and Zoning designa�ons (the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility) could be removed from the 
project. 

• As part of the process of recircula�ng the EIR, the Alterna�ves analysis should be revised to 
more precisely evaluate at least one of the alterna�ve sites iden�fied in the DEIR comments 
(either in my comments or other comments). Specifically, a transporta�on queuing analysis 
should be prepared so that the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable queuing impacts 
can be adequately and meaningfully contextualized (i.e., to provide understanding of whether 
the queuing impacts are especially site-specific and could be avoided by developing the project 
at another site, or if significant and unavoidable queuing impacts would s�ll be likely to occur if 
the project was developed elsewhere in the vicinity). 

 

I appreciate your considera�on of these comments and their inclusion in the record. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Daniel Brannick 
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1. Comments regarding inconsistency between the operational characteristics identified in the 
proposed project description and the uses allowed by the proposed General Plan Amendment and 
Rezone. 

Response I103-2 presents addi�onal informa�on about the details of the proposed Market Delivery 
Opera�on (“MDO”) component of the project (also referred to at �mes as a “Last Mile Delivery” 
facility in project documents and during public mee�ngs).  The response indicates that the City 
determined the MDO/Last Mile Delivery component falls within the accessory use classifica�on (i.e., 
an accessory to the large-format retail Costco store).  The response also provides further details 
about how the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility will be related to and complement opera�on of the 
large-format retail por�on of the proposed Costco project. 

The informa�on provided in the response does not resolve the issue of whether the Development 
Code was properly applied, primarily because it ignores or sidesteps considera�on whether the 
MDO/Last Mile Facility component of the project is already defined and regulated in the 
Development Code. 

As men�oned in earlier comments, the proposed MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility falls under the 
defini�on of what the City of Fresno’s Development Code defines as a “Warehousing, Storage, and 
Distribu�on” use (herea�er abbreviated as “WSD”).  The defini�on from the Development Code is as 
follows: 

Warehousing, Storage, and Distribution. Storage and distribution facilities without sales to the 
public on-site or direct public access except for public storage in small individual spaces 
exclusively and directly accessible to specific tenants. 

The MDO fits this defini�on because it will be used for storage and distribu�on, and it will not offer 
direct public access or be used for public on-site sales.  See text below for reference: 

“… This approximately 47,000-square-foot relocated market delivery opera�on (MDO) is a last-
mile facility for delivery of large and bulky items and is not open to visita�on by Costco 
members. At MDO facili�es, large goods are dropped off, organized, and loaded for daily 
deliveries to Costco members’ homes. Services would be the same scale as the exis�ng program 
but would be consolidated into the proposed warehouse facility.” (DEIR, p. 2-13) 

As also previously men�oned, the Development Code lists several sub-types of WSD uses (see 
Sec�on 15-6705), including “Indoor Warehousing and Storage” and “Wholesaling and Distribu�on”, 
and the proposed MDO/Last Mile Delivery Facility falls under the defini�on of these sub-types. 

It is also noted that WSD uses are listed under the “Industrial Use Classifica�ons” in 15-6705 rather 
than “Commercial Use Classifica�ons” in 15-6704. The only type of WSD use allowed in Commercial 
Zone Districts is Personal (Mini) Storage.  While there is one type of WSD allowed in Commercial 
districts, the fact that WSD uses are listed under the “Industrial Use Classifica�ons” rather than 
“Commercial Use Classifica�ons” implies that the Development Code considers such uses to be 
predominantly industrial in nature.   

As demonstrated here and in earlier comments, the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility is not some 
special undefined or previously uncontemplated use but rather one that is already defined in the 
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code and a type of which already exists locally.  The Amazon warehouse located near SR-180 and 
Clovis Avenue in the City of Fresno is an example of a last-mile delivery facility use.  The site of that 
facility (APN 456-030-56) is zoned Light Industrial, which is both consistent with the Development 
Code and reflec�ve of the physical/opera�onal nature of that use.  Even if the footprint of the 
project’s proposed MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility is not as large as a typical standalone last-mile 
facility, the use is s�ll the use. 

To further illustrate this point, I would like to call aten�on to the treatment of the Car Wash 
component of the subject project.  According to informa�on presented by both the Applicant’s 
representa�ves and City staff in presenta�ons, the inclusion of the GPA and Rezone as part of the 
project’s applica�on for en�tlements was necessary to allow the development of the Car Wash.  
Specifically, the Car Wash was not a permited use (either by-right or through a CUP) in the exis�ng 
“Community Commercial” (“CC”) zone district, thus the project applica�on includes a GPA and 
Rezone to the “Commercial General” (“CG”) zone district which condi�onally allows for development 
of a Car Wash. 

If the Car Wash cannot be considered an “accessory use”, then the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility 
similarly cannot be considered an “accessory use”.  The Applicants’ public statements and the 
Response to Comments have gone to great length to highlight details about opera�onal synergies 
and similar advantages between the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility and the large-format retail 
store.  Many of the same points could be raised about the Car Wash and the store.  A�er all, offering 
car washes alongside the large-format retail store would also likely be considered a reflec�on of 
“members’ evolving shopping paterns and demands.” 

Even though the Car Wash’s footprint would be rela�vely small compared to the size of the large-
format retail building and parking areas, and its opera�on would be subordinate to that of the retail 
store area, the GPA and Rezone is required because the use is still the use. 

Further, in case it needs to be stated, the absence of WSD uses other than “Personal Storage” from 
the Use Table reflects that they are prohibited from all Commercial zone districts.  “Personal 
Storage” is the only WSD use listed because it is the only such use allowed in at least some of the 
Commercial zone districts.  When a use is prohibited from all districts listed under a zoning category, 
it is not listed in the table with all dashes (‘-‘) but rather is omited en�rely from the use table for 
that category. (For a visual reference, refer to Use Tables in the Citywide Development Code or which 
were atached to my DEIR comment leter.) 

As an example, if I wanted to open an auto dealership at my residence and went to the City for a 
zone clearance, I would presumably be denied because auto dealerships are not allowed in 
Residen�al designa�ons.  While the Use Table for Residen�al Districts does not expressly list auto 
dealerships as a prohibited use, it is their complete absence from the Use Table for Residen�al 
Districts which indicates they are not allowed uses in that district. 

The Applicant’s representa�ves men�oned on at least one occasion that the proposed MDO/Last 
Mile Delivery facility was added to the project a�er the land use applica�on was ini�ally submited 
to the City.  This would at least par�ally explain why the proposed Land Use and Zoning associated 
with the project applica�on does not align with inclusion of the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility.  
Whether the inconsistency has persisted due to an oversight or a more inten�onal decision to carry 
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on contrary to the provisions of the Development Code, it is not appropriate for the project to be 
able to skip directly to a “Director’s Determina�on” and shoehorn the MDO/Last Mile Delivery 
facility component into the prior applica�on when doing so means it no longer conforms to the 
underlying land use and zoning designa�on. 

The fact of the mater is that the MDO/Last-Mile Delivery facility use is one that is expressly defined 
in the Development Code 15-6705 among the list of Industrial Use Classifica�ons. Since the 
Development Code lists the use in ques�on, Sec�on 15-5020 is not triggered.  Such uses are only 
listed under the Use Table for Employment Districts (Table 15-1302).  The only type of WSD use listed 
at all in the Use Table for Commercial Districts (Table 15-1202) is Personal Storage, and the 
MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility is absolutely not that. 

By proceeding in this manner, adop�on of the project would be in conflict with the zoning 
regula�ons set forth in the City’s Development Code.  It raises ques�ons about the overall integrity 
of the City’s planning and development processes.  It also sets an unsetling precedent of the City 
allowing logis�cs and warehousing uses in areas designated for Commercial use when those uses are 
absent from the Use Table and thus should be considered excluded from/not allowed in Commercial 
Districts. 

As indicated in my DEIR comments (and not challenged in the Response to Comments), there would 
not be a consistency issue present if the subject land use applica�on involved a GPA and Rezone to 
one of the “Employment” designa�ons (e.g., “Employment – Light Industrial”).  Therefore, to remedy 
the zoning inconsistency, the land use applica�on and project descrip�on should be revised to 
include a GPA and Rezone that is consistent with all of the proposed uses included as part of the 
project (par�cularly the MDO/Last Mile Delivery facility).  Alterna�vely, the project component 
triggering the conflict with the currently proposed Land Use and Zoning designa�ons (the MDO/Last 
Mile Delivery facility) could be removed from the project so that it is consistent with CG zoning. 

 

2. Comments addressing issues and deficiencies in the analysis of specific categories of 
environmental effects. 

Part 2 of my Dra� EIR comments raised ques�ons and expressed concerns regarding the analysis of 
several categories of environmental effects in the DEIR.  Responses I103-3 through I103-7 address 
the comments in Part 2 of my DEIR comment leter.  The comments here are focused on 
Transporta�on and Greenhouse Gas Emissions impacts. 

Transportation 

The Dra� EIR iden�fies three significant and unavoidable environmental impacts involving 
transporta�on effects: 1) VMT above SB 743 thresholds; 2) transporta�on safety issues due to 
poten�ally hazardous queuing condi�ons at three loca�ons in the vicinity of the site (Fir and 
Riverside, Herndon and Riverside, and Herndon and Golden State); and 3) cumula�ve impacts 
associated with VMT above thresholds. The comments here are related to the second impact 
(transporta�on safety). 
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Response I103-7 provides more detailed informa�on concerning transporta�on queuing condi�ons 
and proposed improvements/measures that would help reduce poten�al risks, including risks related 
to the proximity of the railroad tracks that run parallel to Golden State Boulevard. 

As emphasized elsewhere and in my DEIR comments, the project’s transporta�on safety impacts 
remain significant and unavoidable, and it is highly likely that the adverse project impact is 
atributable to the specific site being proposed for development. 

Regarding the fourth paragraph of the response, it is unclear whether this statement was intended 
to specifically rebut some aspects of the concerns raised or to beter demonstrate the validity of the 
analysis.  I just want to note that from a plain reading it appears to corroborate concerns that were 
iden�fied related to project-related transporta�on ac�vity on Herndon. 

The fi�h (and final) paragraph of this response states: 

“Finally, the comment suggests consideration of a mitigation measure that would condition 
operation of the proposed Costco on completion of the grade-separated rail crossing of West 
Herndon Avenue between North Golden State Boulevard and North Webber [sic] Avenue, which 
the comment suggests may improve circulation and reduce the queuing concerns identified in the 
Draft EIR. As acknowledged in the comment, this work is being completed by the California High 
Speed Rail Authority; the City and applicant have no control over the timing or outcome. This is 
not feasible mitigation for the City to impose because it would introduce unreasonable 
uncertainty given that the City has no jurisdiction over the implementation of the rail crossing 
and cannot ensure that it is completed in a timely fashion (or completed at all). Further, there is 
no clear evidence that the rail crossing improvements would improve the roadway operations 
impacts identified in the Draft EIR.” 

First, it is slightly unclear whether the men�on of “rail crossing improvements” men�oned in the last 
sentence refers to the full-on future grade separa�on of Herndon or to the rail crossing 
improvements men�oned earlier in this comment (e.g., “Do Not Block” signage and/or road paint). 

Either way, the risks associated with vehicles being queued near the railroad tracks (not just train-to-
vehicle but vehicle-to-vehicle and even vehicle-to-pedestrian) are regularly observed and 
experienced by people who travel along this segment of Herndon Avenue.  When the subject traffic-
safety queuing impacts occur, the effects will occur in this same segment, including where the 
railroad tracks are proximate.  It should also be plainly evident how physically separa�ng the 
roadway from directly interac�ng with the rail corridor would avoid or reduce said impacts. 

To reiterate what was already stated in the DEIR comments, the deferral of development should not 
be considered infeasible or unreasonable given the precedent of Granville’s Parc West residen�al 
project (a subdivision with 800+ homes on 160 acres), which required deferring the project’s 
buildout un�l the comple�on of Veterans Boulevard (which like Herndon, entailed a roadway/grade-
separa�on project undertaken to allow for HSR buildout) and a fire sta�on to serve the area. Further, 
the �ming of Veterans’ construc�on was considerably affected by local budgetary and grant-seeking 
ac�vi�es (i.e., ini�al delays due to de-priori�za�on of Measure C funding, and later advances due to 
the City applying for and being awarded federal transporta�on money). In other words, the same 
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general considera�ons apply to the Herndon grade separa�on, so it is not accurate to characterize 
the �ming or comple�on as totally out of the control of local interests. 

There are two addi�onal items related to informa�on which came up a�er the end of the DEIR 
comment period that I want to make sure are noted for the record: 

1) During the community mee�ng held by the Applicant’s representa�ves on February 2, 2024, at 
River Bluff Elementary School, a representa�ve from Kitleson indicated that supplemental traffic 
analysis was either being conducted or had been completed during January 2024.  However, no 
informa�on regarding a supplemental traffic analysis or similar content appears to have been 
included as part of the Final EIR or available for public review.  My primary concern is that if such 
informa�on (assuming it does exist) is u�lized or referenced as part of the ul�mate decision to be 
made by City Council on the subject project, it absolutely would need to have been made available 
for public review for a reasonable amount of �me ahead of the public hearing and decision. 

2) Following submital of my DEIR comment leter, I became aware that a Raisin’ Canes drive-thru 
restaurant is under construc�on at the north end of the El Paseo shopping center.  Raisin’ Canes is 
among the class of drive-thru restaurants that are known for drawing large crowds and having 
especially long drive-thru lines. 

While it appears that a substan�al amount of drive-thru and parking space has been incorporated as 
part of the Raisin’ Canes project, the concern here is that addi�onal volume of traffic resul�ng from 
that new development (in combina�on with exis�ng traffic from vehicles accessing El Paseo) could 
exacerbate an exis�ng circula�on botleneck within El Paseo and lead to backups of vehicles 
atemp�ng to enter El Paseo from eastbound Herndon Avenue using southbound Weber Avenue 
(the roadway that runs between the Raisin’ Canes loca�on and the McDonald’s). 

The “Weber Avenue-Weber Avenue” intersec�on inside El Paseo (about 350 feet south of Herndon) 
is Stop sign-controlled.  The Target crosswalk area immediately south of this intersec�on is very 
ac�ve, so southbound cars are o�en wai�ng at the Stop sign (or just past it) while pedestrians cross 
to and from the entrance to Target.  During high-volume �mes like holiday shopping days, one can 
see cars backed up from Weber onto Herndon Avenue.  

Since Raisin’ Canes appears to be imminently close to opening, I am very interested to see how this 
will play out – if it does result in backups onto Herndon (akin to the backups on west Shaw that were 
happening at the In-N-Out loca�on, which is currently undergoing site renova�on in order to address 
that issue), then it appears likely this condi�on will exacerbate the queuing-related transporta�on 
safety impacts of the Costco project (that is, the context in which the queuing impacts occur will be 
worse than expected).  More specifically, if vehicles are queued out onto the far right lane of 
Herndon, it will reduce available space for eastbound thru-traffic on Herndon to navigate around the 
traffic queuing issues which the EIR indicates will occur in the vicinity of the project site. 

From review of the DEIR, it appears that the development of new high-volume drive-thru restaurant 
uses like Raisin’ Canes in the vicinity of the project site was not an�cipated or considered as part of 
the EIR’s analysis.  If this type of development ac�vity was accounted for, it would be appreciated it 
the Applicant’s representa�ves and/or the City could clarify how so. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Response I103-5 addresses comments regarding GHG emissions and in par�cular purports to jus�fy 
the EIR’s differing significance determina�ons regarding the project’s VMT-related transporta�on 
effects and its GHG emissions effects. This response here along with the determina�on regarding 
GHG Emissions impacts in the DEIR is simply baffling and infuria�ng.  For reasons previously 
discussed in my DEIR comments, the determina�on that the project will have significant and 
unavoidable VMT-related impacts while having no significant impact regarding GHG emissions is 
irreconcilable. 

The following addi�onal comments are intended to further clarify the comments previously 
presented in my DEIR comment leter:  

1) Conflicts and inconsistencies atributable to the project’s VMT in excess of established 
thresholds are already iden�fied in the EIR and its GHG Appendix (see atached pages at the end 
of this leter).  In addi�on to the very direct inconsistency with Item 1(h) in the GHGRP checklist, 
the overall amount of references made to VMT in the consistency checklists is very 
demonstra�ve at a holis�c level of how significant and important reducing VMT is to reducing 
GHG emissions and achieving climate goals.  It is also noted that the consistency analysis seems 
to arbitrarily imply that the consistency items are all of equal weight and that 
inconsistency/conflict with an item can be offset simply by demonstra�ng consistency with a 
majority of other items. This line of apples-to-oranges reasoning is improper. 

2) While the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist is organized such that 15061.4(b) (which was 
implemented by SB 743) is directly presented in the list of ques�ons for Transporta�on impacts, 
SB 743 and the policies and regula�ons implemented via its adop�on are absolutely about GHG 
emissions.  This is demonstrated by the fact that SB 743 is specifically iden�fied and discussed in 
the DEIR’s Regulatory Se�ng for the Greenhouse Gas Emissions sec�on as well as in the 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report (DEIR Appendix F).  This should be viewed as a 
complete refuta�on of the narrow-minded asser�on in the FEIR/Response to Comments that 
VMT in excess of threshold levels referenced by 15061.4(b) is somehow not also in 
conflict/inconsistent with applicable policy and regula�ons intended to reduce GHG emissions, 
and/or that this impact should only be looked at or called out as a “Transporta�on” impact 
because of how the Appendix G Checklist is organized. This project – a large-format Costco retail 
store featuring 36 gas pumps that largely deters or precludes low-VMT development in its 
proximity due to its inherent physical and opera�onal characteris�cs – is an extremely apt 
example of the type of project which the enactment of SB 743 sought to target through its 
mul�faced aim which includes reducing GHG emissions through encouragement of infill 
development and a diversity of uses instead of sprawl. 

3) In addi�on to failing to appropriately iden�fy the significant and unavoidable impact as required 
by CEQA, the ra�onale and comments demonstrate what arguably amounts to an atempt to 
willfully confuse the meaning of and/or downplay the significance of the EIR’s own significant-
and-unavoidable determina�on regarding the project’s threshold-exceeding VMT levels. The 
approach being taken in the EIR func�onally serves to keep the project’s VMT impacts in the 
realm of “technical minu�ae” and cuts against the provision of adequate informa�on to the 
public and fostering of meaningful public par�cipa�on. 
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4) The comment below is meant to clean up a typo/omission from my DEIR comments, specifically 
in the parenthe�cal part of the comment.  

On p. 3.7-13: 

Additionally, the use of CAP consistency for CEQA determinations is still supported by 
CARB in Appendix D of the 2022 Scoping Plan (CARB 2022: 7-10). The 2022 Scoping Plan 
does not explicitly state that the new reduction goals of AB 1279 disqualify existing CAPs 
that align with the state’s previous target of reducing emissions by 40 percent from the 
1990 inventory. 

(Note: The appearance of this statement leads me to believe it is strongly suggested by 
the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan that older plans not accoun�ng for AB 1279 such as the 
City’s GHGRP are actually now out of compliance.) 

Again, CEQA does not ban projects with significant and unavoidable impacts from ul�mately being 
carried out when there are compelling reasons to do so, and the range of legi�mate reasons is broad 
and can be for non-environmentally-centric reasons.  What CEQA does require though is disclosure 
of informa�on in order to allow informed understanding and meaningful public par�cipa�on. 

The Dra� EIR’s failure to iden�fy policy and regulatory conflicts and inconsistencies resul�ng from 
the project’s GHG-related impacts (which stem from its acknowledged threshold-exceeding VMT 
levels) as being significant and unavoidable impact is a major analy�cal and informa�onal deficiency. 
Since recircula�on is required in situa�ons involving subsequent iden�fica�on of a significant and 
unavoidable impact which was not previously iden�fied as such, recircula�on of this EIR with the 
necessary updated informa�on should be required in order for the environmental review process to 
comply with CEQA. 

 

3. Comments on the Draft EIR’s Alternatives analysis 

Response I103-8 provided further informa�on and discussion about why the considera�on of 
alterna�ve project sites would be infeasible and how the EIR has sa�sfied requirements for 
alterna�ves analysis under CEQA. 

The response does not sufficiently refute the need for analyzing alterna�ves nor does it provide 
informa�on amoun�ng to substan�al evidence that specified alterna�ve loca�ons (par�cularly those 
at Veterans) would be infeasible.  

For reasons already discussed, the proposed alterna�ve loca�ons (specifically the two loca�ons at 
Veterans) are substan�ally similar in terms of loca�on, overall area, roadway access, physical site 
characteris�cs, etc. that they are capable of mee�ng most if not all of the iden�fied project 
objec�ves.  Poten�al constraints like the presence of the FMFCD easement are capable of being 
feasibly reconciled, which is demonstrated through observa�on of the amount of exis�ng 
development in the area and in comparison to the types of constraint responses entailed in the 
project as currently proposed (e.g. construc�ng a long new private drive, redesigna�ng a roadway). 
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Zoning and SB 330 considera�ons are not an issue at one or possibly both of the alterna�ve sites on 
Veterans because the land is (or now appears to be) zoned for Light Industrial, which as explained 
previously would allow all project components to be developed (see atached GIS figure at the end 
of this leter; note the apparent revisions that have occurred or are underway at the proposed 
alterna�ve site area south of Veterans). 

The only notable dis�nc�ons are that the proposed alterna�ve sites consist of mul�ple parcels (i.e., 
2-3 parcels apiece) and they are not under the immediate control of the applicant.  However, not 
only are the parcels for each area under common ownership, each of the areas was previously and is 
now ac�vely being adver�sed as for sale (see site images with “For Sale” signs included at the end of 
this comment leter). Based on these factors, and given that Costco is a mul�-billion dollar 
corpora�on and a highly sophis�cated developer of property (and likely highly desirable to sellers), it 
is highly evident that the proponent would readily have the capacity to “reasonably acquire, control 
or otherwise have access to the alterna�ve site.” 

Two addi�onal principles of CEQA to keep in mind: Alterna�ves are at the heart of the EIR’s analysis, 
and CEQA is interpreted broadly, as in “to be interpreted in such manner as to afford the fullest 
possible protec�on to the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” 

While there could ul�mately be jus�fiable reasons to pursue development of the proposed project 
at the proposed site rather than one of the proposed alterna�ve sites, the analysis and ra�onale 
presented in the EIR (both the DEIR and FEIR/RTC) to jus�fy excluding alterna�ve sites from the EIR’s 
more comprehensive alterna�ves analysis is inadequate, arbitrary, and self-serving to a degree that 
aims to make approval of the project at proposed the site a forgone conclusion. 

I want to note that my comment leter was one of 103 comments provided from 102 individuals in 
response to the DEIR.  Of those, 50 comments (49 commentors) were in opposi�on to the project, 
32 comments (32 commentors) were in favor of the project, and 21 comments (21 commentors) did 
not have a clear sen�ment or were highly focused on a specific issue.  While many of the comments 
in favor of the project iden�fy how a new Costco can resolve site-specific issues at the exis�ng 
Costco (e.g., constrained site capacity, traffic issues, safety issues), these comments offer less 
discussion and less specific detail about site-specific benefits (the ones that do mostly include 
comments indica�ng that the roads serving the proposed site will be able to handle traffic much 
beter than Shaw Avenue, and that having a more northerly site would make it easier to reach for 
people traveling from places in far northwest Fresno and areas beyond such as  Madera).  In 
contrast, many of the comments in opposi�on to the project (including ones that express support for 
the general idea of a new Costco) iden�fy site-specific issues and problems as the basis for opposing 
the project (e.g., concerns about things like air quality, noise, and traffic causing dispropor�onately 
adverse effects to the immediate area and community).  Mul�ple comments submited in response 
to the DEIR (along with comments presented during community mee�ngs) ques�oned why this 
specific loca�on was selected and offered sugges�ons of alterna�ve sites or specified areas where 
the project could sensibly be developed and result in less community and environmental conflict.  
The sites iden�fied included the vacant areas near Veterans Boulevard as well as areas further to the 
west, including the site where the former Klein’s Truck Stop was located (southwest corner of 
Herndon Avenue and Golden State Boulevard). 
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From this informa�on, it legi�mately seems that pursuing development of the project at a nearby 
alterna�ve site could substan�ally address many of the concerns that are the basis of opposi�on 
while s�ll providing the changes and outcomes that are the basis of public support for the project.  
This further reinforces that as a mater of public concern the Dra� EIR should have included 
evalua�on of an alterna�ve site such as one of the proposed Veterans Boulevard loca�ons in order 
to determine if the significant and unavoidable queuing impacts are capable of being mi�gated to a 
less than significant level or at least substan�ally reduced through developing the site at a different 
loca�on in the same general vicinity. 



T
ab

le
 C

-1
. 

C
on

si
st

en
cy

 w
it

h
 2

0
2

2
 C

A
R

B
 S

co
p

in
g

 P
la

n
 U

p
d

at
e

C
os

tc
o 

C
om

m
er

ci
al

 C
en

te
r

Fr
es

no
, 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia

P
ri

or
it

y 
A

re
as

P
ri

or
it

y 
G

H
G

 R
ed

u
ct

io
n

 S
tr

at
eg

ie
s

C
on

si
st

en
cy

C
on

ve
rt

 lo
ca

l g
ov

er
nm

en
t 

fle
et

s 
to

 Z
EV

s 
an

d 
pr

ov
id

e 
EV

 c
ha

rg
in

g 
at

 p
ub

lic
 s

ite
s

C
re

at
e 

a 
ju

ri
sd

ic
tio

n-
sp

ec
ifi

c 
Z
EV

 e
co

sy
st

em
 t

o 
su

pp
or

t 
de

pl
oy

m
en

t 
of

 Z
EV

s 
st

at
ew

id
e 

(s
uc

h 
as

 
bu

ild
in

g 
st

an
da

rd
s 

th
at

 e
xc

ee
d 

st
at

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
co

de
s,

 p
er

m
it 

st
re

am
lin

in
g,

 in
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
 s

it
in

g,
 

co
ns

um
er

 e
du

ca
ti
on

, 
pr

ef
er

en
tia

l p
ar

ki
ng

 p
ol

ic
ie

s,
 a

nd
 Z

EV
 r

ea
di

ne
ss

 p
la

ns
)

R
ed

uc
e 

or
 e

lim
in

at
e 

m
in

im
um

 p
ar

ki
ng

 s
ta

nd
ar

ds

Im
pl

em
en

t 
C
om

pl
et

e 
S
tr

ee
ts

 p
ol

ic
ie

s 
an

d 
in

ve
st

m
en

ts
, 

co
ns

is
te

nt
 w

ith
 g

en
er

al
 p

la
n 

ci
rc

ul
at

io
n 

el
em

en
t 

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

In
cr

ea
se

 a
cc

es
s 

to
 p

ub
lic

 t
ra

ns
it 

by
 in

cr
ea

si
ng

 d
en

si
ty

 o
f 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

ne
ar

 t
ra

ns
it,

 im
pr

ov
in

g 
tr

an
si

t 
se

rv
ic

e 
by

 in
cr

ea
si

ng
 s

er
vi

ce
 f

re
qu

en
cy

, 
cr

ea
tin

g 
bu

s 
pr

io
ri
ty

 la
ne

s,
 r

ed
uc

in
g 

or
 e

lim
in

at
in

g 
fa

re
s,

 m
ic

ro
tr

an
si

t,
 e

tc
.

In
cr

ea
se

 p
ub

lic
 a

cc
es

s 
to

 c
le

an
 m

ob
ili

ty
 o

pt
io

ns
 b

y 
pl

an
ni

ng
 f

or
 a

nd
 in

ve
st

in
g 

in
 e

le
ct

ri
c 

sh
ut

tle
s,

 
bi

ke
 s

ha
re

, 
ca

r 
sh

ar
e,

 a
nd

 w
al

ki
ng

Im
pl

em
en

t 
pa

rk
in

g 
pr

ic
in

g 
or

 t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

de
m

an
d 

m
an

ag
em

en
t 

pr
ic

in
g 

st
ra

te
gi

es

A
m

en
d 

zo
ni

ng
 o

r 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
co

de
s 

to
 e

na
bl

e 
m

ix
ed

-u
se

, 
w

al
ka

bl
e,

 t
ra

ns
it-

or
ie

nt
ed

, 
an

d 
co

m
pa

ct
 

in
fil

l d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
(s

uc
h 

as
 in

cr
ea

si
ng

 t
he

 a
llo

w
ab

le
 d

en
si

ty
 o

f 
a 

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

)

Pr
es

er
ve

 n
at

ur
al

 a
nd

 w
or

ki
ng

 la
nd

s 
by

 im
pl

em
en

tin
g 

la
nd

 u
se

 p
ol

ic
ie

s 
th

at
 g

ui
de

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
to

w
ar

d 
in

fil
l a

re
as

 a
nd

 d
o 

no
t 

co
nv

er
t 

“g
re

en
fie

ld
” 

la
nd

 t
o 

ur
ba

n 
us

es
 (

e.
g.

, 
gr

ee
n 

be
lts

, 
st

ra
te

gi
c 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

ea
se

m
en

ts
)

A
do

pt
 a

ll-
el

ec
tr

ic
 n

ew
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

re
ac

h 
co

de
s 

fo
r 

re
si

de
nt

ia
l a

nd
 c

om
m

er
ci

al
 u

se
s

A
do

pt
 p

ol
ic

ie
s 

an
d 

in
ce

nt
iv

e 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

to
 im

pl
em

en
t 

en
er

gy
 e

ff
ic

ie
nc

y 
re

tr
of

its
 f

or
 e

xi
st

in
g 

bu
ild

in
gs

, 
su

ch
 a

s 
w

ea
th

er
iz

at
io

n,
 li

gh
tin

g 
up

gr
ad

es
, 

an
d 

re
pl

ac
in

g 
en

er
gy

-i
nt

en
si

ve
 a

pp
lia

nc
es

 a
nd

 
eq

ui
pm

en
t 

w
ith

 m
or

e 
ef

fic
ie

nt
 s

ys
te

m
s 

(s
uc

h 
as

 E
ne

rg
y 

S
ta

r-
ra

te
d 

eq
ui

pm
en

t 
an

d 
eq

ui
pm

en
t 

co
nt

ro
lle

rs
)

A
do

pt
 p

ol
ic

ie
s 

an
d 

in
ce

nt
iv

e 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

to
 e

le
ct

ri
fy

 a
ll 

ap
pl

ia
nc

es
 a

nd
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t 
in

 e
xi

st
in

g 
bu

ild
in

gs
 

su
ch

 a
s 

ap
pl

ia
nc

e 
re

ba
te

s,
 e

xi
st

in
g 

bu
ild

in
g 

re
ac

h 
co

de
s,

 o
r 

tim
e 

of
 s

al
e 

el
ec

tr
ifi

ca
tio

n 
or

di
na

nc
es

Fa
ci

lit
at

e 
de

pl
oy

m
en

t 
of

 r
en

ew
ab

le
 e

ne
rg

y 
pr

od
uc

tio
n 

an
d 

di
st

ri
bu

tio
n 

an
d 

en
er

gy
 s

to
ra

ge
 o

n 
pr

iv
at

el
y 

ow
ne

d 
la

nd
 u

se
s 

(e
.g

.,
 p

er
m

it 
st

re
am

lin
in

g,
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
sh

ar
in

g)

D
ep

lo
y 

re
ne

w
ab

le
 e

ne
rg

y 
pr

od
uc

tio
n 

an
d 

en
er

gy
 s

to
ra

ge
 d

ir
ec

tly
 in

 n
ew

 p
ub

lic
 p

ro
je

ct
s 

an
d 

on
 

ex
is

tin
g 

pu
bl

ic
 f

ac
ili

tie
s 

(e
.g

.,
 s

ol
ar

 p
ho

to
vo

lt
ai

c 
sy

st
em

s 
on

 r
oo

ft
op

s 
of

 m
un

ic
ip

al
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

 a
nd

 o
n 

ca
no

pi
es

 in
 p

ub
lic

 p
ar

ki
ng

 lo
ts

, 
ba

tt
er

y 
st

or
ag

e 
sy

st
em

s 
in

 m
un

ic
ip

al
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

)

A
bb

re
vi

at
io

ns
:

C
al

G
re

en
 -

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 G

re
en

 B
ui

ld
in

g 
S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 C

od
e

C
A
R
B
 -

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 A

ir
 R

es
ou

rc
es

 B
oa

rd

EV
 -

 e
le

ct
ri
c 

ve
hi

cl
e

G
H

G
 -

 g
re

en
ho

us
e 

ga
s

PG
&

E 
- 

Pa
ci

fic
 G

as
 &

 E
le

ct
ri
c

V
M

T 
- 

ve
hi

cl
e 

m
ile

s 
tr

av
el

ed

Z
EV

 -
 z

er
o 

em
is

si
on

 v
eh

ic
le

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
ti
on

 E
le

ct
ri
fic

at
io

n

V
M

T 
R
ed

uc
tio

n

B
ui

ld
in

g 
D

ec
ar

bo
ni

za
tio

n

C
on

si
st

en
t.

 A
lth

ou
gh

 t
hi

s 
go

al
 is

 n
ot

 a
pp

lic
ab

le
 t

o 
an

 in
di

vi
du

al
 c

om
m

er
ci

al
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

pr
oj

ec
t,

 
th

e 
Pr

oj
ec

t 
is

 im
pl

em
en

tin
g 

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

 d
es

ig
n 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 s
uc

h 
as

 p
ed

es
tr

ia
n 

ne
tw

or
k 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 a
nd

 c
on

st
ru

ct
in

g 
bi

ke
w

ay
 f

ac
ili

tie
s 

as
 p

ar
t 

of
 t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
. 

Th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

al
so

 in
cl

ud
es

 a
 

re
de

si
gn

at
io

n 
fr

om
 E

xp
re

ss
w

ay
 A

re
a 

to
 S

up
er

ar
te

ri
al

, 
w

hi
ch

 a
llo

w
s 

fo
r 

m
ul

tip
le

 m
od

es
 o

f 
tr

av
el

 
tr

af
fic

, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

pe
de

st
ri
an

 a
nd

 b
ik

es
. 

Th
is

 c
ou

ld
 le

ad
 t

o 
fu

rt
he

r 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
of

 t
he

se
 t

yp
es

 o
f 

no
n-

ve
hi

cu
la

r 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
bi

ke
 la

ne
s 

an
d 

si
de

w
al

ks
, 

w
hi

ch
 a

re
 n

ot
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 a
llo

w
ed

 u
nd

er
 t

he
 

Ex
pr

es
sw

ay
 A

re
a 

de
si

gn
at

io
n.

 

In
 a

dd
iti

on
, 

th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

pl
an

s 
to

 e
nc

ou
ra

ge
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

 c
om

m
ut

e 
tr

ip
 r

ed
uc

tio
n 

th
ro

ug
h 

a 
va

ri
et

y 
of

 
st

ra
te

gi
es

. 
Th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t 
w

ill
 p

ro
vi

de
 c

ar
po

ol
 in

ce
nt

iv
es

, 
pa

rt
ne

r 
w

ith
 lo

ca
l a

ge
nc

ie
s 

to
 p

ro
vi

de
 

va
np

oo
l s

er
vi

ce
s,

 s
ub

si
di

ze
 t

ra
ns

it 
pa

ss
es

 a
nd

 p
ro

vi
de

 b
ic

yc
le

 s
to

ra
ge

 a
nd

 lo
ck

er
 r

oo
m

s 
fo

r 
em

pl
oy

ee
s 

w
ho

 b
ik

e 
to

 w
or

k.
 T

hi
s 

w
ill

 r
ed

uc
e 

th
e 

em
pl

oy
ee

 V
M

T 
an

d 
pr

ov
id

e 
in

ce
nt

iv
es

 f
or

 
em

pl
oy

ee
s 

to
 c

om
m

ut
e 

to
 w

or
k 

al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

w
ay

s.
 

C
on

si
st

en
t.

 A
lth

ou
gh

 t
hi

s 
go

al
 is

 n
ot

 a
pp

lic
ab

le
 t

o 
an

 in
di

vi
du

al
 c

om
m

er
ci

al
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

pr
oj

ec
t,

 
th

e 
Pr

oj
ec

t 
in

cl
ud

es
 a

n 
EV

 p
ar

ki
ng

 r
eq

ui
re

m
en

t 
an

d 
in

cl
ud

es
 4

5 
in

st
al

le
d 

EV
 s

pa
ce

s.

C
on

si
st

en
t.

 A
lth

ou
gh

 t
hi

s 
go

al
 is

 n
ot

 a
pp

lic
ab

le
 t

o 
an

 in
di

vi
du

al
 c

om
m

er
ci

al
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

pr
oj

ec
t,

 
th

e 
Pr

oj
ec

t 
pl

an
s 

to
 u

se
 P

G
&

E'
s 

S
ol

ar
 C

ho
ic

e 
pr

og
ra

m
, 

w
hi

ch
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

10
0%

 s
ol

ar
 e

ne
rg

y 
to

 
cu

st
om

er
s.

 I
n 

ad
di

tio
n,

 t
o 

th
e 

ex
te

nt
 a

pp
lic

ab
le

 t
o 

th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t,

 t
he

 P
ro

je
ct

 w
ou

ld
 m

ee
t 

th
e 

C
al

G
re

en
 

B
ui

ld
in

g 
S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 C

od
e 

in
 e

ff
ec

t 
at

 t
he

 t
im

e 
of

 b
ui

ld
in

g 
pe

rm
it 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n,

 w
hi

ch
 w

ou
ld

 in
cl

ud
e 

a 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 e
ne

rg
y 

sa
vi

ng
 r

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

.

Pa
ge

 1
 o

f 
1

# C
on

fid
en

tia
l

R
am

bo
ll

Daniel
Oval



T
ab

le
 C

-2
. 

C
on

si
st

en
cy

 w
it

h
 F

re
sn

o 
R

eg
io

n
al

 T
ra

n
sp

or
ta

ti
on

 P
la

n
/S

u
st

ai
n

ab
le

 C
om

m
u

n
it

ie
s 

S
tr

at
eg

y
C
os

tc
o 

C
om

m
er

ci
al

 C
en

te
r

Fr
es

no
, 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia

#
G

oa
l

P
ol

ic
y

C
o

n
si

st
en

cy
 A

n
al

ys
is

En
co

ur
ag

e 
an

d 
pr

io
ri
ti
ze

 f
ul

l, 
fa

ir
, 

an
d 

eq
ui

ta
bl

e
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

by
 a

ll 
af

fe
ct

ed
 c

om
m

un
iti

es
 in

 t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

de
ci

si
on

-m
ak

in
g 

an
d 

pl
an

ni
ng

 
pr

oc
es

se
s.

 

A
ct

iv
el

y 
w

or
k 

to
 e

ns
ur

e 
eq

ui
ta

bl
e 

di
st

ri
bu

ti
on

 o
f 

th
e 

be
ne

fit
s 

an
d 

bu
rd

en
s 

of
 t

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
.

Pr
om

ot
e 

th
e 

im
pr

ov
em

en
t 

an
d 

ex
pa

ns
io

n 
of

 a
cc

es
si

bl
e 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
ti
on

 o
pt

io
ns

 t
o 

se
rv

e 
th

e 
ne

ed
s 

of
 a

ll 
re

si
de

nt
s,

 e
sp

ec
ia

lly
 t

ho
se

 w
ho

 h
av

e 
hi

st
or

ic
al

ly
 f

ac
ed

 d
is

pr
op

or
ti
on

at
e 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
ti
on

 b
ur

de
ns

.

En
co

ur
ag

e 
al

te
rn

at
iv

es
 t

o 
si

ng
le

-o
cc

up
an

cy
 v

eh
ic

le
s 

th
at

 r
ed

uc
e 

ve
hi

cl
e 

m
ile

s 
tr

av
el

ed
 

(V
M

T)
 a

nd
 g

re
en

ho
us

e 
ga

s 
em

is
si

on
s.

S
up

po
rt

 in
ve

st
m

en
t 

in
 a

nd
 p

ro
m

ot
io

n 
of

 a
ct

iv
e 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
ti
on

 a
nd

 t
ra

ns
it 

to
 im

pr
ov

e 
pu

bl
ic

 
he

al
th

 a
nd

 m
ob

ili
ty

, 
es

pe
ci

al
ly

 in
 h

is
to

ri
ca

lly
 u

nd
er

in
ve

st
ed

 a
re

as
.

En
co

ur
ag

e 
su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
th

at
 f

oc
us

es
 g

ro
w

th
 n

ea
r 

ac
tiv

ity
 c

en
te

rs
 a

nd
 m

ob
ili

ty
 

op
ti
on

s 
th

at
 a

ch
ie

ve
 g

re
at

er
 lo

ca
ti
on

 e
ff

ic
ie

nc
y.

S
up

po
rt

 lo
ca

l j
ur

is
di

ct
io

ns
’ e

ff
or

ts
 t

o 
m

in
im

iz
e 

th
e 

lo
ss

 o
f 

fa
rm

la
nd

, 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
lly

 
se

ns
iti

ve
 a

re
as

, 
an

d 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

es

S
up

po
rt

 lo
ca

l j
ur

is
di

ct
io

ns
’ e

ff
or

ts
 t

o 
fa

ci
lit

at
e 

th
e 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

of
 d

iv
er

se
 h

ou
si

ng
 c

ho
ic

es
 

fo
r 

al
l i

nc
om

e 
gr

ou
ps

.

Fa
ci

lit
at

e 
an

d 
pr

om
ot

e 
in

te
ra

ge
nc

y 
co

or
di

na
tio

n 
an

d 
co

ns
is

te
nc

y 
ac

ro
ss

 p
la

nn
in

g 
ef

fo
rt

s.
 

In
ce

nt
iv

iz
e 

an
d 

su
pp

or
t 

ef
fo

rt
s 

to
 im

pr
ov

e 
ai

r 
qu

al
ity

 a
nd

 m
in

im
iz

e 
po

llu
ta

nt
s 

fr
om

 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

ti
on

. 

Pr
io

ri
ti
ze

 in
ve

st
m

en
t 

in
 a

nd
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

m
ul

tim
od

al
 s

af
et

y 
m

ea
su

re
s 

to
 r

ed
uc

e 
tr

af
fic

 f
at

al
iti

es
 

an
d 

in
ci

de
nt

s 
in

 t
he

 r
eg

io
n.

Pr
om

ot
e 

en
ha

nc
ed

 T
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

S
ys

te
m

s 
M

an
ag

em
en

t 
(T

S
M

) 
an

d 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

ti
on

 
D

em
an

d 
M

an
ag

em
en

t 
(T

D
M

) 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 t
o 

re
du

ce
 c

on
ge

st
io

n 
an

d 
ve

hi
cl

e 
m

ile
s 

tr
av

el
ed

.

En
co

ur
ag

e 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
 in

 t
ra

ve
l c

on
ne

ct
io

ns
 a

cr
os

s 
al

l m
od

es
 t

o 
cr

ea
te

 a
n 

in
te

gr
at

ed
, 

ac
ce

ss
ib

le
, 

an
d 

se
am

le
ss

 t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

ne
tw

or
k.

M
ax

im
iz

e 
th

e 
co

st
-e

ff
ec

ti
ve

ne
ss

 o
f 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
. 

En
co

ur
ag

e 
in

ve
st

m
en

ts
 t

ha
t 

in
cr

ea
se

 t
he

 s
ys

te
m

’s
 r

es
ili

en
ce

 t
o 

ex
tr

em
e 

w
ea

th
er

 e
ve

nt
s,

 
na

tu
ra

l d
is

as
te

rs
, 

an
d 

pa
nd

em
ic

s.
 

Pr
es

er
ve

 a
nd

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
ex

is
ti
ng

 m
ul

tim
od

al
 t

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
as

se
ts

 in
 a

 s
ta

te
 o

f 
go

od
 r

ep
ai

r

S
up

po
rt

 lo
ca

l a
nd

 r
eg

io
na

l e
co

no
m

ic
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

by
 le

ve
ra

gi
ng

 p
la

nn
in

g 
an

d 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

ti
on

 f
un

ds
 t

ha
t 

fo
st

er
 p

ub
lic

 a
nd

 p
ri

va
te

 in
ve

st
m

en
t.

Fa
ci

lit
at

e 
ef

fic
ie

nt
, 

re
lia

bl
e,

 r
es

ili
en

t,
 a

nd
 s

us
ta

in
ab

le
 g

oo
ds

 m
ov

em
en

t.

S
up

po
rt

 in
no

va
tiv

e 
m

ob
ili

ty
 s

ol
ut

io
ns

 t
ha

t 
ar

e 
ac

ce
ss

ib
le

, 
af

fo
rd

ab
le

, 
re

du
ce

 g
re

en
ho

us
e 

ga
s 

em
is

si
on

s,
 a

nd
 im

pr
ov

e 
ai

r 
qu

al
it
y.

C
o

n
si

st
en

t.
 A

lth
ou

gh
 t

hi
s 

go
al

 is
 n

ot
 a

pp
lic

ab
le

 t
o 

an
 in

di
vi

du
al

 c
om

m
er

ci
al

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
pr

oj
ec

t,
 t

he
 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
lo

ca
te

d 
ne

ar
by

 t
o 

tr
an

si
t 

st
op

s 
an

d 
th

us
 w

ou
ld

 a
llo

w
 f

or
 u

til
iz

at
io

n 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
tr

an
si

t 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

to
 v

is
it
 t

he
 P

ro
je

ct
. 

In
 a

dd
it
io

n,
 t

he
 P

ro
je

ct
 in

cl
ud

es
 a

n 
EV

 p
ar

ki
ng

 r
eq

ui
re

m
en

t 
an

d 
in

cl
ud

es
 

45
 in

st
al

le
d 

EV
 s

pa
ce

s.

S
up

po
rt

 e
ff

or
ts

 t
o 

ex
pa

nd
 b

ro
ad

ba
nd

 a
cc

es
s 

th
ro

ug
ho

ut
 t

he
 r

eg
io

n.
N

ot
 A

p
p

lic
ab

le
.

A
bb

re
vi

at
io

ns
:

EV
 -

 e
le

ct
ri
c 

ve
hi

cl
e

N
W

 -
 n

or
th

w
es

t

TD
M

 -
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
D

em
an

d 
M

an
ag

em
en

t

TS
M

 -
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
S
ys

te
m

s 
M

an
ag

em
en

t
V
M

T 
- 

ve
hi

cl
e 

m
ile

s 
tr

av
el

ed

C
o

n
si

st
en

t.
 A

lth
ou

gh
 t

hi
s 

go
al

 is
 n

ot
 a

pp
lic

ab
le

 t
o 

an
 in

di
vi

du
al

 c
om

m
er

ci
al

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
pr

oj
ec

t,
 t

he
 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

w
ill

 f
ac

ili
ta

te
 g

oo
ds

 m
ov

em
en

t 
to

 t
he

 F
re

sn
o 

ar
ea

 a
nd

 p
ro

vi
de

 a
pp

ro
xi

m
at

el
y 

16
5 

to
 1

75
 j

ob
s.

1
Im

pr
ov

ed
 m

ob
ili

ty
 a

nd
 a

cc
es

si
bi

lit
y 

fo
r 

al
l

C
o

n
si

st
en

t.
 A

lth
ou

gh
 t

hi
s 

go
al

 is
 n

ot
 a

pp
lic

ab
le

 t
o 

an
 in

di
vi

du
al

 c
om

m
er

ci
al

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
pr

oj
ec

t,
 it

 is
 

en
vi

si
on

ed
 t

ha
t 

Pr
oj

ec
t's

 lo
ca

ti
on

 w
ill

 p
ro

vi
de

 c
on

ve
ni

en
t 

ac
ce

ss
 f

or
 n

ea
rb

y 
re

si
de

nc
es

 f
or

 a
dd

it
io

na
l 

re
ta

il 
sh

op
pi

ng
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

es
. 

In
 a

dd
it
io

n,
 t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 is

 im
pl

em
en

ti
ng

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
de

si
gn

 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
 s

uc
h 

as
 p

ed
es

tr
ia

n 
ne

tw
or

k 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
 a

nd
 c

on
st

ru
ct

in
g 

bi
ke

w
ay

 f
ac

ili
ti
es

 a
s 

pa
rt

 o
f 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t,

 a
nd

 w
ill

 b
e 

lo
ca

te
d 

in
 c

lo
se

 p
ro

xi
m

ity
 t

o 
tr

an
si

t 
st

op
s 

(e
.g

.,
 N

W
 H

er
nd

on
-H

ay
es

 t
ra

ns
it 

st
op

).

C
o

n
si

st
en

t.
 P

er
 t

he
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
Im

pa
ct

 A
na

ly
si

s,
 t

he
 P

ro
je

ct
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

co
ns

is
te

nt
 w

it
h 

th
e 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 p

la
ns

, 
po

lic
ie

s,
 a

nd
 p

ro
gr

am
s 

an
d 

w
ou

ld
 n

ot
 c

on
fli

ct
 w

ith
 a

 p
ro

gr
am

, 
pl

an
, 

or
di

na
nc

e,
 o

r 
po

lic
y 

ad
dr

es
si

ng
 t

he
 c

ir
cu

la
tio

n 
sy

st
em

, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

tr
an

si
t,

 r
oa

dw
ay

, 
bi

cy
cl

e,
 a

nd
 p

ed
es

tr
ia

n 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s.

 

Th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

pl
an

s 
to

 e
nc

ou
ra

ge
 c

om
m

ut
e 

tr
ip

 r
ed

uc
tio

n 
th

ro
ug

h 
a 

va
ri

et
y 

of
 s

tr
at

eg
ie

s.
 T

he
 P

ro
je

ct
 w

ill
 

pr
ov

id
e 

ca
rp

oo
l i

nc
en

tiv
es

, 
pa

rt
ne

r 
w

it
h 

lo
ca

l a
ge

nc
ie

s 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 v
an

po
ol

 s
er

vi
ce

s,
 s

ub
si

di
ze

 t
ra

ns
it 

pa
ss

es
 a

nd
 p

ro
vi

de
 b

ic
yc

le
 s

to
ra

ge
 a

nd
 lo

ck
er

 r
oo

m
s 

fo
r 

em
pl

oy
ee

s 
w

ho
 b

ik
e 

to
 w

or
k.

 T
hi

s 
w

ill
 r

ed
uc

e 
th

e 
em

pl
oy

ee
 V

M
T 

an
d 

pr
ov

id
e 

in
ce

nt
iv

es
 f

or
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s 
to

 c
om

m
ut

e 
to

 w
or

k 
al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
w

ay
s.

 

Th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

is
 im

pl
em

en
ti
ng

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
de

si
gn

 im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 s
uc

h 
as

 p
ed

es
tr

ia
n 

ne
tw

or
k 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 a
nd

 c
on

st
ru

ct
in

g 
bi

ke
w

ay
 f

ac
ili

ti
es

 a
s 

pa
rt

 o
f 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t.

 I
n 

ad
di

ti
on

, 
th

e 
Pr

oj
ec

t 
w

ou
ld

 
be

 lo
ca

te
d 

ne
ar

by
 t

o 
tr

an
si

t 
st

op
s 

an
d 

th
us

 w
ou

ld
 a

llo
w

 f
or

 u
ti
liz

at
io

n 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
tr

an
si

t 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

to
 v

is
it
 

th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t.

C
o

n
si

st
en

t.
 A

lth
ou

gh
 t

hi
s 

go
al

 is
 n

ot
 a

pp
lic

ab
le

 t
o 

an
 in

di
vi

du
al

 c
om

m
er

ci
al

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
pr

oj
ec

t,
 t

he
 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

in
cl

ud
es

 a
 r

ed
es

ig
na

tio
n 

fr
om

 E
xp

re
ss

w
ay

 A
re

a 
to

 S
up

er
ar

te
ri

al
, 

w
hi

ch
 a

llo
w

s 
fo

r 
m

ul
tip

le
 

m
od

es
 o

f 
tr

av
el

 t
ra

ff
ic

, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

pe
de

st
ri
an

 a
nd

 b
ik

es
. 

Th
is

 c
ou

ld
 le

ad
 t

o 
fu

rt
he

r 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
of

 t
he

se
 

ty
pe

s 
of

 n
on

-v
eh

ic
ul

ar
 f

ac
ili

tie
s,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
bi

ke
 la

ne
s 

an
d 

si
de

w
al

ks
, 

w
hi

ch
 a

re
 n

ot
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 a
llo

w
ed

 
un

de
r 

th
e 

 E
xp

re
ss

w
ay

 A
re

a 
de

si
gn

at
io

n.
 

In
 a

dd
it
io

n,
 t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 is

 im
pl

em
en

tin
g 

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

 d
es

ig
n 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 s
uc

h 
as

 p
ed

es
tr

ia
n 

ne
tw

or
k 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 a
nd

 c
on

st
ru

ct
in

g 
bi

ke
w

ay
 f

ac
ili

ti
es

 a
s 

pa
rt

 o
f 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t.

 T
he

 P
ro

je
ct

 w
ill

 b
e 

lo
ca

te
d 

ne
ar

by
 t

ra
ns

it
 f

ac
ili

tie
s 

su
ch

 a
s 

th
e 

N
W

 H
er

nd
on

-H
ay

es
 t

ra
ns

it 
st

op
, 

th
us

 a
llo

w
in

g 
fo

r 
al

te
rn

at
iv

es
 t

o 
si

ng
le

-o
cc

up
an

cy
 v

eh
ic

le
 v

is
its

 t
o 

th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

th
at

 w
ou

ld
 s

up
po

rt
 e

ff
or

ts
 t

o 
im

pr
ov

e 
ai

r 
qu

al
ity

 a
nd

 m
in

im
iz

e 
po

llu
ta

nt
s 

fr
om

 t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n.

A
 r

eg
io

n 
em

br
ac

in
g 

cl
ea

n 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n,

 
te

ch
no

lo
gy

, 
an

d 
in

no
va

ti
on

5

V
ib

ra
nt

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

 t
ha

t 
ar

e 
ac

ce
ss

ib
le

 b
y 

su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
ti
on

 o
pt

io
ns

2

A
 s

af
e,

 w
el

l-
m

ai
nt

ai
ne

d,
 e

ff
ic

ie
nt

, 
an

d 
cl

im
at

e-
re

si
lie

nt
 m

ul
tim

od
al

 t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

ne
tw

or
k

3

A
 t

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
ne

tw
or

k 
th

at
 s

up
po

rt
s 

a 
su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
an

d 
vi

br
an

t 
ec

on
om

y
4

Pa
ge

 1
 o

f 
1

R
am

bo
ll

Daniel
Rectangle



3.
Gr

ee
nh

ou
se

 G
as

 (G
HG

) R
ed

uc
tio

n 
Pl

an
 U

pd
at

e 
- C

EQ
A 

Pr
oj

ec
t C

on
sis

te
nc

y 
Ch

ec
kl

ist
GH

G 
Re

du
ct

io
n 

Pl
an

 U
pd

at
e 

co
ns

ist
en

cy
 re

vi
ew

 in
vo

lv
es

 th
e 

ev
al

ua
tio

n 
of

 p
ro

je
ct

 co
ns

ist
en

cy
 w

ith
 th

e 
ap

pl
ica

bl
e 

st
ra

te
gi

es
 o

f t
he

 G
HG

 R
ed

uc
tio

n 
Pl

an
 U

pd
at

e.
 T

he
 G

HG
 re

du
ct

io
n 

st
ra

te
gi

es
 id

en
tif

ie
d 

in
 th

e 
GH

G 
Re

du
ct

io
n 

Pl
an

 U
pd

at
e 

re
lie

s u
po

n 
th

e 
Ge

ne
ra

l P
la

n 
an

d 
ad

di
tio

na
l l

oc
al

 m
ea

su
re

s a
s t

he
 b

as
is 

of
 th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t r
el

at
ed

 st
ra

te
gi

es
 to

 re
du

ce
 G

HG
 

em
iss

io
ns

. T
hi

s c
he

ck
lis

t i
s d

ev
el

op
ed

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
ke

y 
lo

ca
l G

HG
 re

du
ct

io
n 

st
ra

te
gi

es
 a

nd
 a

ct
io

ns
 id

en
tif

ie
d 

in
 th

e 
GH

G 
Re

du
ct

io
n 

Pl
an

 U
pd

at
e 

th
at

 a
re

 a
pp

lic
ab

le
 to

 p
ro

po
se

d 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t p
ro

je
ct

s. 
No

te
 th

at
 n

ot
 a

ll 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 li
st

ed
 b

el
ow

 w
ill

 a
pp

ly
 to

 a
ll 

pr
oj

ec
ts

. F
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 n

ot
 a

ll 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 w

ill
 m

ee
t m

ix
ed

- u
se

 re
la

te
d 

po
lic

ie
s o

f t
he

 G
en

er
al

 P
la

n,
 b

ec
au

se
 n

ot
 

al
l p

ro
je

ct
s a

re
 re

qu
ire

d 
to

 b
e 

m
ix

ed
 u

se
. 

Ch
ec

kl
ist

 It
em

 
(C

he
ck

 th
e 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 b

ox
 a

nd
 p

ro
vi

de
 a

n 
ex

pl
an

at
io

n 
fo

r y
ou

r a
ns

w
er

) 
Re

le
va

nt
 G

en
er

al
 P

la
n 

Po
lic

y 
Ye

s 
N

o 
N

ot
 A

pp
lic

ab
le

 
(N

A)
 

Ex
pl

an
at

io
n 

1:
 La

nd
 U

se
 a

nd
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
De

m
an

d 
St

ra
te

gi
es

 
a.

Do
es

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

nc
lu

de
 m

ix
ed

-u
se

, d
ev

el
op

m
en

t?
 F

or
 G

HG
 R

ed
uc

tio
n 

Pl
an

 
co

ns
ist

en
cy

,  
m

ix
ed

-u
se

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t i
s d

ef
in

ed
 a

s p
ed

es
tr

ia
n-

fri
en

dl
y

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t t

ha
t b

le
nd

s t
w

o 
or

 m
or

e 
re

sid
en

tia
l, 

co
m

m
er

cia
l, 

cu
ltu

ra
l, 

or
in

st
itu

tio
na

l, 
us

es
, o

ne
 o

f w
hi

ch
 m

us
t b

e 
re

sid
en

tia
l

Po
lic

y 
UF

-1
-c

, L
U-

3-
b,

 
O

bj
ec

tiv
e-

UF
 1

2,
 U

F-
12

-a
, 

UF
-1

2-
b,

 U
F-

12
-d

, 
Po

lic
y 

RC
-2

-a
 

b.
Is 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t h

ig
h 

de
ns

ity
? 

Fo
r G

HG
 R

ed
uc

tio
n 

Pl
an

 co
ns

ist
en

cy
, i

s t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

de
ve

lo
pe

d 
at

 1
2 

un
its

 p
er

 a
cr

e 
or

 h
ig

he
r?

LU
-5

-f 

c.
Is 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

nf
ill

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t, 
pu

rs
ua

nt
 to

 th
e 

Ge
ne

ra
l P

la
n 

de
fin

iti
on

 o
f

lo
ca

tio
n 

w
ith

in
 th

e 
Ci

ty
 li

m
its

 a
s o

f D
ec

em
be

r 3
1,

 2
01

2?
LU

-2
-a

, O
bj

ec
tiv

e-
12

, 
UF

-1
2-

a,
 U

F-
12

-b
, U

F-
12

-d
 

d.
Do

es
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t i
m

pl
em

en
t p

ed
es

tr
ia

n 
bi

cy
cle

, a
nd

 tr
an

sit
 li

nk
ag

es
 w

ith
 

su
rr

ou
nd

in
g 

la
nd

 u
se

s a
nd

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

ds
? 

Fo
r G

HG
 R

ed
uc

tio
n 

Pl
an

 
co

ns
ist

en
cy

, t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 m
us

t i
nc

lu
de

 a
ll 

sid
ew

al
ks

, p
at

hs
, t

ra
ils

, a
nd

 fa
cil

iti
es

 
re

qu
ire

d 
by

 th
e 

Ge
ne

ra
l P

la
n 

an
d 

Ac
tiv

e 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

Pl
an

, a
s i

m
pl

em
en

te
d 

th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

Fr
es

no
 M

un
ici

pa
l C

od
e 

an
d 

pr
oj

ec
t c

on
di

tio
ns

 o
f a

pp
ro

va
l.

Po
lic

y 
UF

-1
-c

, U
F-

12
-e

, 
Po

lic
y 

RC
-2

-a
, O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

M
T-

4,
5,

6,
 P

ol
icy

 M
T-

4-
c,

 
Po

lic
y 

M
T-

6-
a,

 P
ol

icy
 P

O
SS

-
7-

h 
O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

M
T 

8,
 P

ol
ici

es
M

T-
8-

a,
 M

T-
8-

b 
e.

If 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t i
nc

lu
de

s m
ix

ed
-u

se
 o

r h
ig

h 
de

ns
ity

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t, 
is 

it 
lo

ca
te

d 
w

ith
in

 ½
 m

ile
 o

f a
 H

ig
h 

Q
ua

lit
y 

Tr
an

sit
 A

re
a 

as
 d

ef
in

ed
 in

 th
e 

Ci
ty

’s 
CE

Q
A 

Gu
id

el
in

es
 fo

r V
eh

icl
e 

M
ile

s T
ra

ve
le

d?
 O

r, 
is 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t l

oc
at

ed
 w

ith
in

 5
00

fe
et

 o
f a

n 
ex

ist
in

g 
or

 p
la

nn
ed

 tr
an

sit
 st

op
?

Po
lic

y 
UF

-1
2-

a,
  

UF
-1

2-
b,

 LU
-3

-b
, O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

M
T 

8,
 P

ol
ici

es
 M

T-
8-

a,
 

M
T-

8-
b 

f.
W

ill
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t a
cc

om
m

od
at

e 
a 

la
rg

e 
em

pl
oy

er
 (o

ve
r 1

00
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s)
 a

nd
 w

ill
it 

im
pl

em
en

t t
rip

 re
du

ct
io

n 
pr

og
ra

m
s s

uc
h 

as
 in

cr
ea

sin
g 

tr
an

sit
 u

se
,

ca
rp

oo
lin

g,
 v

an
po

ol
in

g,
 b

icy
cli

ng
, o

r o
th

er
 m

ea
su

re
s t

o 
re

du
ce

 v
eh

icl
e 

m
ile

s
tr

av
el

ed
 p

ur
su

an
t t

o 
Sa

n 
Jo

aq
ui

n 
Va

lle
y 

Ai
r P

ol
lu

tio
n 

Co
nt

ro
l D

ist
ric

t R
ul

e 
94

10
?

Se
e 

th
e 

SJ
VA

PC
D 

w
eb

sit
e 

fo
r d

et
ai

ls:
 h

tt
ps

://
w

w
w

.v
al

le
ya

ir.
or

g/
ru

le
s/

cu
rr

nt
ru

le
s/

r9
41

0.
pd

f 

Po
lic

y 
M

T-
8-

b,
 O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

M
T-

9,
 P

ol
icy

 M
T-

10
-c

,  
Sa

n 
Jo

aq
ui

n 
Va

lle
y 

Ai
r P

ol
lu

tio
n 

Co
nt

ro
l D

ist
ric

t R
ul

e 
94

10
 

N
A

N
A N
A

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

s 
no

t a
 m

ix
ed

-u
se

 
or

 h
ig

h 
de

ns
ity

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

s 
no

t a
 m

ix
ed

-u
se

 d
e-

ve
lo

pm
en

t a
s 

it 
do

es
 n

ot
 in

cl
ud

e 
re

si
de

nt
ia

l d
ev

el
op

m
en

t.

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

s 
no

t h
ig

h 
de

ns
ity

.

ye
s

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

m
pl

em
en

ts
 p

ed
es

-
tri

an
, b

ic
yc

le
, a

nd
 tr

an
si

t l
in

ka
ge

s 
to

 s
ur

ro
un

di
ng

 la
nd

 u
se

s 
an

d 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
s 

co
ns

is
te

nt
 w

ith
 

Fr
es

no
's

 G
en

er
al

 P
la

n 
an

d 
Ac

tiv
e 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
Pl

an
.

ye
s

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t w

ill 
im

pl
em

en
t t

rip
 re

-
du

ct
io

n 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

to
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

 
ca

rp
oo

lin
g 

an
d 

ot
he

r m
ea

su
re

s 
to

 
re

du
ce

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
 V

M
T.

ye
s



Ch
ec

kl
ist

 It
em

 
(C

he
ck

 th
e 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 b

ox
 a

nd
 p

ro
vi

de
 a

n 
ex

pl
an

at
io

n 
fo

r y
ou

r a
ns

w
er

) 
Re

le
va

nt
 G

en
er

al
 P

la
n 

Po
lic

y 
Ye

s 
N

o 
N

ot
 A

pp
lic

ab
le

 
(N

A)
 

Ex
pl

an
at

io
n 

g.
If 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

nc
lu

de
s m

od
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 to

 th
e 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
ne

tw
or

k,
 d

o 
th

os
e

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 m
ee

t t
he

 re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 o
f t

he
 C

ity
 o

f F
re

sn
o’

s C
om

pl
et

e
St

re
et

s P
ol

icy
, a

do
pt

ed
 in

 O
ct

ob
er

 2
01

9?
 A

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 th

e 
po

lic
y,

 a
 co

m
pl

et
e 

st
re

et
 is

 a
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

fa
cil

ity
 th

at
 is

 p
la

nn
ed

, d
es

ig
ne

d,
 o

pe
ra

te
d,

 a
nd

 
m

ai
nt

ai
ne

d 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 sa
fe

 m
ob

ili
ty

 fo
r a

ll 
us

er
s -

 in
clu

di
ng

 b
icy

cli
st

s,
pe

de
st

ria
ns

, t
ra

ns
it 

ve
hi

cle
s, 

tr
uc

ks
, a

nd
 m

ot
or

ist
s -

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

 to
 th

e
fu

nc
tio

n 
an

d 
co

nt
ex

t o
f t

he
 fa

cil
ity

 w
hi

le
 co

nn
ec

tin
g 

to
 a

 la
rg

er
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

ne
tw

or
k.

Se
e 

Ci
ty

 o
f F

re
sn

o 
w

eb
sit

e 
fo

r d
et

ai
ls:

 h
tt

ps
://

w
w

w
.fr

es
no

.g
ov

/p
ub

lic
w

or
ks

/w
p-

co
nt

en
t/

up
lo

ad
s/

sit
es

/1
7/

20
19

/1
0/

Co
m

pl
et

e-
St

re
et

s-
09

11
19

.p
df

 

M
T-

1-
g,

 M
T-

1-
h 

h.
Do

es
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t h
av

e 
a 

le
ss

 th
an

 si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 V

M
T 

im
pa

ct
, e

ith
er

 th
ro

ug
h

sa
tis

fy
in

g 
sc

re
en

in
g 

cr
ite

ria
 o

r m
iti

ga
tin

g 
VM

T 
im

pa
ct

s, 
pu

rs
ua

nt
 to

 th
e 

Ci
ty

’s
ad

op
te

d 
VM

T 
th

re
sh

ol
ds

?

Se
e 

Ci
ty

 o
f F

re
sn

o 
w

eb
sit

e 
fo

r d
et

ai
ls:

 h
tt

ps
://

w
w

w
.fr

es
no

.g
ov

/d
ar

m
/w

p-
co

nt
en

t/
up

lo
ad

s/
sit

es
/1

0/
20

21
/0

1/
CE

Q
A-

Gu
id

el
in

es
-fo

r-V
eh

icl
e-

M
ile

s-
Tr

av
el

ed
-

Fi
na

l-A
do

pt
ed

-V
er

sio
n.

pd
f

M
T-

2-
b,

 M
T-

2-
c 

2:
 E

le
ct

ric
 V

eh
ic

le
 S

tr
at

eg
ie

s 
a.

Fo
r n

ew
 m

ul
ti-

fa
m

ily
 d

w
el

lin
g 

un
its

 w
ith

 p
ar

ki
ng

, d
oe

s t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 p
ro

vi
de

 E
V

ch
ar

gi
ng

 sp
ac

es
 ca

pa
bl

e 
of

 su
pp

or
tin

g 
fu

tu
re

 E
V 

su
pp

ly
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t (
EV

ca
pa

bl
e)

 a
t 1

0%
 o

f t
he

 p
ar

ki
ng

 sp
ac

es
 p

er
 2

01
9 

Ca
lif

or
ni

a 
Gr

ee
n 

Bu
ild

in
g

St
an

da
rd

s C
od

e 
(C

AL
GR

EE
N,

 T
itl

e 
24

, P
ar

t 1
1)

, S
ec

tio
n 

4.
10

6.
4

Po
lic

y 
RC

-8
-j 

b.
Fo

r n
ew

 co
m

m
er

cia
l b

ui
ld

in
gs

, d
oe

s p
ro

je
ct

 p
ro

vi
de

 E
V 

ch
ar

gi
ng

 sp
ac

es
ca

pa
bl

e 
of

 su
pp

or
tin

g 
EV

 ca
pa

bl
e 

sp
ac

es
 a

t 4
%

 to
 1

0%
 o

f t
he

 p
ar

ki
ng

 sp
ac

es
pe

r 2
01

9 
Ca

lif
or

ni
a 

Gr
ee

n 
Bu

ild
in

g 
St

an
da

rd
s C

od
e 

(C
AL

GR
EE

N,
 T

itl
e 

24
, P

ar
t

11
), 

Se
ct

io
n 

5.
10

6.
5.

3

Po
lic

y 
RC

-8
-j 

3:
 E

ne
rg

y 
Co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
St

ra
te

gi
es

 
a.

Do
es

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t m

ee
t o

r e
xc

ee
d 

m
an

da
to

ry
 st

at
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

en
er

gy
 c

od
es

? 
If

ye
s, 

do
es

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t f

ol
lo

w
 a

ny
 o

th
er

 G
re

en
Po

in
t r

at
in

gs
 su

ch
 a

s L
EE

D,
En

er
gy

 S
ta

r o
r o

th
er

s?
 If

 y
es

, i
nd

ic
at

e 
le

ve
l o

f c
er

tif
ica

tio
n-

Si
lv

er
, g

ol
d,

pl
at

in
um

 if
 a

pp
lic

ab
le

?

Po
lic

y 
RC

-5
-c

, O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
RC

-8
, P

ol
icy

 R
C 

8-
a 

 

b.
Fo

r c
om

m
er

cia
l p

ro
je

ct
s, 

do
es

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t a

ch
ie

ve
 n

et
 ze

ro
 e

m
iss

io
ns

el
ec

tr
ici

ty
?

M
ar

k 
NA

 if
 p

ro
je

ct
 w

ill
 b

e 
pe

rm
itt

ed
 b

ef
or

e 
20

30
. M

ar
k 

Ye
s i

f v
ol

un
ta

ry
. A

dd
 

so
ur

ce
 a

nd
 ca

pa
cit

y 
in

 e
xp

la
na

tio
n.

Ad
di

tio
na

l R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
GH

G 
Pl

an
 M

ea
su

re
, 

su
pp

or
ts

 O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
RC

-8
 

N
A

O
f 8

89
 p

ar
ki

ng
 s

pa
ce

s,
 w

hi
ch

 is
 

%
of

 th
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 (i

n 
ra

ng
e)

.

Pr
oj

ec
t b

ui
ld

ou
t i

s 
in

 2
02

3.

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t m

ee
ts

 m
an

da
to

ry
 b

ui
ld

-
in

g 
en

er
gy

co
de

s;
 C

os
tc

o'
s 

w
ar

e-
ho

us
e

de
si

gn
s 

ar
e 

co
ns

is
te

nt
 w

ith
 

th
e

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 o
f L

EE
D

.

ye
s

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t d

oe
s 

no
t c

on
si

st
 

of
 m

ul
ti-

fa
m

ily
 d

w
el

lin
g 

un
its

.

ye
s

N
A

ye
s

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

nc
lu

de
s 

m
od

ifi
ca

tio
ns

 
to

 th
e 

tra
ns

po
rta

tio
n 

ne
tw

or
k 

co
n-

si
st

en
t w

ith
 th

e 
C

ity
's

 C
om

pl
et

e 
St

re
et

s 
Po

lic
y.

 S
uc

h 
im

pr
ov

e-
m

en
ts

 in
cl

ud
e 

co
ns

tru
ct

in
g 

si
de

-
w

al
k 

al
on

g 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t f
ro

nt
ag

e,
 

co
ns

tru
ct

in
g 

a 
m

ul
ti-

us
e 

pa
th

, a
nd

 
in

st
al

lin
g 

st
rip

in
g 

to
 b

et
te

r d
el

in
-

ea
te

 th
e 

ro
ad

w
ay

 c
ro

ss
 s

ec
tio

n 
fo

r 
di

ffe
re

nt
 u

se
rs

.

no
Th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t h
as

 a
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
VM

T 
im

pa
ct

.

Daniel
Rectangle



Ch
ec

kl
ist

 It
em

 
(C

he
ck

 th
e 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 b

ox
 a

nd
 p

ro
vi

de
 a

n 
ex

pl
an

at
io

n 
fo

r y
ou

r a
ns

w
er

) 
Re

le
va

nt
 G

en
er

al
 P

la
n 

Po
lic

y 
Ye

s 
N

o 
N

ot
 A

pp
lic

ab
le

 
(N

A)
 

Ex
pl

an
at

io
n 

4:
 W

at
er

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
St

ra
te

gi
es

 
a.

 D
oe

s t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 m
ee

t o
r e

xc
ee

d 
th

e 
m

an
da

to
ry

 o
ut

do
or

 w
at

er
 u

se
 m

ea
su

re
s 

of
 th

e 
20

19
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

 G
re

en
 B

ui
ld

in
g 

St
an

da
rd

s C
od

e 
(C

AL
GR

EE
N,

 T
itl

e 
24

, 
Pa

rt
 1

1)
, S

ec
tio

n 
4.

30
4?

  

If 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t e
xc

ee
ds

 C
al

Gr
ee

n 
Co

de
 m

an
da

to
ry

 m
ea

su
re

s p
ro

vi
de

 m
et

ho
ds

 
in

 e
xc

es
s o

f r
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
 in

 th
e 

ex
pl

an
at

io
n.

 

Ex
am

pl
es

 in
clu

de
 o

ut
do

or
 w

at
er

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
m

ea
su

re
s s

uc
h 

as
; d

ro
ug

ht
 

to
le

ra
nt

 la
nd

sc
ap

in
g 

pl
an

ts
, c

om
pl

ia
nt

 ir
rig

at
io

n 
sy

st
em

s, 
xe

ris
ca

pe
, r

ep
la

cin
g 

tu
rf 

et
c.

 P
ro

vi
de

 th
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

m
ea

su
re

 th
at

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t w

ill
 in

cl
ud

e 
in

 th
e 

ex
pl

an
at

io
n.

 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
RC

-7
, 

Po
lic

y 
RC

-7
-a

, R
C-

7-
h 

 
 

 
 

b.
 D

oe
s t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 m

ee
t o

r e
xc

ee
d 

th
e 

m
an

da
to

ry
 in

do
or

 w
at

er
 u

se
 m

ea
su

re
s 

of
 th

e 
20

19
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

 G
re

en
 B

ui
ld

in
g 

St
an

da
rd

s C
od

e 
(C

AL
GR

EE
N,

 T
itl

e 
24

, 
Pa

rt
 1

1)
, S

ec
tio

n 
4.

30
3?

  

If 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t e
xc

ee
ds

 C
al

Gr
ee

n 
Co

de
, m

an
da

to
ry

 m
ea

su
re

s p
ro

vi
de

 m
et

ho
ds

 
in

 e
xc

es
s o

f r
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
 in

 th
e 

ex
pl

an
at

io
n.

 E
xa

m
pl

es
 m

ay
 in

cl
ud

e 
w

at
er

 
co

ns
er

vi
ng

 d
ev

ice
s a

nd
 sy

st
em

s s
uc

h 
as

 w
at

er
 le

ak
 d

et
ec

tio
n 

sy
st

em
, h

ot
 

w
at

er
 p

ip
e 

in
su

la
tio

n,
 p

re
ss

ur
e 

re
du

cin
g 

va
lv

es
, e

ne
rg

y 
ef

fic
ie

nt
 a

pp
lia

nc
es

 
su

ch
 a

s E
ne

rg
y 

St
ar

 C
er

tif
ie

d 
di

sh
w

as
he

rs
, w

as
hi

ng
 m

ac
hi

ne
s, 

du
al

 fl
us

h 
to

ile
ts

, p
oi

nt
 o

f u
se

 a
nd

/o
r t

an
kl

es
s w

at
er

 h
ea

te
rs

. 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
RC

-7
, 

Po
lic

y 
RC

-7
-a

, R
C-

7-
e 

 
 

 
 

5:
 W

as
te

 D
iv

er
sio

n 
an

d 
Re

cy
cl

in
g 

St
ra

te
gi

es
 

a.
 D

oe
s t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 im

pl
em

en
t t

ec
hn

iq
ue

s o
f s

ol
id

 w
as

te
 se

gr
eg

at
io

n,
 d

isp
os

al
 

an
d 

re
du

ct
io

n,
 su

ch
 a

s r
ec

yc
lin

g,
 co

m
po

st
in

g,
 w

as
te

 to
 e

ne
rg

y 
te

ch
no

lo
gy

, 
an

d/
or

 w
as

te
 se

pa
ra

tio
n,

 to
 re

du
ce

 th
e 

vo
lu

m
e 

of
 so

lid
 w

as
te

s t
ha

t m
us

t b
e 

se
nt

 to
 la

nd
fil

l f
ac

ili
tie

s?
 

Po
lic

y 
PU

-9
-a

, R
C-

11
-a

 
 

 
 

 

b.
 D

ur
in

g 
co

ns
tr

uc
tio

n 
w

ill
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t r
ec

yc
le

 co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

an
d 

de
m

ol
iti

on
 

w
as

te
? 

Po
lic

y 
RC

-1
1-

a 
 

 
 

 

c.
 D

oe
s t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 p

ro
vi

de
 re

cy
cli

ng
 ca

ni
st

er
s i

n 
pu

bl
ic 

ar
ea

s w
he

re
 tr

as
hc

an
s 

ar
e 

al
so

 p
ro

vi
de

d?
 

Po
lic

y 
RC

-1
1-

a 
 

 
 

 

No
te

: T
he

 G
HG

 re
du

ct
io

n 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 in
clu

de
d 

in
 th

is 
ch

ec
kl

ist
 a

re
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

th
e 

GH
G 

re
du

ct
io

n 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
in

 th
e 

Ch
ap

te
r 5

 o
f t

he
 G

HG
 R

ed
uc

tio
n 

Pl
an

 U
pd

at
e.

 

 

ye
s

ye
s

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t m

ee
ts

 th
e 

m
an

da
to

ry
in

do
or

 w
at

er
 u

se
 m

ea
su

re
s.

 H
ig

h-
ef

fic
ie

nc
y 

re
st

ro
om

 fi
xt

ur
es

 s
av

e
40

%
 m

or
e 

w
at

er
.

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t m

ee
ts

 th
e

m
an

da
to

ry
 o

ut
do

or
 w

at
er

us
e 

m
ea

su
re

s.

ye
s

C
os

tc
o 

pr
ef

er
s 

fu
ll 

m
et

al
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

in
 o

rd
er

 to
 u

se
 th

e 
m

ax
im

um
am

ou
nt

 o
f r

ec
yc

le
d 

m
at

er
ia

l.

ye
s

ye
s

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t w

ill 
re

cy
cl

e 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n
an

d 
de

m
ol

iti
on

 w
as

te
.

Th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t w

ill 
pr

ov
id

e 
re

cy
cl

in
g

ca
ni

st
er

s.



3/6/24, 4:30 PM x_____x2k7vR3RhJ699wLvFm-6t2A..x_____x_ags_def087f4-dc18-11ee-af47-0e796feb1ea7.png (1123×794)

https://utility.arcgisonline.com/arcgis/rest/directories/arcgisoutput/Utilities/PrintingTools_GPServer/x_____x2k7vR3RhJ699wLvFm-6t2A..x_____x_ags… 1/1



 

 

 


	DB Response to FEIR RTC - Costco Commercial Center DEIR (text).pdf
	1. Comments regarding inconsistency between the operational characteristics identified in the proposed project description and the uses allowed by the proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezone.
	2. Comments addressing issues and deficiencies in the analysis of specific categories of environmental effects.
	3. Comments on the Draft EIR’s Alternatives analysis

	Print Pages from GHG Appendix Costco DEIR.pdf
	PRINT City GIS Zoning map.pdf
	Print Costco site images.pdf



