
FINAL 
  

 PROGRAM ENVI RONME NT AL IM PACT REP ORT 

 

 

REEDLEY GENERAL PLAN 2030 

SCH #2010031106 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PREP ARE D F OR 

City of Reedley 

February 18, 2014 



This document was produced on recycled paper. 

 

 

REEDLEY GENERAL PLAN 2030 

FINAL EIR 

 

SCH #2010031106 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

PREP ARE D F OR 
Kevin Fabino, Director 

City of Reedley Community Development Department 

1733 9th Street 

Reedley, CA  93654 

Tel  559.637.4200 ext. 286 

PREP ARE D B Y 
EMC Planning Group Inc. 

301 Lighthouse Avenue,  Suite C 

Monterey,  CA  93940 

Tel  831.649.1799 

Fax  831.649.8399 

sissem@emcplanning.com 

www.emcplanning.com 

 

February 18, 2014 



EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1.0  PURPOSE ................................................................... 1-1 

Organization of the Final EIR .................................................... 1-2 

2.0  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR ............. 2-1 

CEQA Requirements ................................................................. 2-1 

 Comments on the Draft EIR and Lead Agency Responses to  

Comments ................................................................................ 2-1 

3.0  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE RECIRCULATED  

DRAFT EIR ................................................................ 3-1 

CEQA Requirements ................................................................. 3-1 

 Comments on the Draft EIR and Lead Agency Responses to  

Comments ................................................................................ 3-1 

4.0  CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR AND RECIRCULATED  

DRAFT EIR SUMMARY ................................................ 4-1 

5.0  CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR AND THE RECIRCULATED 

DRAFT EIR ................................................................ 5-1 

6.0   ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES ........................................ 6-1 

 Administrative Corrections to the Summary of the Draft EIR  

and Recirculated Draft EIR ........................................................ 6-1 

 Administrative Corrections to the Text of the Draft EIR and 

Recirculated Draft EIR .............................................................. 6-1 

Appendices 

Appendix A Reedley General Plan Update 2030 – Goal and Policy 

Modifications  

Appendix B Status of Williamson Act Contracts 



EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 

List of Tables 

Table 1 Agencies/Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR and Environmental 

Issues Addressed .............................................................................. 2-2 

Table 2 Agencies/Persons Commenting on RDEIR and Environmental Issues 

Addressed ........................................................................................ 3-3 

  

 



EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 1-1 

1.0 

INTRODUCTION  

The City of Reedley, acting as the lead agency, determined that the proposed Draft City of Reedley 

General Plan 2030 (City of Reedley 2012) (hereinafter “proposed project”, “proposed GPU”, or 

“GPU”) may result in significant adverse environmental effects, as defined by the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15064. Therefore, the City had a draft 

environmental impact report (Draft EIR) prepared to evaluate the potentially significant adverse 

environmental impacts of the project.  

The Draft EIR has been prepared as a program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15168. A program EIR is the appropriate type of EIR for projects that consist of a series of 

actions that can be characterized as one large project, are related geographically, and act as 

logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions in connection with issuance of rules, 

regulations or plans. A program EIR allows for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and 

alternatives than would be practical in individual EIRs prepared for separate individual actions, 

and ensures consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted on a case-by-case basis. 

The Draft EIR provides a first tier analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed project 

and can be used to streamline the environmental review of future specific development projects 

proposed within the City, its existing SOI and the proposed SOI. The streamlining value of a 

program EIR is identified in Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines that addresses “tiering.” 

This process helps to avoid duplication of environmental analysis and may reduce the time and 

costs associated with preparing EIRs on more narrowly-defined projects. This programmatic 

level EIR will also inform future City determinations on the appropriate environmental review 

process for future specific development projects within the City and the proposed SOI.  
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The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from January 17, 2013 to March 4, 2013 and 

public comment was received. CEQA Guidelines section 15200 indicates that the purposes of 

the public review process include sharing expertise, disclosing agency analysis, checking for 

accuracy, detecting omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting counter proposals.  

Based on comments received from the Consolidated Irrigation District (CID) on the Draft EIR, 

the City elected to retain an expert in water and hydrology to prepare a report entitled 

Groundwater Pumping, Recharge, and Consumptive Use in the Proposed City of Reedley Sphere of 

Influence and to utilize additional information contained in the City’s 2010 Draft Urban Water 

Management Plan; modify the proposed GPU by incorporating additional text, policies, and 

graphics; modify specific sections of the Draft EIR that include the Summary, Section 2.2 - 

Agriculture and Forest Resources, Section 2.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.0 - 

Cumulative Impacts, and Section 4.0 – Alternatives, to incorporate new information and 

analysis; and recirculate these modified sections as a recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR). The 

RDEIR was circulated for public review from October 11, 2013 to November 25, 2013 and 

additional public comments were received.  

This final environmental impact report (Final EIR) has been prepared to address comments 

received during the public review periods for both the Draft EIR and the RDEIR. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) describes the methodology and limits for responding to 

public comments received when both a draft EIR is prepared and when on portions of that draft 

EIR have been revised and recirculated:    

(2) When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is 

recirculating only the revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead 

agency may request that reviewers limit their comments to the revised 

chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The lead agency need only 

respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that 

relate to chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and 

recirculated, and (ii) comments received during the recirculation period 

that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised 

and recirculated. The lead agency's request that reviewers limit the scope 

of their comments shall be included either within the text of the revised 

EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR. 
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Pursuant to these guidelines, the City included a request in the RDEIR that the public limit the 

scope of its comments on the RDEIR to the revisions to the Draft EIR. As part of this Final EIR, 

the City is; therefore, responding to comments on sections of the Draft EIR that were not 

recirculated for public review, and responding to comments on the sections of the EIR that were 

recirculated as part of the RDEIR. Given this methodology, the Final EIR is organized into the 

following sections: 

 Section 1 contains an introduction to the Final EIR. 

 Section 2 contains written comments on the Draft EIR and responses to comments on 

sections of the Draft EIR that were not recirculated as part of the RDEIR.  

 Section 3 contains written comments on the RDEIR and responses to comments on the 

sections of the Draft EIR that were recirculated as part of the RDEIR.  

 Section 4 contains changes to the Draft EIR summary text and to the RDEIR summary 

text resulting from comments on this respective section of each document.   

 Section 5 contains the revisions to the text of the Draft EIR and to the text of the RDEIR 

resulting from comments on each document. Note that the sections included in the 

RDEIR replace the same sections found in the Draft EIR. 

 Section 6 contains a summary of administrative corrections and clarifications within the 

Draft EIR and RDEIR that do not affect the technical analyses or conclusions contained in 

either document.  

This FEIR contains two appendices. Appendix A contains modifications to goals and policies of 

the proposed GPU. These modifications are in addition to those dated October 2013 contained 

in Appendix A of the RDEIR. Appendix B contains additional information on the status of 

Williamson Act contracts for properties in the Reedley planning area. 
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2.0 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR  

 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines section 15132(c) requires that the Final EIR contain a list of persons, 

organizations, and public agencies that have commented on the Draft EIR. A list of the 

correspondence received during the public review period is presented below.  

CEQA Guidelines sections 15132(b) and 15132(d) require that the Final EIR contain the 

comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in summary that 

raise significant environmental points in the review and consultation process, and written 

response by the lead agency to those comments. A copy of each correspondence received during 

the public review period for the Draft EIR is presented on the following pages. Numbers along 

the margin of each comment letter identify individual comments to which a response is 

provided. Responses are presented starting on the page which immediately follows each letter. 

Where required, revisions have been made to the text of the Draft EIR based on the responses to 

comments. These revisions are included in Section 4.0, Changes to the Draft EIR and 

Recirculated Draft Summary, and in Section 5.0, Changes to the Draft EIR and RDEIR. 
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND LEAD AGENCY 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The following correspondence was received during the 45-day public review period on the 

Draft EIR: 

1. Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) (February 14, 2013) 

2. Alta Irrigation District (February 22, 2013)  

3. O’Neill Vintners & Distributors (February 26, 2013)  

4. San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) (February 28, 2013)  

5. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (March 1, 2013) 

6. Consolidated Irrigation District (CID) (March 4, 2013) 

Table 1 below summarizes the general topics of comments on significant environmental issues 

addressed in the Draft EIR included in each comment letter. 
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Table 1 Agencies/Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR and Environmental Issues 

Addressed 
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CVFPB         X       

Alta Irrigation 

District 

        X    X   

O’Neill Vintners                X 

SJVAPCD    X             

Caltrans            X    

CID  X       X     X X 

Source: EMC Planning Group 2013 

Notes: 1Denotes sections of the Draft EIR that were revised and recirculated in the RDER.  

Scope of Responses to Comments  

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, responses provided in this section of the Final EIR are 

limited to comments received during the Draft EIR circulation period that relate to chapters or 

portions of the Draft EIR that were not revised and recirculated. Responses to comments on the 

portions of the Draft EIR that were recirculated as part of the RDEIR are provided in Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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1. Responses to Comments from the Central Valley Flood Protection 

Board 

1-1. The City acknowledges the CVFPB’s jurisdiction over the construction, maintenance, and 

protection of adopted flood control plans that protect public lands from floods, including 

floods on the Sacramento River, the San Joaquin River, and the Kings River.  

The Draft EIR takes into account a series of actions that are usually characterized as one 

larger project in connection with the issuances of rules, regulations, and plans as stated in 

CEQA Guidelines section 15168. The proposed GPU provides direction for decision-

making on development proposals and day-to-day actions of the City’s elected officials and 

staff, including projects that propose actions which affect resources and issues within the 

CVFPB’s jurisdiction. Should such a development project be submitted to the City, the 

City would request early consultation with and input from the CVFPB as part of the 

project level development review and CEQA processes, pursuant to Section 21080.3. The 

input would be used to consider and/or require conditions of project approval to ensure 

consistency with CVFPB standards.  

At this time, there are no project specific entitlement applications associated with the 

proposed GPU, or on file with the City for which consultation with the CVFPB is 

necessary. 
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2. Responses to Comments from the Alta Irrigation District 

2-1. The City has considered the Alta Irrigation District’s recommended change to proposed 

GPU policy LU 2.7.70 to delete reference to “canals and banks”, and its recommendation 

to add a new goal statement to the Safety Element of the proposed GPU that addresses 

public safety/liability associated with open canals in urban areas. These recommendations 

were discussed directly with the Alta Irrigation District in February 2013. The City 

concurs with the Alta Irrigation District recommendations.  

GPU policy LU 2.7.70 has been modified consistent with the recommended change. In 

addition, a new Goal statement (Goal SE 5.0E) has been added to address liability issues 

raised by the Alta Irrigation District regarding open canals in newly developing urban 

areas. Refer to Appendix A of this Final EIR which contains modifications to proposed 

GPU goals and policies, including these noted modifications. These modifications will be 

considered by the City Council as part of its deliberations to certify the Final EIR and 

approve the proposed GPU. 
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3. Responses to Comments from O’Neill Vintners & Distillers 

3-1. The City hosted a series of public informational meetings to develop the general policy 

framework for the proposed GPU. During that time, the City received numerous letters 

from land owners, including one from O’Neill Vintners & Distillers, who requested that 

their land be removed from the proposed Sphere of Influence (SOI).  

As part of the CEQA process to identify alternatives to the proposed GPU, the City 

carefully reviewed and considered the previous request letters. Due to an administrative 

error the subject property was not initially removed from the proposed SOI prior to the 

completion of the Draft EIR. City staff contacted O’Neill Vintners’ representative to 

discuss the request to remove the subject property from the SOI. The request was 

subsequently verified in writing by the representative. The Proposed SOI and Land Use 

Changes alternative included in Draft EIR Section 4.0, Alternatives, show that the subject 

property has been removed from the future SOI. The decision to adopt the proposed GPU 

or amend the proposed GPU consistent with the Proposed SOI and Land Use Changes 

alternative rests with the City Council and will be made as part of its deliberations to 

certify the Final EIR and approve a GPU. 

3-2. The Kings River is under the authority of the State of California, even though the 

underlying land owner’s property may actually encroach into the river. The Assessor’s 

Parcel Map for the property indicates that the property line is coterminous with the 

centerline of the river. The City’s proposed SOI boundary follows that centerline. The City 

is not intending to encroach onto any private property. 

3-3. The landowner will be notified of public hearings where certification of the Final EIR and 

approval of the proposed GPU will be considered.  
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4. Responses to Comments from SJVAPCD 

4-1. The SJVAPCD acknowledges that the required elements of air quality planning and 

mitigation are included in the proposed GPU consistent with requirements of Assembly 

Bill 170. The SJVAPCD also describes air quality analysis methodologies, project review 

processes, and air quality rules and regulations to be considered for future individual 

projects as development proceeds consistent with the proposed GPU. The City recognizes 

that future individual development projects proposed within the City must comply with all 

rules and regulations promulgated by the SJVAPCD.  

The City will facilitate compliance as part of its development review and CEQA review 

processes conducted for future individual development projects through early and frequent 

consultation, pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3. This fact is demonstrated through a 

variety of policies contained in the proposed GPU. Examples include policy COSP 4.4.1, 

which requires evaluation of project air quality impacts using analysis methodologies and 

thresholds recommended by the SJVAPCD, and policy COSP 4.4.2, which commits the 

City to reducing the cumulative contribution of individual projects to cumulative air 

quality impacts.  

4.2 In response to the SJVAPCD’s recommendation to include reference to its 2012 PM2.5 

Plan in the proposed GPU, the City included the new information in Appendix A of the 

proposed GPU that was circulated for public review along with the RDEIR. Page 2-28 of 

the Draft EIR has been modified to include this information as described in Section 5.0, 

Changes to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR. These changes were incorporated 

into the revised GPU, dated February 18, 2014. 

4.3 The SJVAPCD’s proposed changes to page 2-36 of the Draft EIR to reflect the attainment 

status for federal and state ozone, PM10 and CO are accepted and are reflected in Section 

5.0, Changes to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR.  

4.4 The omission of a word in the discussion of Impact AQ-1 on page 2-49 of the Draft EIR 

has been rectified with a text change shown in this Final EIR in Section 5.0, Changes to 

the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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5. Responses to Comments from Caltrans 

5-1. The City acknowledges Caltrans’s comment that traffic impact studies for individual future 

projects proposed within the City may be necessary to determine the incremental 

contributions of such projects to cumulative traffic volumes at the State Route 

99/Manning Avenue interchange. This issue was discussed with Caltrans staff during the 

Draft EIR preparation process.  

Policy CIR 3.2.28 in the proposed GPU requires that traffic impact studies be prepared for 

projects whose trip volumes exceed quantified trip generation thresholds described in the 

policy. The mechanism for requiring traffic impact studies is specified in the GPU. Projects 

whose traffic generation exceeds any one of the three thresholds would likely trigger 

CEQA review. Through the CEQA review process, the City would initiate early 

consultation with Caltrans regarding potential project impacts on and mitigation for 

circulation facilities for which Caltrans has jurisdiction.  

Proposed GPU policy CIR 3.2.29 specifies that the City will continue to seek and secure 

financing for all components of the transportation system through the use of special taxes, 

assessment districts, developer dedications, and fees, or other appropriate mechanisms. As 

described in Section 2.12, Transportation and Traffic in the Draft EIR, the Fresno Council 

of Government’s 2010 Regional Transportation Plan identifies regional transportation 

network improvements that are needed to mitigate the impacts of cumulative 

development, including development within the City of Reedley, on the regional road and 

highway network. As a condition of approval, the City would require that developers pay 

regional traffic impact fees as may be required to implement the improvements defined in 

Regional Transportation Plan. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a)(3), 

payment of a fair share of fees to be used to alleviate a cumulative impact to which a 

project contributes is considered adequate mitigation, under certain circumstances, for the 

project contribution to that cumulative impact.  
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6. Responses to Comments from CID 

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, new information related to agriculture and forest 

resources, hydrology and water quality, cumulative impacts, and alternatives was obtained and 

utilized to address CID comments on the Draft EIR. The City prepared the RDEIR to disclose 

this new information and address how it, and revisions to the proposed GPU that were also 

made in response to CID comments, modify or support the impact analyses and mitigation 

measures in the Draft EIR. Responses to CID comments on the Draft EIR that triggered 

preparation of the RDEIR are included in Section 3.0, Responses to Comments on the 

Recirculated Draft EIR. Responses to the remaining comments are provided below. Note that 

the appendices to CID’s Draft EIR comments can be found on the City’s website and are 

included in the administrative record for the project.  

6-1. According to City records the City conducted numerous public hearings in preparation of 

the proposed GPU. City records also show that CID was sent the Notice of Preparation as 

part of the general mailing, to which numerous other public agencies provided a response.  

As the City does appreciate interest in the proposed GPU, CID’s comments about the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR were carefully reviewed and resulted in the City choosing to do 

additional analysis and include additional policies to address the programmatic level 

environmental impacts.  

The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013  (Letter 9), and the responses to those comments.  

6-2. The City reviewed the revised General Plan Farmland Preservation Program (policy 

COSP 4.3.3), Storm Water Management Plan (policy CIR 3.10.18), and Groundwater 

Management and Recharge Program (policy CIR 3.10.19A) policies and has modified 

some of these policies to address the concerns raised by this comment.  

The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), and the responses to those comments. 

6-3. The City took a comprehensive view of analyzing and reducing groundwater impacts, in 

part by commissioning the report entitled, Groundwater Pumping, Recharge, and Consumptive 

Use in the Proposed City of Reedley Sphere of Influence. The 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 

2010 was under development long before the issuance of the Draft EIR and was prepared 

and presented to the City Council in accordance with State Law. According to the Draft 
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2010 Urban Water Management Plan, “The recent implementation of metering and use of 

commodity rates resulted in a significant reduction in per capita use, from approximately 

249 gpcd in 2006 to 165 gpcd in 2011.” This reduction in water demand exceeds the State 

mandated 20 percent reduction by 2020, pursuant to the Water Conservation Bill 2009. 

Similarly, with regard to potential impacts related to use of groundwater, the proposed 

GPU includes various enforceable policies to reduce City per capita use of groundwater 

and increase and optimize recharge efforts. These policies are CIR 3.10.1 through CIR 

3.10.10B, CIR 3.10.17, CIR 3.10.18, and CIR 3.10.19A.  

The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013  (Letter 9), and the responses 9-1, 9-3, 9-4, 9-38, 9-39,  

9-40, 9-45.  

6-4. Generally, the City believes that all of the policies, as modified, provide enforceable 

assurance that the programs will actually be adopted and that mitigation will actually 

occur. Specifically, policies LU 2.5.18, COSP 4.3.3 and COSP 4.3.4 commit the City to 

adoption and implementation of a Farmland Preservation Plan and program by a deadline 

reasonably established to ensure the mitigation of impacts associated with the conversion 

of significant farmland long before the occurrence of these impacts from future 

development. 

The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), and responses 9-3, 9-5, 9-6, 9-32, 9-36, 9-37, 

9-41, and 9-42.  

6-5. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), and responses 9-7 through 9-12, 9-17,           

9-20, through 9-23, 9-25 through 9-28, and 9-30.  

6-6.  The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), and responses 9-3, 9-12, 9-14 through 9-19, 9-

22, 9-23, 9-29, 9-30, 9-31, 9-32, 9-33, and 9-35.  

6-7. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), and responses 9-3, 9-5, 9-6, 9-11, 9-12, 9-13, 

9-15, 9-16, 9-25, 9-26, 9-27, 9-29, 9-32, 9-36, 9-37, 9-41, and 9-42.  
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6-8. The City provided an explanation of the selected methodology for its population growth 

estimate in Chapter 2 of the proposed GPU on page 18. To summarize, it states that the 

3.0 percent projected growth rate is based upon an average growth rate between 2000 and 

2010 of 2.54 percent and an average growth rate between 2006 and 2010 of 3.59 percent. 

Based upon these numbers, the City selected 3.0 percent as an appropriate average growth 

rate through 2030.  

The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-7 through 9-12, 9-17, 9-20, 9-21,  

9-22, 9-23, 9-25, 9-26, 9-27, 9-28, and 9-30.  

6-9. CEQA does not require a specific methodology to reduce environmental impacts. The City 

directs CID to proposed GPU policies COSP 4.3.3 and COSP 4.3.4.  

6-10. The City acknowledges the jurisdictional boundaries of CID. As stated in the RDEIR on 

page 2-19, 

“The City is located within the boundary of two different irrigation districts. 

Approximately 2,919 acres of the 3,133 acres within the exiting city limits are within the 

boundary of the Alta Irrigation District (“irrigation district” on AID), and the remaining 

approximately 214 acres, located in the western portion of the City, are within the 

boundary of the CID.  Within the approximately 4,930-acre existing SOI, about 4,498 

acres are within the AID boundary and 432 acres within the CID boundary. Within the 

proposed SOI boundary, approximately 6,260 acres are within the AID and 831 acres 

within the CID. Each of these irrigation districts manages surface and groundwater 

resources in a portion of the Kings Basin. They are two of the many irrigation districts that 

extract groundwater from the Kings Basin. 

6-11. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) Chapter 2.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, and Appendix B for analysis of water demand. Final EIR in Section 3.0, 

Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, includes related responses to CID 

comments on the RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-7 through 9-12, 

9-17, 9-20, 9-21, 9-22, 9-23, 9-25, 9-26, 9-27, 9-28, and 9-30.  

6-12. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) Chapter 2.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, and Appendix B for analysis of water demand. Final EIR Section 3.0, 

Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, includes related responses to CID 

comments on the RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-4, 9-38 through 

9-43, and 9-45.  
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6-13. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013), Section 2.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, and Appendix B. Final EIR Section 3.0, Responses to Comments on the 

Recirculated Draft EIR, includes related responses to CID comments on the RDEIR dated 

November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-7 through  9-12, 9-17, 9-20 through 9-23, 9-25 

through 9-28, and 9-30.  

6-14. The City has reviewed the revised GPU policies related to the Storm Water Management 

Plan (policy CIR 3.10.18) and the Groundwater Management and Recharge Program 

(policy CIR 3.10.19A) and has modified several of these policies to address the concerns 

raised by this comment.  

The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, and 9-36 through 

9-45.  

6-15. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, 9-15, 9-16, 9-20, 

9-21, 9-22, and 9-36 through 9-45.  

6-16. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9),  responses 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, 9-15, 9-16, 9-20, 

9-21, 9-22, and 9-36 through 9-45.  

6-17. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) Chapter 2.9 Hydrology and 

Water Quality, and Appendix B. Final EIR Section 3.0, Responses to Comments on the 

Recirculated Draft EIR, includes related responses to CID comments on the RDEIR dated 

November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, 9-9, 9-15, 9-20, and 9-36 through    

9-45.  

6-18. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, and 9-36 through 

9-45.  

6-19. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) and the Final EIR, Section 

3.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, for CID comments on the 

RDEIR dated November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, 9-15, 9-16, 9-20, 

9-21, 9-22, and 9-36 through 9-45.  
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6-20. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) Chapter 2.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, and Appendix B. Final EIR Section 3.0, Responses to Comments on  

Recirculated Draft EIR, includes related responses to CID comments on the RDEIR dated 

November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, 9-15, 9-16, 9-20, 9-21, and 9-36 

through 9-45.   

6-21. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) Chapter 2.9 Hydrology and 

Water Quality and Appendix B. Final EIR Section 3.0, Responses to Comments on the 

Recirculated Draft EIR, includes related responses to CID comments on the RDEIR dated 

November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-3, 9-4, 9-5, 9-6, 9-15, 9-16, 9-20, 9-21, and 9-36 

through 9-45. 

6-22. The City refers CID to the City’s RDEIR (October 10, 2013) Chapter 2.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, and Appendix B. Final EIR Section 3.0, Responses to Comments on the 

Recirculated Draft EIR, includes related responses to CID comments on the RDEIR dated 

November 26, 2013 (Letter 9), responses 9-40 through 9-45. 
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3.0 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE RECIRCULATED 

DRAFT EIR 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines section 15132(c) requires that the Final EIR contain a list of persons, 

organizations, and public agencies that have commented on the Draft EIR. A list of the 

correspondence received during the public review period is presented below.  

CEQA Guidelines sections 15132(b) and 15132(d) require that the Final EIR contain the 

comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary that 

raise significant environmental points in the review and consultation process, and written 

response by the Lead agency to those comments. A copy of each correspondence received during 

the public review period for the RDEIR is presented on the following pages. Numbers along the 

margin of each comment letter identify individual comments to which a response is provided. 

Responses are presented starting on the page which immediately follows each letter. Where 

required, revisions have been made to the text of the RDEIR based on the responses to 

comments. These revisions are included in Section 4.0, Changes to the Draft EIR and 

Recirculated Draft EIR Summary, and in Section 5.0, Changes to the Draft EIR and the 

Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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COMMENTS ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND LEAD 

AGENCY RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The following correspondence was received during the 45-day public review period on the 

Recirculated Draft EIR: 

1. Immanuel Schools (October 16, 2013) 

2. Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) (November 6, 2013) 

3. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (November 14, 2013) 

4. California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) (November 20, 2013) 

5. Jim Ishimaru (November 21, 2013) 

6. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (November 22, 2013) 

7. Richard Kangas (November 24, 2013) 

8. San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) (November 25, 2013)  

9. Consolidated Irrigation District (CID) (November 26, 2013) 

Table 2 below summarizes the general topics of comments on significant environmental issues 

addressed in the RDEIR that were included in each comment letter. 
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Table 2 Agencies/Persons Commenting on RDEIR and Environmental Issues Addressed 
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Immanuel Schools No environmental issues addressed 

Fresno County LAFCO No environmental issues addressed 

Caltrans            X    

California PUC            X    

Jim Ishimaru               X 

CDFW    X            

Richard Kangas               X 

SJVAPCD    X             

CID  X       X     X X 

Source: EMC Planning Group 2013 

Scope of Responses to Comments  

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, responses provided in this section of the Final EIR are 

limited to comments received during the RDEIR circulation period that relate to sections of the 

Draft EIR that were recirculated in the RDEIR. Responses to comments on the portions of the 

Draft EIR that were not recirculated are provided in Section 2.0, Responses to Comments on the 

Draft EIR.  
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1. Responses to Comments from Immanuel Schools 

1-1. Immanuel Schools comments that it supports the RDEIR. No response is necessary 
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2. Responses to Comments from the Fresno County Local Agency 

Formation Commission 

2-1. LAFCO’s discussion of its objectives and its use of CEQA documentation prepared for the 

proposed GPU are acknowledged, as are its recommendations for applying conditions of 

approval for new development projects to discretionary actions other than prezoning 

ordinance bills, where possible. 

 LAFCO’s note that its policies were updated September 11, 2013 is acknowledged. 

LAFCO policies referenced in the Draft EIR were current as of August 8, 2012. The 

updated 2013 policy document was reviewed to determine if the changes materially affect 

the discussion of the consistency of the proposed GPU with LAFCO policies that is found 

in Draft EIR Section 1.4, Consistency with Local and Regional Plans. The update does not 

affect the conclusions of the discussion in Section 1.4, and the policies referenced in Draft 

EIR Appendix B, LAFCO Organization/Reorganization Policies, are substantially the 

same is included in the 2013 update. Therefore, no change to the Draft EIR is deemed 

necessary as a result of the LAFCO policies update.  



Letter 3

1.
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3. Responses to Comments from Caltrans 

3-1. Caltrans notes that its previous comments on the Draft EIR dated March 1, 2013 still 

apply. Please refer back to Caltrans’ comments and the responses to those comments 

found in this Final EIR in Section 2.0, Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR. No new 

issues are raised in Caltrans’ comments on the RDEIR. No further response is necessary.  
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1.
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4. Responses to Comments from the California Public Utilities Commission 

4-1. The PUC recommends that the City add language to the proposed GPU that addresses 

safety adjacent to or at the railroad right-of-way, with a focus on railroad crossings. The 

PUC provided comments in response to the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR that 

addressed the same issue. The Notice of Preparation comments can be found in Appendix 

A of the Draft EIR. 

 In response to the PUC’s comments on the Notice of Preparation, the City addressed the 

potential for increased safety impacts at railroad crossings on pages 2-198 and 2-199 of the 

Draft EIR. The potential for increased impacts would arise due to a significant increase in 

vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossings of the railroad right-of-way as population in the 

City increases over time. Mitigation measure CIR-1 was included in the Draft EIR 

specifically to reduce potential related safety impacts. The mitigation measure calls for the 

City to work with the PUC to identify and develop feasible measures to reduce potential 

safety impacts at railroad crossings. The mitigation measure requires the development of a 

“plan” which incorporates established deadlines and clear performance standards to guide 

development and when incorporated would satisfy the mitigation measure. As proposed, 

the proposed GPU and associated mitigation measures are for consideration by the City 

Council as part of its deliberations to certify the Final EIR and approve the proposed 

GPU. 



Letter 5

1.

2.



2. cont.

3.

4.

5.

6.



6. cont.

7.

8.



9.

10.

11.





3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

 

3-18  EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 

5. Responses to Comments from Jim Ishimaru 

5-1.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires a description of reasonable alternatives to a 

proposed project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project. An EIR is not required to evaluate every possible alternative, but 

must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. Alternatives that were 

considered, but not evaluated in detail should also be identified.  

Alternatives considered to avoid or substantially lessen impacts of an individual 

development project most commonly include a reduced scale project, modified project 

design, and/or an alternative project location. In the case of a plan level project such as a 

general plan update, a specific individual development project is not being proposed. 

Rather, the proposed GPU provides guidance for implementation of the numerous future 

individual development projects that may be developed to implement the proposed GPU. 

Consequently, a modified project design is not an applicable alternative. Likewise, an 

alternative project location is not an applicable alternative because none of the City’s 

objectives for updating its general plan would be met and the City has no control over the 

development decisions of other jurisdictions into which growth projected for the City 

might conceivably be redistributed. A reduced project scale alternative is feasible and; 

therefore, is the alternative project type considered in both the Draft EIR and the RDEIR.  

A reduced scale alternative typically involves reducing the intensity of proposed 

development or the potential development capacity that would result from implementing a 

project. In either case, the goal is often to reduce the amount of development (e.g. number 

of housing units or square footage of commercial development), which in turn results in 

reduced land consumption, reduced unnecessary conversion of agricultural land, a greater 

ability to provide various public utilities and/or reduced population. Many of the 

significant environmental impacts of implementing a program level project are commonly 

tied to agricultural land consumption, development of land for urban use and the effects of 

urban uses on natural resources, public utilities and/or to population growth.  

Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR and Alternative 3 in the RDEIR are reduced scale 

alternatives whose purposes are to lessen the impacts of development as envisioned in the 

proposed GPU. This is achieved primarily by reducing the scale of the proposed project by 

reducing the acreage of land to be converted to developed uses and by reducing the total 

population growth that would result from implementation of the proposed GPU. Impacts 

that would be lessened are described starting on page 4-12 of the RDEIR.  
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The areas removed from the proposed SOI in Alternatives 2 and 3 were selected for several 

reasons that included consistency with compact growth principles, potential rate of 

demand for new residential development, and infrastructure development and 

maintenance costs. As described starting on page 1-23 of the Draft EIR, the proposed GPU 

was crafted in part based on smart growth principles embodied in the San Joaquin Valley 

Blueprint. These include promoting compact growth through increasing residential 

densities and employing growth management techniques that minimize growth at the 

periphery of the City unless specific conditions are met. The areas removed from the 

proposed SOI (including Area 6) as part of Alternatives 2 and 3, are similarly situated at 

the periphery of the proposed SOI. Their exclusion from the SOI is logical in terms of 

promoting compact growth while lessening significant environmental impacts of the 

proposed project.  

The majority of land removed from the SOI is proposed for residential use. The City 

defined the proposed SOI in part based on its projection of future population growth that 

in turn would result in demand for new residential development. In examining potential 

reduced scale project alternatives, the City determined that removal of residentially 

designated land from the SOI is logical. This decision was based on the fact that residential 

use is the dominant land use within the proposed expanded SOI and on the assumption 

that if projected population growth rates do not materialize within the 20-year proposed 

GPU planning horizon, future demand for residential development could be lower than 

projected. As the City grows, the properties removed from the proposed SOI in 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would be the last to develop owing to their location at the periphery of 

the SOI and are among the properties for which there is potential that development 

demand may not materialize. In tandem with the proposed GPU, the City has been 

updating its utility master plans for water, wastewater, and storm drainage. The purpose is 

to comprehensively plan for infrastructure improvements and system expansions to meet 

existing deficiencies and to meet demand of new growth as envisioned in the proposed 

GPU. City staff determined that for this particular parcel to develop in an orderly manner, 

approximately 544 acres of intervening lands would have to be developed. This would 

mean that the City’s boundaries, public services and infrastructure would first have to be 

extended to include/service these intervening properties.  

The subject property is approximately one mile away from current City boundaries. To 

provide service to the subject property, new public utility infrastructure would have to be 

constructed and connected to the existing sewer (12-inch), the storm drain hookup (42-

inch) and water line (8-inch) in Reed Avenue. Additionally, the City does not have the 

available resources to extend the required infrastructure or legal authority to extend such 

service to lands that cannot be readily available for annexation into the City.  
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Evaluation of the costs of constructing and maintaining infrastructure and determination 

of costs that can feasibly be sustained by the City over the long-term is another critical 

component of this process. The areas at the periphery of the proposed SOI that were 

removed in Alternatives 2 and 3, including Area 6, represent lands where the City’s costs 

to extend and maintain public infrastructure were not financially feasible. The City also 

considered the large number of intervening parcels that would need to be developed to 

enable orderly growth towards the subject property. With both a significant number of 

intervening parcels and over one mile to the nearest water, sewer and storm drain 

connections, the City could not achieve its goals nor would current LAFCO policies 

support extension of services and infrastructure to the property.  

At this time, the City has no reliable information regarding current or reasonably 

anticipated future projects that would support annexation of the property based upon its 

ability to provide infrastructure to the site. Upon further review of the historical 

development pattern along Manning Avenue west of the Kings River City staff determined 

that viable development would not extend to the subject property during the proposed 

GPU planning horizon. Consequently, removal of this area from the proposed GPU as 

part of the reduced scale project alternatives made logical and practical sense to the City. 

LAFCO policies for the logical extension of infrastructure and services also served as an 

important guide. The policies include managing growth commensurate with the ability to 

logically and cost effectively extend, develop, and maintain public infrastructure and 

public services such as parks and recreational facilities. 

5-2. Comment acknowledged. The City recognizes the removal of Area 6 from the proposed 

SOI could reduce the potential to capture future Kings River-related recreational access 

opportunities. Currently, the City does not anticipate having the funding capacity to build 

and maintain public recreation uses/facilities at this location during the proposed GPU 

planning horizon. 

5.3. Removal of Area 6 from the proposed SOI contributes to the lessening of environmental 

impacts identified for the proposed GPU. A reduction in possible future public recreational 

opportunities resulting from removal of Area 6 is not an environmental impact, but rather 

a policy issue to be considered by the City Council as part of its decision making process to 

certify the Final EIR and adopt either the proposed GPU or an alternative to the proposed 

GPU as described in Alternatives 2 and 3.  

The City has planned for park facilities and implemented a development impact fee to 

support that plan. Area 6 is not part of those planning efforts and if included would place 

an additional burden on the capital improvement program and the ability to entice future 

development if development impact fees had to be significantly increased to address such a 

large development of public open space.   
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The statement “The Proposed SOI and Land Use Changes Alternative would meet all of 

the objectives included in the proposed GPU” is found on page 4-16 of the Draft EIR. The 

objectives of the proposed GPU are listed starting on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR and page 4-

4 of the RDEIR. At a general plan update level, the project objectives are broad statements 

of the City’s intent and purpose. None of the objectives specifically address the intent to 

expand recreational resources on a site specific level or at a specific property or to include 

a specific property within the proposed SOI. Expanding open space and recreation 

opportunities on a city-wide basis would be achieved with implementation of either 

Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. 

5-4. Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

5.5. That notices of non-renewal of Williamson Act contracts may have been filed for contracts 

on agricultural lands that are included in the proposed SOI is acknowledged on page 2-9 of 

the RDEIR. Alternatives 2 and 3 would remove agricultural land from the proposed SOI, 

some of which is under Williamson Act contract. The fact that properties other than land 

included in Area 6 could remain under Williamson Act contract for the foreseeable future 

remains valid. Therefore, the statement made in the RDEIR that “unnecessary conversion 

of agricultural land currently under Williamson Act contract” could be avoided with 

implementation of Alternatives 2 or 3 also remain valid.  

5-6. Comment acknowledged. The City Council will consider the elimination of land 

designated for Suburban Residential from the proposed SOI use (and the opinion in the 

comment that such land is needed to attract successful families to Reedley) as part of its 

deliberations to adopt the proposed GPU or to adopt an alternative to the proposed GPU 

as defined in Alternatives 2 and 3.  

5-7. Please see response 5-1 above.  

The City’s ability to feasibly sustain the costs of extending and maintaining public 

infrastructure is a basic decision making variable for all new development proposals that 

come before it. It is acknowledged that determining cost feasibility of expanding and 

maintaining infrastructure at a city-wide level both for existing conditions and future 

conditions under the proposed GPU is complex. It is for this reason that the City has 

retained consulting expertise to assist the City with its infrastructure master planning 

process. As noted in response 5-1, the costs of extending and maintaining infrastructure at 

the margin of the proposed SOI is one of the factors that was used as a basis to remove 

land from the proposed SOI as part of Alternatives 2 and 3.    

5-8. Please see response 5-6 above. 
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5-9. It is not uncommon for conversion of land from agricultural use to urban use to result in 

reduced water demand, assuming no other variables are involved. Statements in the Draft 

EIR and the RDEIR regarding reduced water demand from implementation of 

Alternatives 2 or 3 are based on changes in total demand city-wide, not on changes in 

demand at an individual property level. It is acknowledged that if Area 6 remains in the 

County and in agricultural use, water demand to sustain that use could be higher than if 

the property were developed with urban uses.  

5-10. Comment acknowledged. The fact that 150 acres versus 190 acres of land within Area 6 is 

useable as agricultural land does not change the fact that development of Area 6 would 

result in conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use with implementation of the 

proposed GPU. The reduced useable agricultural land in Area 6 does not mitigate the 

conversion of agricultural land to less than significant. Conversion of agricultural land 

cumulatively and without Area 6 still remains a significant and unavoidable impact of the 

project.  

5-11. Comment acknowledged. The proposed GPU is a guide for the long-term (20-year) 

planning decisions of the City Council. Even if the proposed GPU had already been 

adopted, the City would make no representation that its adoption would provide the 

landowner with short-term development opportunities. “Leapfrog” development and 

creation of non-contiguous “islands” of incorporated land is discouraged by LAFCO. 

Given the location of the subject property at the periphery of the proposed SOI, it is 

possible that annexation of the subject property to the City, if it were to occur at all, would 

not occur for many years, or at least until such time as most if not all properties located 

between the existing city limits and the subject property are already annexed. Further, 

competing proposals for annexation of land in other areas of the proposed SOI and the rate 

at which the City would need to annex new lands to meet demand for development would 

also significantly influence if and when the subject property would be considered for 

annexation.  

 

 

  



Letter 6

1.

2.















3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

 

3-30  EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 

6. Responses to Comments from the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife 

6-1. The received no comments from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

when the Draft EIR was circulated. Notwithstanding, the City has prepared below a 

comprehensive response to comments provided by the CDFW. 

 As discussed in RDEIR Section 1.0, Introduction, the purpose of the RDEIR is to disclose 

new information generated by the City in response to comments on the Draft EIR that 

were submitted by CID. None of the comments submitted by CID raised significant 

environmental concerns related to biological resources. The RDEIR addresses only those 

sections of the Draft EIR that were recirculated to provide new information. 

Consequently, the RDEIR does not address biological resources impacts.  

 Impacts of implementing the proposed GPU are fully discussed in Section 2.4, Biological 

Resources, in the Draft EIR. City records indicate that the CDFW was notified of the 

availability of the Draft EIR for review and comment at the commencement of the forty-

five (45) day comment period related to the Draft EIR. However, CDFW did not provide 

comments on the Draft EIR. Section 2.4 directly addresses potential project impacts on 

wetlands and riparian areas associated with the Kings River, as well as its value as habitat 

for special-status species and as potential wildlife migration corridor. Potential impacts on 

the Kings River are mitigated through implementation of a number of proposed GPU 

policies. For example, policy COSP 4.14.11 addresses impacts on wetlands and the need to 

provide sufficient buffers from wetlands in consultation with state and federal resource 

agencies. Policy COSP 4.14.2 requires that the Kings River corridor be designated and 

protected as open space. Policy COSP 4.14.3 requires a 200-foot open space buffer 

between the Kings River and new urban development.  

Potential impacts on special-status species and protected nesting birds are also fully 

evaluated in Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 

are included to address special-status plant and animal species known to exist within the 

proposed expanded SOI and to address specific mitigation for nesting birds, respectively. 

Implementation of a combination of proposed GPU policies that address biological 

resources either directly or indirectly, and the proposed mitigation measures, would reduce 

potential impacts to less than significant. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 2.4 for more 

information. 

6-2. The Draft EIR and RDEIR address the impacts of implementing the proposed GPU at a 

programmatic level, commensurate with the program level character of the proposed 
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projects. Focused biological surveys would be conducted to assess the potential impacts of 

individual projects and actions that implement the proposed GPU at the time such projects 

are proposed. Proposed GPU policy 4.14.4 requires preparation of project specific 

biological studies as part of the CEQA process for individual projects. Such studies would 

identify the need to conduct focused surveys for special-status species and to identify 

mitigation measures. Similarly, mitigation measures BIO-2 and BIO-3 on page 2-74 of the 

Draft EIR require surveys for specific special-status plants and animals, respectively, which 

are known to occur within the proposed SOI.   

 The City recognizes the jurisdiction of CDFW as a responsible/trustee agency for 

managing and protecting biological resources as is outlined in discussion of CDFW 

jurisdiction starting on page 2 of the comment letter. The City also recognizes that CDFW 

protocols and methodologies for evaluating impacts and mitigation impacts on special-

status species and protected natural resources will be adhered to in the analysis of impacts 

of specific projects on biological resources. GPU policy 4.14.4 specifically references the 

City’s need to consult with CDFW on issues related to biological impacts within its area of 

jurisdiction. Similarly, mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 also reference consultation 

with CDFW regarding potential impacts to special-status species plants and animals.  
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7. Responses to Comments from Richard Kangas  

7-1. Mr. Kangas represents the owners of property located within the most western portion of 

the proposed SOI along East Manning Avenue. This area was omitted from the proposed 

SOI as part of Alternative 3, as described in RDEIR Section 4.0 Alternatives. This 

alternative was included in the RDEIR to meet CEQA requirements to evaluate 

alternatives to the proposed GPU that would avoid or substantially lessen environmental 

impacts of implementing the proposed GPU.  

As a point of clarification, Mr. Kangas assumes that the SOI boundary will extend only to 

Rio Vista Avenue as described in RDER Section 4.0, Alternatives. The proposed project, 

which is the subject of the Draft EIR, currently proposes that the SOI would extend to Lac 

Jac Avenue as noted in the comment. Alternative 3 in the RDEIR, which shows the SOI 

extending only to Rio Vista Avenue, is an alternative to the proposed project that may be 

considered by the City Council as part of its deliberations to certify the Final EIR and 

approve a general plan update; Alternative 3 is not the proposed project.  

Please refer back to response comment 5-1 above from Jim Ishimaru for review of the 

factors the City considered in excluding specific areas from the proposed SOI as part of 

Alternative 3. These factors included consideration of compact growth principles on which 

the proposed GPU was crafted, potential for areas at the margins of the proposed SOI to 

actually develop during the proposed GPU 20-year planning horizon, and the feasibility of 

the City’s ability to sustains costs to construct and maintain public infrastructure needed to 

support development at the margins of the proposed SOI.  

7-2. The comment letters on the Draft EIR are included in Section 2.0, Responses to 

Comments, of this Final EIR.   

7-3. The comment expressing opinions about factors to consider in establishing an SOI 

boundary in the areas of the subject property is acknowledged. No response is necessary. 

7-4. The City has posted a searchable version of the RDEIR on the City’s website.  

7-5. A revised version of Appendix B to the RDEIR has been posted on the City’s website. 
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8. Responses to Comments from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 

Control District 

8-1. The comment notes only that the SJVAPCD has previously commented on the proposed 

and has no additional comments on the RDEIR. Please refer to Section 2.0, Responses to 

Comments on the Draft EIR, for responses to SJVAPCD comments on the Draft EIR. No 

further response is necessary.  
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9. Responses to Comments from the Consolidated Irrigation District 

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, new information related to agriculture and forest 

resources, hydrology and water quality, cumulative impacts, and alternatives was obtained and 

utilized to address specific comments on the Draft EIR provided by CID. The City prepared the 

RDEIR to disclose this new information and address how it, and revisions to the proposed GPU 

that were also made in response to CID comments, would modify or support the impact 

analyses and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. Responses to CID comments on 

topics contained in the Draft EIR that are not addressed in the RDEIR are included in Section 

2.0, Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR.  

It should be noted that CID did not submit its comments within the established comment period 

as published in the Notice of Availability. However, the City extended its professional courtesy 

to CID and addressed its comments in this Final EIR.  

Responses to CID’s comments on the RDEIR are provided below. 

9-1. CID is concerned about this project because a portion of the proposed SOI is located 

within the boundaries of CID and because buildout of the proposed GPU will substantially 

contribute to the depletion of the Upper Kings River aquifer which CID's farmers depend 

upon for their water. 

The RDEIR acknowledges that buildout under the proposed GPU will result in increased 

demand for groundwater extracted from the overdrafted Kings Basin aquifer which will 

worsen overdraft conditions. Accordingly, the RDEIR has identified this impact as 

significant and unavoidable. In reaching this conclusion, the RDEIR estimates that on 

average the City currently overdrafts the aquifer by 1,150 acre feet per year which is 

predicted to increase to 2,550 acre feet per year by 2030 with buildout per the proposed 

GPU, assuming the City takes no further actions to reduce per capita water consumption 

or increase groundwater recharge. 

However, the City disputes CID’s claim that the proposed GPU will “substantially 

contribute” to the depletion of the Kings Basin aquifer. In fact, this statement appears 

inconsistent with the conclusions contained in CID’s Groundwater Management Plan, 

dated March 2009, as it identifies urban consumption by CID cities, of which Reedley is 

not included, as a significant source of overdraft in the CID district boundaries. According 

to CID’s Groundwater Management Plan, over the last 40 years, the average annual 

overdraft within CID’s boundaries was approximately 24,000 acre feet. During that same 

time frame, the Kings River Basin was overdrafted by 160,000 acre feet annually. As such, 

currently the City’s contribution toward the total Kings Basin aquifer overdraft condition is 
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approximately 0.7 percent while the land within CID’s boundaries accounts for 

approximately 15 percent of the annual overdraft of the Kings Basin aquifer.  

If the annual overdraft of the Kings Basin aquifer through 2030 continues at a rate of 

160,000 acre feet, even if the City failed to implement any new measures or programs to 

reduce water consumption or increase groundwater recharge, the City’s contribution 

toward to the overdraft would increase to approximately 1.5 percent. If the annual 

overdraft is reduced to an average of 122,000 acre feet per year by 2030, then if the City 

took no actions to reduce water consumption or increase groundwater recharge then the 

City’s annual contribution toward the overdraft would approximate two percent. As such, 

the City’s contribution toward the overdraft of the Kings Basin aquifer is relatively  small.   

As CID has noted, a small portion of the City’s SOI is located within the boundaries of the 

CID. However, CID’s  Groundwater Management Plan does not identify the City of 

Reedley as a significant source of demand for groundwater. CID has provided no 

substantial evidence regarding either the direct or indirect effects of the City’s consumptive 

use on the CID or its water users. The CID did provide with their previous comment letter 

dated March 4, 2013, several analytical documents and studies which provided further 

evidence of an overdraft condition. The City was not identified as the focus of CID’s  

studies.  

9-2. CID acknowledges that the RDEIR was prepared as a result of its comments on the Draft 

EIR and acknowledges the City’s recognition of the serious nature of CID's concerns and 

is making a substantial effort to address those concerns. This demonstrates that CEQA is 

working as intended to motivate public agencies to address significant environmental 

issues with respect to their discretionary decisions. 

The City acknowledges and appreciates the positive comments regarding the additional 

analysis included in the RDEIR with regard to potential impacts associated with 

consumption of agricultural land and water. It should be noted that this additional 

information and analysis did not change the ultimate conclusion contained in the Draft 

EIR with regard to the significant impacts in these impact categories. 

9-3. CID states that while much improved, the RDEIR and the revised GPU polices still have 

serious flaws, and that mitigation of the impacts on agriculture, storm water and 

groundwater is largely deferred to the future development of a Farmland Preservation 

Program, a Storm Water Management Plan, and a comprehensive Groundwater 

Management and Recharge Program. CID also feels the policies are not enforceable and 

there is not assurance that mitigation programs will actually be adopted and implemented.  
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The City reviewed the revised proposed GPU policies related to the adoption of a 

Farmland Preservation Program (policy COSP 4.3.3), a Storm Water Management Plan 

(policy CIR 3.10.18) and a Groundwater Management and Recharge Program (policy CIR  

3.10.19A) and has refined several of these policies in light of the concerns raised by CID in 

this and following comments. Please refer to Appendix A of this Final EIR for reference to 

the policies that have been modified. Generally, the City believes that the policies, as 

refined, provide enforceable assurance that the programs will actually be adopted and that 

mitigation will actually occur. Specifically, policies LU 2.5.18, COSP 4.3.3 and COSP 

4.3.4 commit the City to adoption and implementation of a Farmland Preservation 

Program prior to potential new farmland conversion impacts that would be created with 

implementation of the proposed GPU. This plan and program include enforceable 

performance measures and standards for the City to follow with regard to the creation of 

agricultural buffer zones, determining whether to protest the extension of Williamson Act 

contracts, and the implementation of a program requiring conservation easements when an 

applicant seeks to annex significant farmland into the City for conversion to urban uses. 

The implementation of this plan and program along with the adherence to proposed policy 

LU 2.5.8 will ensure that the City converts significant farmland to urban uses only when it 

is absolutely necessary to allow for the orderly development of the City.  

Similarly, with regard to potential impacts related to use of groundwater, the proposed 

GPU includes enforceable policies to reduce City per capita use of groundwater and 

increase and optimize recharge efforts. These policies are CIR 3.10.1 through CIR 

3.10.10B, CIR 3.10.17, CIR 3.10.18 and CIR 3.10.19A. Though not all of these policies 

would meet CEQA requirements for mitigation, the policies mandating the adoption of a 

Storm Water Management Plan, a Groundwater Management and Recharge Program, 

and a Water Conservation Plan have clear deadlines by which they are to be adopted, 

include clear measureable performance goals and standards to be achieved, and provide a 

non-exclusive menu of implementation measures to achieve those performance goals and 

standards.  

9-4. CID notes that the RDEIR relies substantially on a new 2010 Urban Water Management 

Plan. CID states that the plan was apparently developed and adopted after CID pointed 

out that the City had failed to update its UWMP as required by state law. CID notes that 

the 2010 plan appears to be an improvement over the previous water management plan, 

but that the City chose not to notify and involve CID in the plan as state law Water Code 

Section 10641 recommends.  

The City responds that though this comment does not raise a specific environmental issue 

to which the City, as lead agency, is required to respond, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, 

section 15088(a), the City feels compelled to respond to this comment to correct the 
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record. The City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan was under development long 

before the Draft EIR was circulated for public review in December 2012 and was prepared 

and presented to the City Council in accordance with State Law. According to the Draft 

2010 Urban Water Management Plan, “The recent implementation of metering and use of 

commodity rates resulted in a significant reduction in per capita use, from approximately 

249 gpcd in 2006 to 165 gpcd in 2011.” This reduction in water demand exceeds the State 

mandated 20 percent reduction by 2020, pursuant to the Water Conservation Bill 2009.  

According to City records, a Proof of Service by Mail was prepared and included the 

mailing list and Notice of Public Hearing. The Notice of Public Hearing sent to CID 

included the date the City Council would be considering the matter. An electronic copy of 

the Urban Water Management Plan 2013 was also posted on the front page of the City’s 

website at least 15 days prior to the City Council meeting at which the City Council 

considered adoption of the Urban Water Management Plan. 

It is also noted that CID did request to be placed on the City Council agenda electronic 

distribution list. The City also has in its records electronic distribution to CID of the City 

Council agenda, dated August 13, 2013, whereby the City Council considered the matter 

in a public hearing.  

9-5. CID notes that mitigation measures proposed in an EIR must be "fully enforceable" 

through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments (Pub. Res. 

Code § 21081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2)) and that City may rely on general 

plan policies to mitigate environmental impacts under CEQA only if they contain specific 

implementation programs that represent a firm, enforceable commitment to mitigate. CID 

references a number of legal cases supporting this position.  

The City acknowledges the summary of legal principals associated with mitigation 

measures and as stated response 9-3 above, believes that the cited proposed GPU policies 

comply with these requirements.  

9-6. CID comments that the GPU's vague and noncommittal policies and programs (and 

policies for which no implementation programs are identified) allow the City to decide to 

take no action and thus fail to mitigate the impacts. 

The City refers CID to response 9-3 above. As stated previously, proposed GPU policies 

mandating the adoption of the Farmland Preservation Plan and Program, Storm Water 

Management Plan, the Groundwater Management and Recharge Program, and the Water 

Conservation Plan have clear deadlines by which they are to be adopted, include clear 

measureable goals to be achieved and provide non-exclusive menus of implementation 

measures to achieve those goals. It should be noted that a general plan EIR is a program 

EIR, not a project level EIR. As such, it is legally permissible for the City to defer defining 
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the specifics of mitigation measures if it commits itself to mitigation and lists the 

alternatives to be considered, analyzed and possibly incorporated in the mitigation plan.  

9-7. CID comments that it questions the growth projection of 3.0 percent used as the basis for 

determining the proposed SOI as described in the proposed GPU based on its belief that 

the historic growth rate is closer to two percent.  

The City provided an explanation of the selected methodology for the population estimate 

in Chapter 2 of the proposed GPU on page 18. To summarize, the 3.0 percent projected 

growth rate is based upon an average growth rate between 2000 and 2010 of 2.54 percent 

and an average growth rate between 2006 and 2010 of 3.59 percent. Based upon these 

numbers, the City selected 3.0 percent as an appropriate average growth rate through 2030. 

The population figures upon which the City relied were found at the Fresno Council of 

Government’s website (http://fresnocog.org/population-and-housing). This information 

was reportedly obtained from the California Department of Finance and the U.S. Census 

Bureau. The City believes that its predicted growth rate is reasonable based upon its 

historic growth rate as reported in the sources referenced. Furthermore, it should be noted 

that even if the City’s population grows at an average annual growth rate of less than 3.0 

percent through 2030, use of the 3.0 percent growth rate will have been appropriate so as 

to ensure that the City has considered all of the potential environmental effects of an 

annual population growth rate up to 3.0 percent.  

9-8. CID expresses concern that the data used to assert that there was a 2.73 percent average 

growth rate from 1990-2010 is not sourced so cannot be validated.   

The City refers CID to the City’s response 9-7 above which provides the basis for the City’s 

determination that a 3.0 percent projected population growth rate is appropriate, as well as 

for the citations to the sources of the information used for this projection.   

9-9. CID comments that there are conflicts between population estimates used in the proposed 

GPU with Department of Finance 2012 estimates cited in the Draft EIR and with 

population numbers cited in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan upon which 

information in the RDEIR is based. CID states there is a difference of almost 10 percent 

that significantly skews the average growth calculations. 

The City refers CID to response 9-7 above, which provides the basis for the City’s 

determination that a 3.0 percent projected population growth rate is appropriate, as well as 

for the citations to the sources of the information used for this projection.   

9-10. CID comments that the City needs to accurately portray the actual historic growth of the 

City given its fundamental basis for projecting future growth and determining and 

justifying the size of the sphere of influence needed. The City needs to fully disclose its 

http://fresnocog.org/population-and-housing
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source data and methodology to determine whether its analysis of historic growth and 

future growth are correct.   

The City refers CID to response 9-7 above, which provides the basis for the City’s 

determination that a 3.0 percent projected population growth rate is appropriate, as well as 

for the citations to the sources of the information used for this projection. It should be 

noted that in establishing the 3.0 percent growth projection, the City actually followed 

CID’s suggested approach.  

9-11. CID asks for the correct historic city population growth figures and states that they affect 

all of the revisions done in the RDEIR and the 3.0 percent growth projection used as the 

justification for the proposed SOI expansion. 

The City refers CID to response 9-7 above, which provides the basis for the City’s 

determination that a 3.0 percent projected population growth rate is appropriate, as well as 

for the citations to the sources of the information used for this projection.  

9-12. CID comments that the City's own new information in Table RDEIR 1 further 

demonstrates the lack of evidence to support the need for an expanded SOI. Table RDEIR 

1 shows the historical acreage of the City boundaries, the SOI, and agricultural land that 

has been converted in 1977, 1992 and 2013. It also shows the projected acreage for those 

same components projected for the year 2030 based on application of the historical growth 

pattern to the planning horizon of 2030. 

The City refers CID to response 9-7 above.   

9-13. CID states that RDEIR Table 1 does indeed support the argument made in that section 

that actual impact on agricultural lands is likely to be less than projected; it also clearly 

demonstrates the complete lack of evidence for the need to expand the City's SOI by an 

additional 40 percent. Even the current sphere at 5,353 acres is far in excess of what the 

City is likely to actually need. 

The City believes this comment does not raise a specific environmental issue to which the 

City, as lead agency, is required to respond, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 

15088(a). Instead, this comment is directed to the policy issue of whether the City has a 

basis for seeking to expand its SOI proposed in the GPU. The RDEIR has evaluated the 

potential impacts associated with the proposed SOI expansion as described in the proposed 

GPU.  

9-14. CID states that in its 2009 Model Farmland Conservation Program for Fresno County, 

Fresno Council of Governments identified overly ambitious city spheres as a major driver 

of premature farmland conversion.  
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  The City believes this comment does not raise a specific environmental issue to which the 

City, as lead agency, is required to respond, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 

15088(a). Instead, this comment is directed to the policy issue of whether the City has a 

basis for seeking to expand its SOI as identified in the proposed GPU. The RDEIR has 

evaluated the potential impacts associated with the expansion of the City’s SOI as 

proposed. 

9-15. CID feels that the City is including excess land in its proposed SOI, which is what COG 

identified as the problem. By including this excess land in the sphere, CID feels the City is 

sending a signal to the landowners and the real estate market and to all other planning 

agencies that these lands will not remain in agriculture and are slated for urban 

development.   

The City believes this comment does not raise a specific environmental issue to which the 

City, as lead agency, is required to respond, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 

15088(a). Instead, this comment is directed to the policy issue of whether the City has a 

basis for seeking to expand its SOI as identified in the proposed GPU. The RDEIR has 

evaluated the potential impacts associated with the expansion of the City’s SOI as 

proposed. CID’s comments should be focused on the sufficiency of the document in 

identifying and analyzing the possible  impacts on the environment caused by developed 

consistent with the proposed GPU and ways in which the significant effects of the project 

might be avoided or mitigated pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 15204. In addition, 

the City refers CID to response 9-3 above which addresses the adequacy of the City’s 

proposed mitigation related to consumption of farmland.  

9-16. CID comments that the proposed GPU will result in premature conversion of farmland to 

an extent that no set of farmland preservation policies can mitigate, and that the proposed 

SOI should be reduced to reflect historical growth patterns. CID feels this issue must be 

squarely addressed in the RDEIR by inclusion of a realistic project alternative with a 

proposed SOI based on actual historic growth patterns rather than political aspirations. 

The City responds that it has presented an alternative that reduces the size of the proposed 

SOI. As stated previously, the City believes that the proposed SOI is reasonable in light of 

the City’s projected population growth rate as well as the goals and policies set forth in the 

proposed GPU, including those to promote economic development and employment 

opportunities. Furthermore, the City believes that the goals and policies set forth in the 

proposed GPU related to the preservation of farmland address the concerns raised by CID. 

The City refers CID to response 9-3 above, which addresses the adequacy of the City’s 

proposed mitigation related to consumption of farmland.  

9-17. CID comments that the RDEIR recognizes that the urban growth facilitated by the 

proposed GPU will irrevocably convert thousands of acres of prime agricultural lands. 



3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

 

3-54  EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 

CID also believes that RDEIR relies upon significantly improved GPU policies to mitigate 

the impacts of the City's growth upon prime farmland, but many of the revised/new 

policies are still framed as aspirational rather than as firm commitments. 

The City refers CID to response 9-3 above.  

9-18. CID comments that nowhere in the RDEIR discussion of impacts on Williamson Act 

farmlands is information presented on the acreage or percentage of contracted land within 

the proposed SOI, status of each contract identified, City protest of new contracts, or 

whether notices of non-renewal have been filed by the landowners. This is a serious 

deficiency. 

The City disagrees with CID’s assertions regarding serious deficiencies with regard to how 

the RDEIR identifies the parcels currently subject to a Williamson Act contract. As CID 

has acknowledged, the City has provided a figure that identifies the parcels subject to a 

Williamson Act contract. The CEQA Guidelines do not require that the acreage be 

quantified or presented as a percentage of the lands within the proposed SOI. In the 

RDEIR, the City has adequately described the existing physical and regulatory setting 

related to properties subject to Williamson Act contracts and has been conservative in 

presenting the potential environmental impacts associated with the conversion of these 

lands to urban uses. Because the status of Williamson Act contracts is dynamic, including 

such information in the RDEIR has limited value. However, though the City does not 

believe such information is legally required, the City has included a new figure in 

Appendix B of the Final EIR entitled “Status of Williamson Act Contracts”, which 

includes much of the information that CID suggests is needed. 

9-19. CID comments that the RDEIR fails to comprehensively discuss the regulations governing 

conversion of Williamson Act lands; neither the Draft EIR, nor RDEIR discuss statutory 

or policy provisions limiting Fresno County LAFCO from approving annexations of 

Williamson Act lands. As a result, the single most critical regulation affecting the City's 

proposed SOI decision is not adequately addressed. 

The City disagrees with CID comment. As CID acknowledges in its full comment, the 

RDEIR includes the stringent finding needed for the County or City to cancel a 

Williamson Act contract and discusses the LAFCO sphere policies and includes them in 

Appendix B of that document. Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines require that an 

EIR “comprehensively discuss” the regulations governing conversation of Williamson Act 

Lands. Such a requirement would be contrary to the CEQA Guidelines guidance regarding 

the length of Environmental Impact Reports (See CEQA Guidelines, section 15141).  
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9-20. CID comments that Fresno County LAFCO will rely upon the EIR as the environmental 

document upon which it bases its decision about future changes to the City’s SOI and as 

such, the EIR must adequately address the environmental and policy issues faced by 

LAFCO as well as those of the City and is legally inadequate if it fails to do so (Habitat 

and Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz, 6th District, Feb. 19, 2013). 

The City acknowledges that Fresno LAFCO would act in the capacity of a Responsible 

Agency when it considers the City’s applications for annexation and expansion of its SOI. 

CEQA Guidelines, section 15096 sets forth the responsibilities and duties of a Responsible 

Agency. Depending upon the circumstances at the time Fresno LAFCO considers a City 

application to expand the SOI, it may or may not rely upon the Final EIR certified for the 

proposed GPU. It should be noted that Fresno LAFCO has submitted a letter commenting 

upon the RDEIR which does not claim any deficiencies in the document as suggested in 

the CID comment. The City has reviewed the holdings in Habitat and Watershed 

Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz and is unclear as to what CID is referring when it states 

that an EIR must adequately address “policy” issues.  

9-21. CID comments that in approving city spheres and annexations that contain prime 

farmland, LAFCO is governed by several specific statutes and that LAFCO is required to 

encourage infill development within city boundaries and existing sphere and discourage 

expansion into prime farmlands. 

This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue to which the City, as lead 

agency, is required to respond, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 15088(a). Instead, 

this comment is directed to regulations that govern LAFCO’s decisions. The RDEIR has 

evaluated the potential impacts associated with the expansion of the City’s proposed SOI. 

9-22. CID comments on a range of Government Code sections that provide direction for 

LAFCO actions with regards to SOI changes where such changes propose to bring 

Williamson Act lands into the sphere.  

The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue to which the City, as lead 

agency, is required to respond, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 15088(a). Instead, 

this comment is directed to regulations that govern LAFCO’s decisions. The RDEIR has 

evaluated the potential impacts associated with the expansion of the City’s SOI.  

The cited statutory provisions speak for themselves.  

9-23. CID comments that Government Code statute only permits LAFCO to approve expansion 

of a sphere into Williamson Act lands if it can make a specific finding that the public 

interest in facilitating orderly and efficient development "substantially outweighs the public 

interest in the current continuation of the Williamson Act contract beyond its current 

expiration date."   
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The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue to which the City, as lead 

agency, is required to respond, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, section 15088(a). Instead, 

this comment is directed to regulations that govern LAFCO’s decisions. The RDEIR has 

evaluated the potential impacts associated with the expansion of the City’s SOI. The cited 

statutory provisions speak for themselves.  

9-24. CID notes that the Draft EIR and RDEIR fail to discuss critical statutes and provide the 

information on the status of each Williamson Act contract that is essential for LAFCO's 

consideration of the proposed SOI sphere under Government Code section 56426.6.  

The City disagrees that CEQA requires the information regarding the status of each 

Williamson Act contract be included in a Draft EIR. The City has identified all of the land 

that is within the boundaries of the City’s current and proposed SOI. That information is 

more than sufficient in order to evaluate whether the proposed GPU would conflict with 

existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. The status of each 

Williamson Act contract may change by the time LAFCO considers a City request to 

expand its SOI. As such, the appropriate time to provide information regarding the status 

of each potentially affected Williamson Act contract is at the time the City submits an 

application to expand its SOI. 

9-25. CID notes that important Williamson Act contract information was not included because 

the EIR contains factual evidence that demonstrate that much of this additional 

Williamson Act land is not needed, based on historical growth rates, to accommodate 

growth needs of the City.  

As set forth in the City’s response 9-7 above, the City has provided substantial evidence to 

support its estimate for average annual population growth through the year 2030. Neither 

the CID, nor its legal counsel has submitted any evidence of their expertise in urban 

planning. CID’s opinions regarding the adequacy of a proposed SOI to accommodate 

future population growth and economic development do not constitute substantial 

evidence.  

9-26. CID suggests that the RDEIR Alternative 3 discussion stating that "The Additional SOI 

Acreage Reduction Alternative 3 would achieve all of the City's goals and objectives in 

proposing an update to its existing 2012 General Plan” (RDEIR 4-28) is a tacit admission 

that the City can accommodate reasonable growth with a substantially smaller sphere. 

The City included the new Alternative 3, out of an abundance of caution, to ensure that it 

complies with the requirements of CEQA to describe and evaluate a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6). Ultimately, it will be the 

City Council which will determine whether Alternative 3 feasibly attains most of the basic 
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objectives of the project while avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significant 

effects of the project.  

9-27. CID states that the RDEIR gives no explanation as to why 826 acres was selected for 

Alternative 3 as not necessary to meet the proposed GPU objectives. It begs the further 

question why Alternative 3 was not crafted to actually address the point of its previous 

comments that the proposed SOI actually only needs to accommodate a 2.1 percent 

growth rate or 35,000 population. 

The City refers CID to the previous response 9-7, which adequately addresses the factual 

basis for the City’s determination of the annual average growth projection of 3.0 percent.  

9-28. CID suggests that using information in the RDEIR, the Table 2.1 projection of the city 

limits in 2030 as encompassing 3,797 acres, a reasonable sphere would actually not need to 

be any bigger than the projected actual boundaries in 2030 plus a reasonable margin of 25 

percent, or a total of 4,746 acres.  

Neither CID, nor its legal counsel has submitted any evidence of their expertise in urban 

planning. The opinions regarding the adequacy of a proposed SOI to accommodate future 

population growth and economic development do not constitute substantial evidence. In 

the proposed GPU, the City has set forth the goals and objectives it seeks to accomplish 

through implementation of the proposed GPU. Based upon those goals and objectives, the 

City has identified what it believes is an appropriate boundary for the City. The City’s 

future applications to Fresno County LAFCO to expand its SOI will be influenced by the 

actual growth and opportunities for economic development the City experiences. The City 

understands that Fresno County LAFCO will then evaluate the City’s applications based 

upon applicable rules and regulations and based upon the physical and regulatory 

circumstances at the time of the City’s applications.  

9-29. CID states that an alternative with fewer acres within the proposed SOI would be more 

reasonable and provide LAFCO with an EIR adequate to meet its statutory and policy 

requirements to minimize impact on Williamson Act contracted land and prime 

farmlands. 

The City refers CID to response 9-28 above.  

9-30. CID comments that the revised proposed GPU circulated with the RDEIR contains 

policies LU 2.5.3 and policy L.U. 2.5.8 that are likely to significantly increase the severity 

of the impacts on farmland.     

  The City strongly disagrees with CID’s assertion that the quoted policies will likely 

significantly increase the severity of the impacts on farmland. With regard to policy LU 

2.5.3, the CID has misconstrued a portion of the policy. The second sentence of the policy 

states, “The shall also work with owners within the SOI who wish to file for non-renewal 
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of Williamson Act contracts in advance of urban development.”  Nothing in this sentence 

states that the City shall actively encourage farmers to terminate existing Williamson Act 

contracts. Furthermore, this will help to facilitate Goal LU 2.5C to, “Facilitate orderly 

transition from rural/agricultural uses to urban land uses.” Recognizing that at some point 

the City will have to annex portions of its proposed SOI to accommodate orderly growth, 

ensuring that land that is adjacent to City limits is not under a Williamson Act contract 

will help to facilitate orderly and compact growth. Not having this policy could result in 

leap frog development or the development of peninsulas of growth because the economics 

associated with the pre-mature cancellation of a Williamson Act contract would 

discourage the development of land adjacent to the City’s boundaries. These types of 

disorderly growth have the potential to render it impracticable and economically infeasible 

to continue to farm adjacent farmland. Nothing in this policy states or even implies that 

the City should actively encourage farmers to terminate or cancel existing Williamson Act 

contracts. Furthermore, it should be noted that the City has a long history of protesting 

new Williamson Act contracts for properties within one-mile of the city limits pursuant to 

the requirements of Government Code section 51243.5.  

With regard to the purported modification to policy LU 2.5.8, the change was made in 

error. The City appreciates the CID catching this error. This policy has been revised back 

to reference 80 percent to reflect correction of the error. Refer to Appendix A for the 

modification to the policy made in response to this comment.    

9-31. CID comments that policy LU 2.5.3 might be reasonable were the proposed SOI limited to 

land that the City actually is likely to need orderly development in the foreseeable future, 

rather than including a proposed SOI that is nearly twice as large as likely needed. CID 

believes that implementation of policy LU 2.5.3 is likely to result in the City working as a 

destructive force to promote cancellation of contracts and discouragement of farmland 

preservation on thousands of acres that otherwise would never develop. 

See the response 9-7 above regarding the substantial evidence that supports the City’s 

estimate of projected population growth, response 7-29 regarding CID’s unsubstantiated 

opinion regarding the appropriateness of the City’s proposed expanded SOI, and response 

9-30 regarding CID’s mischaracterization of policy LU 2.5.3. 

9-32. CID comments that policy LU 2.5.3 is left in the proposed GPU even though it appears to 

directly conflict with other policies in the new Farmland Preservation Plan (FPP), 

specifically policy c) and d) and implementation measure b). General plans are required by 

law to be internally consistent so this inconsistency needs to be resolved for the plan and 

EIR to be legally adequate. 
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The City refers CID to the response 9-30, which establishes that the cited policies do not 

promote or encourage the premature conversion of farmland to urban uses. In addition, 

the City has reviewed the proposed policies and implementation measure in the Farmland 

Preservation Plan and has not found any inconsistency between these policies and the 

policies cited in CID comment 30. For example, policy LU 2.5.3 states, “The City shall 

oppose formation of new land conservation contracts on land adjacent to the City’s 

boundaries.”  Proposed policy “c” in the Farmland Preservation Plan (See policy COSP 

4.3.3) states, “The City shall not protest the renewal of Williamson Act contracts with 

regard to land located within the City’s SOI, but not adjacent or in close proximity to the 

City’s current boundary . . .”  As such, these policies are wholly consistent with one 

another. According to the Webster’s Dictionary, synonyms for “adjacent” include: 

abutting, adjoining, bordering, conterminous, contiguous, flanking, flush, fringing, joining, 

juxtaposed, neighboring, skirting, touching or verging. 

CID has not taken into account all of the proposed GPU policies that address the topic of 

preservation of farmland. For instance, CID does not acknowledge that policy COSP 4.3.4 

was developed to utilize a California Department of Conservation tool to identify the real 

value of the agricultural land at the time of the proposed conversion. Nor has CID 

acknowledged policy COSP 4.3.4(c) which includes a fee program requiring an applicant 

seeking to annex farmland within the City’s SOI to pay a fee to the City to fund efforts to 

acquire farmland conservation easements.  

9-33. CID states that the RDEIR either needs to drop this policy due to the inconsistency with 

the Farmland Preservation Plan or the RDEIR needs to specifically evaluate the likely 

significant adverse impact of this policy.  

The City refers CID to responses to 9-30, 9-31 and 9-32 above. As noted in response 9-32, 

the term “adjacent” is a synonym of “contiguous.”      

9-34. CID comments that policy 2.5.8 includes an undiscussed change from the prior version of 

the policy. “The reduction in the percentage of residential development required to allow 

further annexation from 80 percent to 65 percent is a significant loosening of the 

restriction. The RDEIR needs to specifically analyze the impacts of this change.  

The City refers CID to response 9-30 above, which fully addresses this comment. 

9-35. CID comments that policy 2.5.8 will promote the premature conversion of prime farmland 

and conflicts with many of the City's other policies and those of LAFCO and questions 

why was the reduction in percentage as made.   

The City refers CID to response 9-30 above, which fully addresses this comment. 
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9-36. CID states that the RDEIR relies upon new policies in the October 2013 Revised GPU 

that propose substantial new measures to create future programs intended to protect 

farmland and mitigate the impacts of the farmland that is converted. This is a classic case 

of deferral of mitigation. Such deferral is permitted under the case law, but only if there are 

clear binding and enforceable performance standards to assure the later developed plan 

will actually achieve the intended mitigation. The policies do not create such assurance. 

The delayed timing proposed for the implementation of the most important mitigations 

effectively closes the barn door long after the horses have left. In addition, many of these 

measures are written in such a vague, aspirational language (as opposed to operational 

language) as to blunt their effectiveness. 

The City refers CID to response 9-3 above regarding CID concern about deferral of 

mitigation. In addition to that response, it should be noted that the City identified and 

analyzed the impacts upon farmland associated with the City’s expansion of the SOI to its 

existing boundary in the EIR certified for the City’s 2012 General Plan. Currently, 

approximately 1,797 acres are within the City’s SOI, but not within the City’s boundaries. 

If the City were to continue to develop under the 2012 General Plan it would conceivably 

not be required to provide any additional mitigation to address the conversion of these 

1,797 acres from farmland to urban uses. However, because the City understands the 

importance of preserving prime and important farmland, through proposed policy COSP 

4.3.4, the City has committed itself to develop and adopt a Farmland Preservation 

Program such that it is in effect before the City will “support the annexation of lands in 

excess of a total of 500 acres within the City’s existing SOI…”  As such, this Farmland 

Preservation Program will be in place long before the City proposes to annex any lands 

within the proposed expanded SOI as described in the proposed GPU. The deadlines set 

forth in the proposed GPU for the other proposed mitigation programs are equally as 

stringent.  

9-37. CID comments that Exhibit A of the proposed GPU contains a policy by policy discussion 

demonstrating how the language chosen makes it uncertain whether they will ever be 

implemented and unclear how they will be implemented. Where possible, CID suggests 

alternate language to show how easily and feasibly the mitigation measure can be redrafted 

to meet the requirements of CEQA for permitted deferral to a future plan through 

enforceable mitigation. 

The City has reviewed CID’s proposed changes to various policies and has accepted the 

changes proposed for policies LU 2.5.2, LU 2.5.4, LU 2.5.7, 4.3.3(A), 4.3.3(B), and 4.3.3 

Implementation Measures C and D. Refer to Appendix A for a list of modifications made 

to these policies.  The City does not believe there is any need to modify policy LU 2.5.5 or 

LU 2.5.6. Policy 2.5.8 has been corrected to reflect the original “80 percent” language, as 
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stated in the City’s response 9-30. With regard to the proposed changes to Policies LU 

2.5.18 and COSP 4.3.4, the City believes that it has gone beyond what CEQA requires in 

establishing the deadline for implementation of the Farmland Preservation Program. 

However, the City is willing to consider a modest reduction in the acreage to be annexed 

prior to the adoption and implementation of the Farmland Preservation Program, 

understanding the development and implementation of such a program will require 

extensive outreach to stakeholders both in the agricultural and development communities, 

in addition to community at large.  

With regard to policy COSP 4.3.4(a), the City believes that it is appropriate to use the 

criterion established by the California Department of Conservation for such definitions 

and determination of agricultural land designations, and sanctioned by the Office of 

Planning and Research (See CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Section II). This City is 

concerned that the County of Fresno does not have the resources to regularly update 

designations and maps so that they remain current. The reference proposed by CID is 

already five years old and the City has no knowledge of the County’s intent to update or 

keep current.  

9-38. CID notes that the RDEIR is substantially revised from the original DEIR, and includes a 

new study of City groundwater impacts prepared by Ken Schmidt as well as references to a 

recently adopted UWMP. CID states that the Schmidt study basically confirms the 

previous comments made by CID that the City's proposed growth and increased 

groundwater consumption will have major adverse impacts on the Kings River aquifer 

relied upon by CID's farmers. CID believes there are some technical errors in the Schmidt 

document, but that it provides a broadly sufficient characterization of the problem. 

The City’s position is that the technical study prepared by Mr. Schmidt speaks for itself 

and its conclusions are well documented. The City disputes that Mr. Schmidt’s report 

concludes that the City’s proposed growth and increased groundwater consumption have 

major adverse impacts on the Kings River aquifer. The City refers CID to the City’s 

response 9-1 above which places the City’s contribution toward the overall overdraft of the 

Kings River aquifer in context.  

9-39. CID's comments that, as with mitigation of agricultural impacts, the RDEIR proposes the 

future development of various programs to mitigate the impacts on groundwater such as 

policy CIR 3.10.7 that proposes a comprehensive water management and recharge 

program be developed in cooperation with surrounding water management authorities, 

and policy CIR 3.10.10A that proposes the preparation of a "Performance Based Water 

Conservation Program (WCP). 
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This CID comment merely identifies various policies contained in the proposed GPU 

related to water conservation and groundwater recharge and does not require a specific 

response.  

9-40. CID comments that the WCP contains detailed performance measures and timelines, 

driven by the statutory requirements of the UWMP law, but that the groundwater 

mitigation measure has no schedule, no performance measures and no requirement for any 

specific action at any specific time; it places no enforceable requirements on the City to 

mitigate the impacts on groundwater. 

The City recognizes CID concurrence that the WCP constitutes legally adequate 

mitigation. However, CID then focuses on policy CIR 3.10.7, and ignores Goal CIR 

3.10D which states, “The City shall reduce by 15% its consumptive water use by 2030”. 

This sets forth a clear performance standard that involves both increasing water 

conservation efforts and also groundwater recharging efforts to achieve this goal by 2030. 

To achieve this goal, policy CIR 3.10.19A requires the City to adopt a comprehensive set 

of policies that shall set performance standard for sustainable management of Reedley’s 

use of groundwater and promote efforts to increase groundwater recharge efforts in order 

to achieve the overall goal of a 15 percent reduction in total consumptive use by 2030. 

Clear deadlines have been identified for the adoption of these policies. Furthermore, these 

policies will work in conjunction with policies CIR 3.10.1 through CIR 3.10.10B, CIR 

3.10.17, and CIR 3.10.18 to accomplish Goal CIR 3.10D. Collectively these policies will 

reduce the need for water production through conservation, which will help to reduce the 

impact to the basin. However, these policies will not reduce the impact to a less than 

significant effect; therefore, the City has determined that the impact is significant and 

unavoidable.  

9-41. CID comments that Exhibit B, Cooperative Agreement between CID and City of 

Kingsburg, submitted with its RDEIR comments, is a ready-made and perfectly feasible 

mitigation program that could be adopted by Reedley to mitigate its impacts on 

groundwater.  

The City recognizes that CEQA requires the City to implement feasible mitigation 

measures. The City does not believe that entering into such an agreement constitutes 

adequate or feasible mitigation for the following reasons: 1) it will hinder the City in its 

efforts to implement groundwater recharge programs within the City by diverting funds 

from such efforts and adding a new layer of bureaucracy and regulation that will inhibit 

the City in its efforts; 2) the Alta Irrigation District has made it abundantly clear that it has 

no interest in entering into such an agreement; the City is primarily within the boundaries 

of the Alta Irrigation District and the agreement would not be contractually binding as a 

result; 3) nothing in the proposed agreement establishes goals or performance standards 
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associated with groundwater recharge that must be completed by set deadlines and as 

such, it does not meet CEQA requirements for legally adequate mitigation; and 4) the 

agreement represents an inappropriate intrusion CID into the operational affairs of the 

City. 

9-42. To make the groundwater mitigation measure enforceable, CID suggests that it be revised 

to read as follows, “CIR 3.10.7 The City shall within one year from date of adoption of the 

GPU, enter into a cooperative agreement with Alta Irrigation District and Consolidated 

Irrigation District to fund construction of recharge facilities to mitigate the groundwater 

consumption by the City. The agreement shall be substantially similar to that agreement 

between CID and the City of Kingsburg provided to the City. Such agreement may also 

provide for the transfer of excess WWTP effluent recycled water for use by the districts for 

recharge or use by their constituents, where feasible.” At a minimum, the City must 

explain based on factual evidence, why this proposed mitigation measure is infeasible. 

The City refers CID to response 9-41 above. 

9-43. CID comments that the RDEIR and associated studies represent a substantial 

improvement over the prior version of the EIR and are much better at accurately and fully 

evaluating the impacts, but that they continues to fall far short in proposing feasible, 

enforceable and effective mitigation measures as required by CEQA for impacts on 

groundwater; the RDEIR remains a flawed document that fails to adopt feasible mitigation 

measures or consider reasonable alternatives. 

The City has completed extensive analysis and added substantial evidence into the 

administrative record to support its conclusions. The City refers CID to responses 9-3, 9-5, 

9-6, 9-37, and 9-40 above, which address the adequacy of various proposed GPU policies 

as mitigation.  

9-44. CID comments that failure to mitigate has consequences for the environment, that failure 

to reduce the size of its sphere and improve its proposed mitigation measures will result in 

hundreds if not thousands of acres of some of the best agricultural land in the world being 

irretrievably lost and groundwater levels in the Kings River Basin continuing to sink 

deeper. 

The City CID to responses 9-3, 9-5, 9-6, 9-37, and 9-40, which responds to  the claims 

made in this comment. 

9-45. CID provides a comment from the Modesto Bee about the significant land subsidence just 

to the north in Merced County due to over pumping to recognize that this is an 

unsustainable practice that requires the City to replace nostrums with real remedies. 
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As previously stated, the City believes that as set forth in the proposed GPU, the Draft 

EIR, and the RDEIR, the City has made and will continue to make significant strides to 

reduce its reliance on groundwater through water conservation and increased recharging of 

the groundwater. 
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4.0 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR AND RECIRCULATED 

DRAFT EIR SUMMARY 

The sections of the summary from the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR shown on the 

following page have been revised based on administrative changes identified in Section 6.0, 

Administrative Changes to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR. Additions to the text are 

shown with underlines and deletions are shown with strikethroughs.  

Impact Proposed GPU Goals and 

Policies or other Actions that 

Avoid or Reduce Potential 

Impacts  

CR-2: Disturb human remains Goal COSP 4.13A 

Policies 4.13.1 and 4.13.4 to 

4.14.5 

GEO-1: Expose people or 

structures to substantial risk of loss 

or injury involving fault rupture, 

seismic shaking, ground failure or 

landslides  

Goals SE 5.24A and 5.4B 

Policies SE 5.2.1, 5.2.2, 5.4.1, 

5.4.2, 5.4.3 

Policies COSP 4.14.2 and 4.14.3 

GCC-1: Generate GHGs that may 

have a significant impact on the 

environment or conflict with an 

applicable plan, policy or 

regulation adopted to reduce GHG 

emissions 

The proposed GPU contains a 

multitude of goals and policies 

that would reduce GHG 

emissions. The goals and 

policies are identified in the 

proposed GPU in Appendix D, 

GHG Reduction Policies. 
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5.0 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR AND THE 

RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

This section shows changes to the text, tables, and/or graphics from the Draft EIR and the 

RDERI that have resulted from responses to comments on the Draft EIR as described in Section 

2.0, Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR, and to responses to comments on the RDEIR as 

described in Section 3.0, Responses to Comments on the RDEIR. Additions to the text are 

shown with underlines and deletions are shown with strikethroughs.   

Changes to the text of policies contained in the proposed GPU resulting from responses to 

comments on the Draft EIR and RDEIR are found in Appendix A. 

Changes to Section 2.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, 

and Mitigation Measures 

The text on page 2-26 of the Draft EIR has been modified as follows: 

The City is located with the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (“air basin”) and is subject to the 

regulatory jurisdiction of the SJVAPCD. The air basin as a whole, does not meet ambient air 

quality standards set at the state and federal levels. According to the air district, the U.S. EPA 

classifiesd the air basin as “Extreme Nonattainment” in 2010 for the 8-hour ground level ozone 

standard, “Attainment” for PM10 and CO, and “Nonattainment” for PM2.5. under the federal 8-

hour standards. Under the California Clean Air Act, the region is designated as “Severe 

Nonattainment” for the 8-hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. ground level ozone under 

both 1-hour and 8-hour standards and also is in “Nonattainment” for PM10 and PM2.5. The area 
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is considered either “Unclassified” or as “Attainment” for all other air pollutants regulated by 

the State or the U.S. EPA (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 2012).  

 

The text on page 2-28 of the Draft EIR has been modified as follows: 

PM2.5 Plan. The U.S. EPA set its first PM2.5 standards in 1997, and strengthened the 24-hour 

standard in 2006. Building upon the strategy used in the 2007 Ozone Plan, the air district agreed 

to additional control measures to reduce directly produced PM2.5. The air district then adopted 

the 2008 PM2.5 Plan in 2008 which incorporates the additional measures. CARB approved the 

2008 Plan on May 22, 2008. The 2008 plan estimates that the air basin will reach the PM2.5 

standard by 2014. U.S. EPA approved most provisions of the 2008 PM2.5 Plan effective January 

9, 2012. CARB approved the SJVAPCD’s 2012 PM2.5 Plan on January 24, 2013. The plan will 

bring the San Joaquin Valley into attainment of EPA’s 2006 PM2.5 standard by the 2019 

deadline, with most areas seeing attainment well before that time. 

The text on page 2-49 of the Draft EIR has been modified as follows: 

The City’s implementation of the proposed GPU Conservation, Open Space, and Parks and 

Recreation policies identified earlier in this analysis would reduce air emissions for which the air 

basin is in non-attainment and for which the air quality management plans have been developed.  

The text on page 2-153 of the Draft EIR has been modified as follows: 

Discussion – Roadway/Traffic Noise Impacts. Traffic noise modeling assumptions for future 

conditions (2030 without the proposed GPU and 2030 with implementation of the proposed 

GPU) are summarized in the Environmental Noise Assessment. The model used traffic volume 

inputs from the traffic impact analysis prepared for the proposed GPU as described in Section 

2.12, Traffic and Transportation. Table 16, Generalized Traffic Noise Exposure Reedley 2020 

2030 General Plan Update Future Conditions, shows existing noise levels along existing roads 

and projected noise levels in 2030 at buildout of the proposed GPU. 
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6.0  

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES  

ADMINISTRATIVE CORRECTIONS TO THE SUMMARY OF THE 

DRAFT EIR AND RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR  

As part of the City’s review of the Draft EIR, the need for several corrections to the Draft EIR 

Summary section were identified. These are as follows:  

1. Inconsistencies between the text of Table S-1, Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measure 

Summary, under Impact CR-2 and the referenced proposed GPU goals and policies have 

been rectified;  

2. Impact “CC-1” in Table S-1, Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measure Summary, has 

been corrected to read “GCC-1”; and 

3. A correction has been made in Table S-1, Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measure 

Summary, under impact GEO-1; the goal referenced should be 5.4A. 

These corrections are shown in Section 4.0, Changes to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft 

EIR Summary.  
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ADMINISTRATIVE CORRECTIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT 

EIR AND RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR  

As part of the City’s review of the Draft EIR, the need for the following correction to the Draft 

EIR was identified: 

1. The references on pages 2-153 and 2-162 to the year “2020” in the title of Table 16, have 

been changed to “2030”.  

These corrections are shown in Section 5.0, Changes to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft 

EIR.  
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Introduction 
 

Over the past several months the City has diligently and comprehensively addressed the 
comments received during the public comment period for the General Plan Update ("GPU"), Draft 
Environmental Report. Based on the feedback received during the comment periods of both the 
Draft Programmatic EIR and the Recirculated Draft Programmatic EIR, the proposed changes to 
the General Plan 2030 have been incorporated into the following text. These proposed changes 
are in addition to the proposed changes shown in Appendix A of the City of Reedley Recirculated 
Draft Programmatic EIR (SCH # 2010031106), titled City of Reedley General Plan 2030 
Recirculated Sections, dated September 2013. Some of the policies that were modified or added 
in the Recirculated Sections document appear in their most updated form in this document. In 
addition to the comment letters, meetings with both the County of Fresno and the Sequoia 
Riverlands Trust brought to light additional revisions to the document. Upon further review of the 
document, formatting issues and typos were identified and corrected. The existing text is crossed 
out and the proposed text changes are underlined. 

 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES 
 
Chapter Two - Land Use Element 

LU 2.5.2:  New development opportunities in the City shall be sequential and contiguous to 
existing development to ensure the orderly extension of municipal services and 
unnecessary conversion of agricultural land. Development standards shall 
incorporate measures to protect and preserve agricultural land. New development 
will only be approved in sequential fashion contiguous to existing development to 
ensure orderly extension of municipal services and unnecessary conversion of 
agricultural lands. Development standards shall incorporate measures to preserve 
and protect agricultural land as set forth in Policies LU 2.5.1 through LU 2.5.18 and 
COSP 4.3.1 through 4.3.4. 

 

LU 2.5.4:  Within one year of the adoption of the GPU, the City shall consider adoption of 
  adopt a right-to-farm ordinance which will require purchasers of residential,  
  industrial and/or commercial properties within close proximity to existing  
  agricultural uses to acknowledge that their land borders, or is in close proximity 
  to, agricultural land and will endure the potential impacts of that interface. The 
  goal of this proposed ordinance is to promote and protect existing agriculture  
  operations, allowing farmers/ranchers to conduct operations when urban land 
  uses extend into natural resource areas or are side-by-side, and, address the  
  subject of frequent nuisance complaints. This Ordinance shall be implemented 
  through a right-to-farm covenant to be recorded against the dominant and  
  subordinate properties.   

 

LU 2.5.7:  Require contiguous development within the SOI unless it can be demonstrated that 
the development of contiguous property is infeasible. An analysis of the fiscal, 
public utilities, surface transportation and service impacts shall be required as part 
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of the application to annex new territory into the City. An analysis of the fiscal 
impacts on public utilities including water, surface transportation, and service shall 
be required as part of the application to annex new territory into the City. 

 

LU 2.5.8:  The City shall not support annexing land for residential development until at least 
sixty-five (65) eighty (80) percent of the existing residentially designated land inside 
the city limits is developed. 

 

LU 2.7.70 Canal pipeline easements and canal banks Pipeline easements shall be 
investigated for use as public open space features, with landscaped pathways 
within the easement. 

 

Chapter Four - Conservation, Open Space, Parks and Recreation Element 

COSP 4.3.3 a) The City shall strive to protect agriculturally designated areas, and direct 
 urban growth away from productive agricultural lands into urbanized or 
 underdeveloped portions of the City.  
 
b) The City shall strive to collaborate with the Fresno County Local Area 

Formation Commission (LAFCo). Fresno County and land owners to 
encourage minimum parcel sizes of 20 acres or more for land designated for 
agriculture and/or evidence of commercial agricultural use prior to entering 
into new Williamson Act contracts. 

  
 FPP implementation measures 

c) The identification of various amendments to the Reedley Municipal Code 
that would be adopted within twelve (12) months of the adoption of the FPP, 
such as the following: Amend the Reedley Municipal Code within 12 months 
of adoption of the GPU to provide at least for the following: 

 
d) Provisions to ensure that the City manages the extension of sewer lines, 

water lines, or other urban infrastructure into areas designated for 
agricultural use to avoid premature farmland conversion and as necessary 
to protect public health, safety, and welfare. The City shall manage 
extension of public utilities and infrastructure to avoid extending them into 
agricultural areas before those areas are committed to conversion of urban 
uses. 

 
COSP 4.3.4    c) Fee Program: The City shall develop and adopt a fee program consistent 

with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act that will require applicants 
seeking to annex Farmland within the City’s SOI to pay a fee to the City of 
Reedley equivalent to the cost of preserving Important Farmland on a 1 to 1 
basis with land converted to urban uses. The City shall use the fees to fund 
an irrevocable instrument (e.g. deed restriction or an easement) to 
permanently preserve farmlands via a Trust for Farmland Funds 
Disbursements.  

 
d)  Alternative to Payment of Fee:  As an alternative to the payment of the fee 

described in subsection (c), applicant shall provide documentation 
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satisfactory to the City that demonstrates that applicant has entered into a 
binding agreement with one or more property owners or a third-party 
organization acceptable to the City of Reedley (e.g. Fresno County Farm 
Bureau or the American Farmland Trust the Sequoia Riverlands Trust) to 
permanently preserve farmland equivalent in acreage to the Farmland 
proposed for annexation into the City. The agreement shall identify an 
irrevocable instrument that will be recorded against the preserved property.  

COSP4.11.2 The City will establish a Climate Action Plan2 which will include measures to reduce 
GHG emissions from municipal, business and community activities by at least 15% 
by 2020 compared to “business as usual” (including any reductions required by 
ARB under AB 32). by July 2015. 

 

Chapter Five - Safety Element 

SE 5.0A - Prevent and minimize personal injury and loss of life due to natural and man-
made hazards. 
 
SE 5.0B - Prevent and minimize the potential for property damage. 
 
SE 5.0C - Protect the City and its residents from avoidable loss resulting from improper 
development in hazardous areas. 
 
SE 5.0D - Safeguard public safety and property by educating and involving the public in all 
the tenets of community-oriented policing and problem solving, thereby, reducing crime. 
 
SE 5.0E - Prevent and minimize personal injury and loss of life and thereby reducing liability 
issues relating to open canals in urban areas by requiring such open canals to be pipelined 
subject to urban development projects. 

 

 

The sections with text changes are shown in their entirety on the following pages. 
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Chapter Two 
Land Use Element 

 
2.5 URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
 
This General Plan Update (GPU) anticipates future population and economic growth in the City’s 
Sphere of Influence (SOI) which will necessitate some demand for potential conversion or re-use 
of agricultural land to a more urbanized use. The City’s strategy for growth management can best 
be described as the prudent location and timing of new development to maximize the efficient use 
of urban facilities and services, while recognizing the important contributions provided by our 
agricultural community. The City also recognizes the management of urban growth and the 
ensuing conversion of individual agricultural properties has a potential to cause adjoining parcels 
to be converted to non-agricultural uses because of various economic conditions such as rising 
land values, conflicts with other land uses, and the inhibiting effect of increased numbers of 
people on normal agricultural operations. Therefore, the policies in this Section seek to ensure an 
orderly growth pattern when extending urbanized areas, while minimizing the premature and 
unplanned conversion of agriculture. 
 
The City of Reedley is committed to managing its urban growth pattern. Through three General 
Plans (1964, 1977 and 2012), the City has successfully implemented a strategy whereby the SOI 
was the primary tool to direct compact growth inward and away from prime agricultural lands. 
This strategy has been effective when looking at how compact the City has grown over several 
decades. Development has not leap-frogged, sprawled or created peninsulas. Over this very long 
planning period the actual number of Prime, Unique, and Farmland of Statewide Importance 
converted to urban use was 691 acres. In 2013, the City’s incorporated area represents 
approximately sixty-two percent (62%) of land within the existing SOI. Again, containing and 
managing the urban growth pattern has effectively reduced the premature conversion of the 
surrounding agricultural landscape.  
 
If the historical growth pattern were applied to the end of this planning horizon (2030), seventy-
five percent (75%) of the SOI would be incorporated. Table 2-1, Land Availability, illustrates the 
City’s growth since 1977 and the resulting conversion of agricultural lands. 
 
Table 2-3, Historical and Future Effects of SOI Expansion and Annexations on Agricultural Lands 
 
Land Availability – Incorporated/Unincorporated Land Acreage 
 1977* 1992** 2012*** 2030**** 
City Boundaries 1,836acres 2,469acres 3,133acres 3,797acres 
Sphere of Influence 4,763acres 5,053acres 5,343acres* 7,091acres* 
Remaining Ag Land @2,927acres @691acres @2,210acres @1,512acres 

Sources: 
* Reedley General Plan, 1977 
** City of Reedley, General Plan 1992 
*** City of Reedley, General Plan 2012 
**** City of Reedley, Proposed Land Use Additions and Changes (Alternative II) 
 
The GPU goals and policies represent the official City position regarding the desirable nature, 
disposition and quality of development within the community, but also an assessment of the type, 
quantity and timing of future development. To effectively manage urban growth in the future, this 
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2030 General Plan Update includes numerous goals and policies promoting compact 
development, in-fill development, and significant increases to residential and commercial density 
ranges. By design, these tools are to ensure a managed, controlled and orderly growth pattern 
over the entire planning horizon. Implementation of all of the growth management related polices 
will not wholly mitigate the loss of, or potential for the conversion of, agricultural lands. These 
measures will significantly reduce the impact by a rational approach that affects the City of 
Reedley on various levels.  
 
Goals 
 
LU 2.5A - Support agricultural industries within and surrounding the City by establishing 
urban growth management policies which seek to minimize the premature conversion of 
productive agricultural land to more urbanized uses. 
 
LU 2.5B - Minimize leap-frogging, low density, automobile dependent development beyond 
the edge of service and employment areas, or the creation of peninsula development 
greater than ¼ mile from existing urban uses. 
 
LU 2.5C - Facilitate orderly transition from rural/agricultural uses to urban land uses. 
 
LU 2.5D - Designate growth areas that can be served by existing and planned infrastructure. 
 
LU2.5E - Encourage a concentrated urban land use pattern that prioritizes development of 
in-fill and by-passed parcels, provides for the economically efficient provision of urban 
services, and maintains Downtown as the core of the City. 

 
Policies 
 
LU 2.5.1: In areas outside the city limits, the City shall encourage Fresno County to: 
    
   a) Maintain an exclusive agricultural zone district. 
   b) Maintain a minimum permitted lot size for agricultural land which ensures

   that the land can be used for commercial agricultural purposes. 
 
LU 2.5.2:  New development opportunities in the City shall be sequential and contiguous to

  existing development to ensure the orderly extension of municipal services and 
  unnecessary conversion of agricultural land. Development standards shall  
  incorporate measures to protect and preserve agricultural land. New development 
  will only be approved in sequential fashion contiguous to existing development to 
  ensure orderly extension of municipal services and unnecessary conversion of  
  agricultural lands. Development standards shall incorporate measures to preserve 
  and protect agricultural land as set forth in Policies LU 2.5.1 through LU 2.5.18  
  and COSP 4.3.1 through 4.3.4. 

 
LU 2.5.3:  The City shall oppose formation of new land conservation contracts on land 

adjacent to the City’s boundaries. The City shall also work with owners of land 
within the SOI who wish to file for non-renewal of Williamson Act contracts in 
advance of urban development. 

 
LU 2.5.4:  Within one year of the adoption of the GPU, the City shall consider adoption of 

  adopt a right-to-farm ordinance which will require purchasers of residential,  
  industrial and/or commercial properties within close proximity to existing  
  agricultural uses to acknowledge that their land borders, or is in close proximity 
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  to, agricultural land and will endure the potential impacts of that interface. The 
  goal of this proposed ordinance is to promote and protect existing agriculture  
  operations, allowing farmers/ranchers to conduct operations when urban land 
  uses extend into natural resource areas or are side-by-side, and, address the  
  subject of frequent nuisance complaints. This Ordinance shall be implemented 
  through a right-to-farm covenant to be recorded against the dominant and  
  subordinate properties.   

 
LU 2.5.5: The City shall discourage the development of peninsulas of urban development 

  into agricultural lands.  
 
LU 2.5.6:  In cooperation with Fresno County, Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission

  (LAFCO), community and agricultural industry stakeholders, the City shall adopt 
  and maintain a SOI consistent with the goals and policies of this GPU. The sphere 
  of influence shall serve the mutual interest of the County and City by preserving 
  agricultural uses from incompatible or unplanned urban uses. 

 
LU 2.5.7:  Require contiguous development within the SOI unless it can be demonstrated 

  that the development of contiguous property is infeasible. An analysis of the  
  fiscal, public utilities, surface transportation and service impacts shall be  
  required as part of the application to annex new territory into the City. An  
  analysis of the fiscal impacts on public utilities including water, surface  
  transportation, and service shall be required as part of the application to annex 
  new territory into the City. 

 
LU 2.5.8:  The City shall not support annexing land for residential development until at  

  least sixty-five (65) eighty (80) percent of the existing residentially designated  
  land inside the city limits is developed. 

 
LU 2.5.9:  Work with Fresno County and Fresno LAFCO to maintain agricultural   

  designations in areas outside the Reedley SOI. 
 
LU 2.5.10:  Continue to maintain a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Fresno  

  County which clearly sets forth the following: 
 
   a) The County shall not approve any discretionary development permit for

   new urban development within the City’s SOI unless that development `
   has first been referred to the City. 

    
   b) That the development is orderly. 
    
   c) County shall require development standards of the City of Reedley, when 

   development is within the existing SOI.  
    
   d)  The City application for the annexation of any new territory be consistent 

   with the Cortese-Knox Act. 
    
   e) City initiated annexation shall have development eminent, with at least 

   fifty (50) percent of the proposed area having an approved site plan  
   and/or tentative map.  
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LU 2.5.11:  The Plan should foster the establishment of a concentrated urban development 
  pattern, with land outside the planned urban area being designated exclusively 
  for Agriculture. 

 
LU 2.5.12:  New urban development should occur in an orderly manner with initial   

  development occurring on the available undeveloped properties within   
  the City’s limits which would be considered in-fill, by-passed parcels or in parcels 
  in close proximity to the urban core, places of employment and established  
  neighborhoods. 

 
LU 2.5.13:   The City should promote and provide urban services to development within the 

  City as a means of controlling and directing growth. 
 
LU 2.5.14:  Initial development shall incorporate the necessary infrastructure to   

  accommodate future development for the surrounding area consistent with the 
  goals and objectives of the GPU. Reimbursement agreements or other  
  mechanisms may be provided to the developer as a means to share the  
  equitable burden of costs. 

 
LU 2.5.15:   Provide transitional design between land use types and high quality urban uses. 
 
LU 2.5.16:   The City shall encourage in-fill projects that incorporate pedestrian-oriented  

  design. 
 
LU 2.5.17:   The City shall propose plan areas and zone districts that can accommodate  

  mixed use planning that will provide a combination of residential, commercial  
  services and employment opportunities all within close proximity. 

 
LU 2.5.18:     From the adoption date of this GPU, the City shall annex a maximum of five 

hundred(500) acres from within the existing SOI (@1,797-acres). Only when a 
Farmland Preservation Program is adopted for implementation shall the City 
propose additional lands for orderly annexation. The Farmland Preservation 
Program is discussed in great detail in Section 4.3 Agriculture.  
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2.7 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
 
Planned land use designations typically fall into one of four categories; residential, commercial, 
industrial and other (e.g. public facility, open space). The planned land use designation is an 
illustrative representation on the land use map (Figure 2.5 – Proposed Land Use Additions and 
Changes). The particular land use designation is then further described using goals and policies, 
as described below. 
 
Figure 2.5 –Proposed Land Use Additions and Changes 
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This 2030 General Plan update includes changes to those designations which have been 
eliminated since the last update, or to more accurately describe and guide development have 
been changed. Figure 2.6 – Land Use Category Changes depicts the proposed visual mapping 
changes and applicable planned land use designation through the planning horizon. Table 2-4 
and Table 2-5 provide additional detailed information related to the proposed land uses. 
 
Figure 2.6 - Land Use Category Changes 

 CURRENT 
Land Use 
Category 

Current 
Map 
Color 

Current Description   
NEW Land 

Use 
Category 

New 
Map 
Color 

New Description 

Stand Alone 

Agriculture   Production of crops and livestock   Eliminated N/A Consolidated Into Open 
Space 

Urban 
Reserve   

Limited agriculture that will in the 
future be designated with an 
urban land use.  

  Urban 
Reserve   

Limited Agriculture that will 
in the future be designated 
with an urban land use. 

Residential 

Estate Density 
Residential   

Single Family detached 
residential development; not to 
exceed 30,000 sq. ft. lot area 
(1.5 Dwelling/per acre). 

  Suburban 
Residential   

Single Family detached 
residential development; 
not to exceed a minimum 
10,890 sq. ft. to maximum 
1-acre lot area (1-4 
Dwelling/per acre). 

Low Density 
Residential    

Single Family detached 
residential development; not to 
exceed 12,000 sq. ft. lot area 
(3.6 Dwelling/per acre). 

  
Low 
Density 
Residential  

  

Single Family detached 
residential development; 
not to exceed a minimum 
5,445 sq. ft. lot area (4-8 
Dwelling/per acre). 

Medium 
Density 
Residential 

  

Single Family detached 
residential development; not to 
exceed 6,000 sq. ft. lot area (7.2 
Dwelling/per acre) [3,000 sq. ft.  
lot area in certain RM-3 zone 
district (14.5 dwelling/per acre)]. 

  
Medium 
Density 
Residential 

  

Single Family detached or 
Multiple –family residential 
development; not to 
exceed a minimum 2,904 
sq. ft. to maximum 5,445 
sq. ft. lot area (8-15 
Dwelling/per acre).  

High Density 
Residential    

Single Family detached 
residential development; not to 
exceed 1,500 sq. ft. lot area (29 
Dwelling/per acre). 

  
High 
Density 
Residential  

  

Single Family detached 
residential development; 
not to exceed 1,500 sq. ft. 
(15-29 Dwelling/per acre). 
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Commercial  

Administrative 
and Office 
Commercial 

N/A 

Provide an alternative 
commercial use in areas 
adjacent to or in the vicinity of 
residential uses in areas which 
might not be conducive to further 
development but where 
commercial uses would need to 
be limited intensity. 

  Eliminated N/A 
Consolidated with Office 
Commercial planned 
land use. 

Office 
Commercial   

Development of administrative, 
business, medical, professional, 
and general offices; residential 
uses are also permitted. 

  Office 
Commercial   

Development of 
administrative, business, 
medical, professional, 
and general offices; 
residential uses are also 
permitted. 

Downtown 
Commercial   No description in the General 

Plan.   Eliminated  N/A 

Consolidated into 
Central Downtown 
Commercial planned 
land use. 

Neighborhood 
Commercial    

Various intensities of 
commercial activities serving a 
local area; not to exceed 5-acres 
in size. 

  Neighborhood 
Commercial    

Various intensities of 
commercial activities 
serving a local area; not 
to exceed 5-acres in 
size. 

Community 
Commercial   

Outside the central core, wide 
range of retail business and 
compatible services designed to 
serve the entire community. 

  Community 
Commercial   

Outside the central core, 
wide range of retail 
business and compatible 
services designed to 
serve the entire 
community. 

Central 
Business 
Commercial 

  

Commercial center, wide range 
of retail services, professional 
and governmental offices 
concentrated in the community’s 
central location. 

  
Central 
Business 
Commercial 

  

Commercial center, wide 
range of retail services, 
professional and 
governmental offices 
concentrated in the 
community’s urban core. 

Service 
Commercial   

General commercial uses, which 
due to space requirements are 
not located in commercial 
centers.  

  Service 
Commercial    

General commercial 
uses, which due to 
space requirements are 
not located in 
commercial centers. 

Recreation 
Commercial   

Commercial recreation that cater 
to the traveling and tourist 
public, permitted through a CUP 
process.  

  Eliminated N/A Consolidated into 
Community Commercial. 

Floating 
Neighborhood 
Commercial  

N/A 

Neighborhood commercial 
located at a major intersection; 
not to exceed 20acres in size, 
available only on one corner of 
the intersection, permitted by the 
CUP.  

  Eliminated N/A 
Consolidated into 
Neighborhood 
Commercial. 
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Industrial 

Limited 
Industrial   

Restrictive, non-intensive 
manufacturing, processing and 
storage activities which do not 
have the potential for detrimental 
impacts on surrounding 
properties.  

  Limited 
Industrial   

Restrictive, non-intensive 
manufacturing, processing 
and storage activities which 
do not have the potential for 
detrimental impacts on 
surrounding properties.  

General 
Industrial   Full range of manufacturing, 

processing and storage facilities.   General 
Industrial   

Full range of manufacturing, 
processing and storage 
facilities 

Other 

Public 
Facilities Notated 

Governmental and 
quasigovernmental facilities and 
services. 

  Public 
Facilities   

Governmental and 
quasigovernmental facilities 
and services. 

Open Space   

Land or water areas which are 
essentially unimproved, except 
for recreational facilitates; Ag 
uses may also be permitted.  

  Open 
Space   

Land or water areas which 
are essentially unimproved, 
except for recreational 
facilitates. Agricultural uses 
may also be permitted.  

Buffer N/A 

Urban landscaping that will 
provide for beautification and 
protection along selected public 
areas; may serve as a transition 
into higher density areas.  

  Buffer   

Urban landscaping that will 
provide for beautification 
and protection along 
selected public areas; may 
serve as a transition into 
higher density areas.  

 
Table 2-5 - Land Use Designation Descriptions 
 

 
Land Use Designation 

 
Abbreviation 

Minimum 
Parcel Size 

Maximum 
Parcel Size 

Dwelling Units 
per Gross Acre 

RESIDENTIAL     

Suburban Residential SR  1 ac. 1.0 – 4.0  

Low Density Residential LDR   4.1 – 8.0 

Medium Density Residential MDR   8.1 – 15.0 

High Density Residential HDR .5 ac. 4 ac. 15.1-29 

COMMERCIAL     

Central Downtown CD None None 0.0 – 30.0 

Neighborhood Commercial NC 1 10 0.0 – 20.0 

Community Commercial CC 5 40  

Office Commercial OC    

Service Commercial SC    

INDUSTRIAL     

Light Industrial LI    

Heavy Industrial HI    

OTHER     
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Open Space OS    

Public/Institutional Facility PI    

Urban Reserve UR    

Community Buffer     
 
Table 2-6 - Land Use Acreages and Percentages of Total 
 

Land Use Designation Incorporated Existing Sphere Total Planning Area 

Acres % Acres % Acres % 

Suburban Residential 9.61 .3 0 0 276.07 3.5 

Low Density Residential 1680.39 53.6 926.44 51.6 4074.68 51.5 

Medium Density 
Residential 

27.4 .9 38.32 2.1 110.95 1.4 

High Density Residential 191.91 6.1 36.35 2 250.52 3.2 

Central Downtown 40.46 1.3 0 0 40.46 .5 

Neighborhood 
Commercial 

22.75 .7 1.47 .1 44.29 .6 

Community Commercial 101.64 3.2 109.64 6.1 434.24 5.5 

Office Commercial 16.72 .5 0 0 16.72 .2 

Service Commercial 88.49 2.8 0 0 140.26 1.8 

Industrial Light 190.61 6.1 167.09 9.3 808.94 10.2 

Industrial Heavy 54.84 1.8 124.41 6.9 179.25 2.3 

Open Space 170.74 5.4 207.44 11.5 635.87 9.5 

Public/Institutional 
Facility 

537.44 17.2 185.84 10.3 752.18 8 

Urban Reserve 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Community Buffer 0 0 0 0 112.36 .05 
 
 
RESIDENTIAL LAND USE 
 
The City should provide for a wide range of housing types, styles and densities.  A city with these 
characteristics insures that housing opportunities are made available for all socio-economic 
levels. 
 
Goals 
 
LU 2.7A - Provide for the distribution of varying residential densities throughout the 
community to ensure that residential development reflects various income and lifestyle 
options. 
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LU 2.7B - Residential densities shall be moderately increased to encourage more compact 
development consistent with smart growth design principles. 
 
LU 2.7C - Preserve existing neighborhoods and create strong new neighborhoods that are 
well designed and maintained. 
 
LU 2.7D - Promote integration of affordable housing units toward inclusionary development of 
neighborhoods with mixed income levels. 

 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.1 Establish the following residential densities: 
 

(a) Suburban Residential (1-4 dwelling units per gross acre) – The Suburban 
Residential density designation is intended for single-family detached 
residential development. The designation is intended to accommodate 
larger residential parcels, which generally range from 7,500 square feet to 
one-acre in size. 

 
(b) Low Density Residential (4.1-8 dwelling units per gross acre) – The Low 

Density Residential designation is intended for single-family detached 
residential development, attached single family, and low density multi-family 
uses. The Low Density Residential designation is the predominant 
residential designation in the City of Reedley. This land use category 
accommodates the typical residential subdivision in Reedley. 

 
(c) Medium Density Residential (8.1-20 dwelling units per gross acre) – The 

Medium Density Residential designation is intended for single-family or 
multiple-family development. Medium density development shall be located 
near or adjacent to collector or arterial intersection and close to shopping 
and employment opportunities. Multiple family developments may serve as 
a transition from commercial to single family residential neighborhoods. 

 
(d) High Density Residential (20.1-30 dwelling units per gross acre) – High 

Density is intended for multiple-family development including multi-story 
condominium or apartment developments. 

 
LU 2.7.2 Residential development projects shall achieve the minimum density requirements 

as designated by the General Plan Land Use Map. 
 
LU 2.7.3 Guide new development into compact neighborhoods around commercial centers, 

public open space and schools. 
 
LU 2.7.4 Incorporate interface design standards (e.g. setbacks, fencing) into each residential 

and commercial zone district to ensure compatibility. 
 
LU 2.7.5 Encourage and support within existing neighborhoods in-fill development. 
 
LU 2.7.6 Ensure that residential development occurs in areas that have sufficient 

infrastructure to accommodate the density of residential development being 
proposed. 
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LU 2.7.7 Residential development shall be designed in a manner so that new development 
is well connected to the surrounding area and to encourage pedestrian and bicycle 
transportation. 

 
LU 2.7.8 Provide incentives for development, such as reduced lot size, setbacks, and 

narrower street widths for developments, and include amenities such as front 
porches, increased front yard landscaping, and reduced dominance of the front 
yard by garages and driveways. 

 
LU 2.7.9 New subdivisions shall annex into or form a landscape and lighting district to 

maintain public improvements including but not limited to walls, street trees and 
lighting. 

 
LU 2.7.10 Encourage planting of trees on residential lots by providing a brochure outlining the 

benefit of shade trees, and establish a tree list that maximizes shade and 
aesthetics and minimizes conflict with sidewalk and curb improvements. 

 
LU 2.7.11 The City shall use density bonus provisions to provide for density increases in 

accordance with State Government Code. 
 
LU 2.7.12 Manufactured housing and modular housing shall be permitted subject to design 

regulation and existing ordinances. 
 
LU 2.7.13 Architectural design of medium and high density development shall be compatible 

with the surrounding character of the residential area. 
 
LU 2.7.14 Multiple-Family dwelling units may be integrated into single-family residential 

subdivisions, at specified locations, such as street corners, if entrances are 
designed to be facing each street. 

 
LU 2.7.15 Multiple-family developments shall have adequate on-site parking designed to 
  be aesthetically pleasing in a manner that does not distract from the residential 
  character of the area. 
 
 
LU 2.7.16 Multiple-family developments shall be designed with the following features: 
 

(a) Units fronting on streets shall have entryways that face the public street with 
doorways and windows. 

 
(b) Units shall include details that add to the appeal of buildings, such as 

painted trim, shutters, and arbors. 
 
LU 2.7.17 High Density residential land uses shall be designed to blend in with the 

surrounding neighborhood. 
 
LU 2.7.18 Multiple-family residential projects shall include provisions to ensure the safety and 

security of residents, the maintenance of buildings and landscaped areas, and 
effective and responsible management. 

 
LU 2.7.19 The City shall establish a minimum standard for the provision of open space within 

new multiple-family projects to meet the needs of both children and adults. 
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LU 2.7.20 The City shall require innovative lot and building designs to ensure that affordable 
single-family housing blends with housing in higher income neighborhoods. 

 
LU 2.7.21 Mixing of residential uses, densities and lot sizes shall be encouraged, while 

maintaining traditional neighborhood values and emphasizing concepts for livable, 
walkable neighborhoods. 

 
Manufactured Housing 
 
Goals  
 
LU 2.7E - Manufactured housing may be permitted in the low and medium residential 
designations subject to the issuance of a conditional use permit. 
 
LU 2.7F - Accommodate the use of manufactured housing as an alternative residential 
dwelling type and ensure the compatibility of manufactured housing with surrounding land 
uses. 

 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.22 Manufactured housing parks may be permitted in all residential designations in 

accordance with the following policies: 
 

(a) The density of the manufactured housing park shall not exceed the 
maximum permitted density of the underlying residential designation with 
any applicable density bonus. 

 
(b) Manufactured housing development shall have access to a collector or 

arterial street. 
 

(c) Manufactured housing park development shall incorporate design standards 
necessary to protect the quality and integrity of surrounding land uses. 

 
(d) Manufactured housing park development shall incorporate a comprehensive 

landscape plan designed to enhance the aesthetic quality of the park and 
provide buffering necessary to maintain harmony and compatibility with 
surrounding land uses. 

 
 
COMMERCIAL LAND USE 
 
Commercial land uses are intended to provide goods, services and employment opportunities for 
the citizens of Reedley and surrounding areas. General Plan Commercial designations are 
Central Downtown Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Community Commercial, Office and 
Service Commercial. 
 
Modern commercial development has typically been designed in a fashion that does not 
particularly respect traditional neighborhood design or the design identity of the community. Large 
parking lots often dominate the streetscape creating an environment in which most people do not 
wish to spend time. A goal of the General Plan is to facilitate commercial development that blends 
neighborhoods, in terms of scale and architectural appearance. 
 
Goals 



City of Reedley, 2030 General Plan Draft (Goal and Policy Modifications) Page 16 

 
LU 2.7G - Ensure adequate commercial shopping opportunities and office space to meet 
anticipated need for economic development. 
 
LU 2.7H - Provide for the timely development of planned commercial areas as determined by 
community needs and the availability of urban services. 
 
LU 2.7I - Enhance the viability of the downtown area and preserve its role as the urban core. 
 
LU 2.7J - Encourage further efforts to strengthen the downtown core, including linking it with 
other commercial uses along Manning Avenue and “I” Street. 
 
LU 2.7K - Designate sufficient commercial land to accommodate growth for the entire 
planning horizon. 
 
LU 2.7L - Provide for the compatibility of commercial land uses with surrounding land uses. 
 
LU 2.7M - Encourage “big box” retail to locate in the community commercial planned land use 
designation. 

 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.23 Future commercial development in the planning area shall be well designed to 

respect neighborhood scale and traditional architectural design. Toward that end, 
commercial development will be reviewed utilizing the following design standards: 
 
(a) Parking space requirements shall be minimized for commercial 

developments. Parking lots should be segmented to minimize the impact of 
parking on the streetscape. In particular, parking should be located to the 
rear or to the side of commercial and office buildings. 

 
(b) Incorporate interface design standards (e.g.; setbacks, fencing) into each 

residential and commercial zone district to ensure compatibility. 
 
(c) Commercial development shall be designed to facilitate pedestrian and 

bicycle access and function, featuring outdoor seating, pedestrian plazas 
and wide, shade-covered walkways. 

 
(d) Landscaping, particularly shade trees and drought tolerant plants, shall be 

maximized in all commercial developments. 
 
LU 2.7.24 Ensure that all commercial land uses are developed and maintained in a manner 

complementary to and compatible with adjacent residential land uses, to minimize 
interface problems with the surrounding environment, and to be compatible with 
public facilities and services. As part of the City's project review process, major 
emphasis will be given to site and building design in order to ensure and/or 
preserve functionality and community aesthetics. 

 
 (a) Development projects shall appropriately interface with adjacent properties. 
 
 (b) Shopping Centers shall embrace a unified building, landscaping and 

signage design. 
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 (c) Building facades with visible sides of buildings shall not develop with 
featureless, "blank walls". 

 
 (d) Adequate screen roof-mounted mechanical equipment, and ensure that 

such equipment adhere to noise standard set forth in the General Plan Noise 
Element. 

 
LU 2.7.25 Off-street parking for commercial areas shall be designed to adequately support 

surrounding land use pattern. Off-street parking areas shall also include 
landscaping to provide shading for at least 50 percent of the surfaced area within 
10 years from planting. 

 
LU 2.7.26 Encourage efficient use of land by allowing a percentage of compact car parking 

spaces. 
 
LU 2.7.27 Planned unit developments shall be permitted in all commercial designations. 
 
LU 2.7.28 Encourage continued efforts to improve the appearance of the commercial areas 

including the commercial corridor along 11th Street. 
 
LU 2.7.29 Ensure that the City of Reedley has adequate land designated for Community 

Commercial to accommodate large scale retail development. 
 
Central Downtown Land Use 
 
The Central Downtown land use designation is proposing to continue the focus and sustainability 
of Reedley’s historic downtown area. A mix of retail, financial, professional and government office 
and housing will assist in the continued vitality of the core of Reedley. Central Downtown shall 
mean land designated for development of a commercial center where a wide range of retail 
services and professional and governmental offices is concentrated in a location central to most 
community residents. This land use shall also accommodate mixed use development where 
appropriate. 
 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.30 Encourage rehabilitation of existing structures to accommodate residential and 

office uses in second-story spaces. 
 
LU 2.7.31 Encourage mixed uses in new and existing structures. 
 
LU 2.7.32 Create a mixed use overlay zone to include design standards that will allow for 

creative use and design of both new and existing structures. 
 
Neighborhood Commercial Land Use 
 
Neighborhood Commercial Centers will be composed of a mix of retail and service-oriented uses 
that will serve the immediate neighborhoods and provide a destination for local transit and places 
for social gathering of neighborhood residents.  Future commercial centers will be designed with 
the pedestrian in mind and provide for connectivity to surrounding areas. 
 
Policies 
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LU 2.7.33 New Neighborhood Commercial planned land uses shall be located no closer than 
¼ mile from similar commercial uses. 

 
LU 2.7.34 Neighborhood Commercial uses shall be sited in locations where they can function 

as “activity nodes” for surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
LU 2.7.35 Neighborhood Commercial shopping centers shall be designed to facilitate easy 

pedestrian and bicycle access from surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
LU 2.7.36 Neighborhood Commercial shopping centers shall be approximately 1 to 10-acres 

in size. 
 
LU 2.7.37 Neighborhood Commercial uses shall provide for various intensities of commercial 

activities. Such activities may range from a single use to a neighborhood shopping 
center up to ten acres. 

 
LU 2.7.38 Neighborhood Commercial uses shall be designed to be compatible with adjacent 

residential uses by addressing scale, height and architectural. 
 
LU 2.7.39 Locations at an intersection are most appropriate for Neighborhood Commercial 

uses. 
 
Community Commercial Land Use 
 
The Community Commercial designation supplements the central business commercial, retail, 
business, and other services by providing a wide range of consolidated shopping opportunities 
near residential concentrations. Such activities serve the entire community. Where possible, 
these uses should be concentrated into unified retail centers. 
 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.40 Community Commercial designations shall be located primarily at the following 

locations: 
 

(a) Manning Avenue east of Columbia Avenue 
 
(b) Manning Avenue west of Reed Avenue 
 
(c) Dinuba Avenue east of Zumwalt Avenue 
 
(d) Other locations with Arterial/Arterial intersections that provide for major 

shopping opportunities. 
 
LU 2.7.41 Community Commercial areas should be concentrated into unified retail centers of 

five to forty acres in size and shall be comprehensively planned. Visual 
compatibility with surrounding residential neighborhoods shall be required. 

 
LU 2.7.42 Community Commercial designations shall be primarily at arterial/arterial or 

arterial/collector intersections to ensure adequate surface transportation 
accessibility. 

 
Office Commercial Land Use 
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Shall mean land designated for development of administrative, business, medical, professional, 
and general offices. 
 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.43 Office commercial development shall primarily be focused around the Downtown 

area and the area surrounding the hospital. 
 
LU 2.7.44 Office commercial development shall also be encouraged to be used as a buffer 

between arterial streets and residential development. 
 
LU 2.7.45 Office Commercial uses are intended as a transition land use between residential 

and more intensive commercial uses. Residential development would also be 
appropriate in this land use designation. 

 
Service Commercial Land Use 
 
Shall mean land designated for general wholesale or heavy commercial uses, which, due to 
space requirements or the distinctive nature of their operations, are not usually located in other 
commercial centers. Uses that can be located in Neighborhood and Community Commercial 
centers should generally be discouraged from locating in Service Commercial areas. 
 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.46 Service Commercial designations shall be primarily located along “I” and “G” 

Streets, adjacent to the Downtown area, and along Dinuba Avenue near the 
railroad tracks. 

 
LU 2.7.47 This land use designation would allow repair, rental, retail sales, storage, overnight 

lodging and other intensive service oriented commercial activities. 
 
LU 2.7.48 Service Commercial designations should be located along major streets where 

adequate vehicular access is available and where the uses will not adversely affect 
surrounding land uses. 

 
 
INDUSTRIAL LAND USE 
 
Light Industrial  
 
The light industrial planned land use is primarily found around the urban area of the City and are 
designations for limited industrial uses as defined by the zoning ordinance. This land use must be 
conveniently accessible to transportation networks available to move raw and manufactured 
products. 
 
Goals 

LU 2.7N - Expand and diversify the industrial economic base. 
 
LU 2.7O - Minimize exposure of the public to toxic air emission and odors from industrial, 
manufacturing and processing facilities. 
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Policies 
 
LU 2.7.49 Shall restrict land designated for non-intensive manufacturing, processing, and 

storage activities which do not have a detrimental impact on surrounding 
properties. 

 
LU 2.7.50 Encourage development of light industrial uses in areas where the proposed use is 

compatible with the surrounding planned use. 
 
LU 2.7.51 During the review of development applications for proposed new light industry, the 

City shall determine whether pretreatment of industrial wastes shall be required. 
 
LU 2.7.52 The City should permit only light industrial uses within planned industrial areas 

adjacent to existing or planned non-industrial property. 
 
Heavy Industrial 
 
The heavy industrial planned land use designation is an area identified for more intense industrial 
uses. This highest intensification of land use is also typically surrounded by light industrial land 
use designation as a potential buffer to protect commercial and residential areas of the City. This 
land use must be conveniently accessible to transportation networks available to move raw and 
manufactured products. 
 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.53 Shall mean land designated for the full range of manufacturing, processing, and 

storage activities. 
 
LU 2.7.54 During review of development plans for any proposed new heavy industry, the City 

shall determine whether pretreatment of industrial wastes shall be required. 
 
LU 2.7.55 The City may establish conditions on new heavy industrial development to ensure 

compatibility with surrounding land uses. 
 
LU 2.7.56 Access to industrial areas should be by streets designed to carry heavy industrial 

traffic in accordance with development standards found in the Circulation Element. 
 
LU 2.7.57 Planned heavy industrial uses adjacent to roads carrying significant non-industrial 

traffic should be designed to have landscaping and building setbacks. 
 
LU 2.7.58 Heavy industrial planned land uses should be clustered based upon compatibility 

and operational efficiencies to maximize available infrastructure. 
LU 2.7.59 New heavy industrial uses should be encouraged to concentrate in the 

southeastern portion of the Planning Area where they are downwind from other 
less intensive uses. 

 

LU 2.7P - Maximize the compatibility of planned industrial areas with surrounding non-
industrial uses. 
 
LU 2.7Q - Provide adequate sites and acreage for a wide range of industrial development. 
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LU 2.7.60 Heavy Industrial uses shall be planned to minimize health risks to people resulting 
from toxic or hazardous air pollutant emissions. 

 
LU 2.7.61 The City shall limit expansion of manufacturing, industrial and processing facilities 

that creates significant sources of air pollution unless the impacts to adjacent 
sensitive areas can be mitigated. 

 
LU 2.7.62 Protect heavy industrial sites from encroachment by residential and other sensitive 

uses through appropriate zoning and interface standards. 
 
LU 2.7.63 Planned unit development may be permitted in all industrial land use designations. 
 
 
OTHER LAND USE 
 
Open Space 
 
Shall mean land space or water course which is an area essentially unimproved except for 
recreational facilities and designated for an open space uses. Typical areas include wildlife 
habitats, floodplain land, and other hazard areas and public and private recreational facilities.  
Agricultural uses may also be permitted in open space areas. 
 
Public and Institutional Land Use 
 
Shall mean land use designated for the location of governmental and quasi-governmental 
facilities and services which are necessary to the general welfare of the community. Typical uses 
include the waste water treatment plant, retention basins, schools, and cemeteries. 
 
Goals 
 
LU 2.7R - Provide sites for adequate public facilities to serve projected growth. 
 
LU 2.7S - Provide for the timely and economically efficient development of all public services 
and facilities necessary for Reedley’s planned urban growth. 
 
LU2.7T - Public facilities shall complement and support the creation of livable neighborhoods. 
 
LU 2.7U - Provide transportation and recreation opportunities near schools. 
 
LU 2.7V - Promote schools as a focal point within neighborhoods. 

 
Policies 
 
LU 2.7.64 Provide in accordance with policies of the Open Space, Conservation, and 

Recreation Element, park, recreation facilities and open space. 
 
LU 2.7.65 Encourage the Kings Canyon Unified School District to develop new elementary 

schools as needed at locations shown on the General Plan Land Use map. 
 
LU 2.7.66 The planning area shall contain parks, schools, trails, retention basins and other 

public improvements deemed appropriate. 
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LU 2.7.67 Planned unit development may be permitted in areas planned for public or 
institutional uses. 

 
LU 2.7.68 The City shall coordinate with other public agencies to facilitate the proper location 

and design of public improvements. 
 
LU 2.7.69 Subdivision developments shall provide open space for pocket parks. 
 
LU 2.7.70 Canal pipeline easements and canal banks Pipeline easements shall be 

investigated for use as public open space features, with landscaped pathways 
within the easement. 

 
LU 2.7.71 Retention basins shall be developed at appropriate locations to help recharge the 

groundwater basin. If properly designed, retention basins can also function as local 
parks. 

 
LU 2.7.72 Update the water, wastewater and storm drainage master plans, and other master 

plans related to infrastructure development on a periodic basis of no less than five 
years. 

 
LU 2.7.73 Maintain adequate facilities to accommodate sewage disposal for both existing 

residents and future development. 
 
LU 2.7.74 Maintain adequate facilities for water and storm drain service to service existing 

residents and future development. 
 
LU 2.7.75 Plan for the development of an additional fire station in the City of Reedley to 

ensure maximum service areas and response times for the Reedley Fire 
Department. 

 
LU 2.7.76 The City shall coordinate the location of school sites in the community with the 

Kings Canyon Unified School District and the State Center Community College 
District. This will provide the coordination necessary for both the City and the 
Districts to designate optimum sites for future development. 

 
LU 2.7.77 Work with Reedley Community College to facilitate expansion plans and provide 

student housing. 
 
Community Buffer 
 
Shall mean land designated for the purpose of urban landscaping that will provide beautification 
and protection along selected public streets and serve as a transition to high intensity urban uses.  
Buffers shall be at least 20 to 50 feet in width from face of curb (this includes public right-of-way 
and 10 to 40 feet of landscaping).  Buffers may incorporate trees, ground cover, sidewalks, walls 
and architectural design features of aesthetic appeal. Buffer strips may be provided on private 
property or dedicated to the City for maintenance, subject to establishment of a Lighting and 
Landscape Maintenance District or similar funding mechanism for maintenance. The proposed 
buffer strip along the west side of Kings River Road shall be landscaped in a manner which is 
compatible with the Kings River riparian area. 
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Chapter Four 
Conservation, Open Space, 

Parks and Recreation Element 
 

4.3 AGRICULTURE 
 
Agriculture is a prominent economic segment of the City of Reedley, with a long history reaching 
back to the turn of the century. Agriculture continues to play a key role in shaping our local 
economy while Reedley maintains its unique rural characteristics. Undeveloped lands 
surrounding the existing City boundaries are predominantly agricultural lands, which are more 
likely to be converted to urban uses as near term development is eminent.  
 
The conservation and preservation of agricultural lands within the Reedley area is in large part a 
function of protection of existing agricultural uses within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) as 
urban development approaches said land and avoiding the unnecessary or premature conversion 
of agricultural lands to urban uses. The conservation of agricultural lands within the current SOI 
has already been studied and mitigated through both the 1977 and 1992 General Plan updates. 
Those Plans directed growth in such a manner that the built environment reflects a compact 
development pattern which has not leap-frogged, sprawled or unnecessarily intruded into 
agricultural areas. Notwithstanding, predictability of development opportunities in today’s 
economic climate is speculative and it is difficult to determine exactly when and how much 
agricultural land may be converted to urban uses in the near term or during this Plan’s planning 
horizon.   
Land contained within the newly proposed expanded sphere of influence is also predominantly 
agricultural lands. A complete build-out of the proposed GPU whereby all available agricultural 
lands are converted to urban uses by 2030 is highly unlikely. The conversion of all of the 
available lands in the proposed SOI shall be environmentally evaluated as a worst case scenario. 
However, this in no way suggests that future agricultural viability be dismissed or compromised 
simply for the purpose of urban development.   
 
This GPU continues the long history of goals and policies that promote compact development and 
encourage development of in-fill and/or by-passed parcels in close proximity to the urban core. 
This General Plan's Land Use Element promotes increases in residential and commercial density 
ranges which allows for community expansion, the anticipated growth in population, and 
minimizes premature agricultural land conversions within the proposed SOI boundary. 
 
The City has constructed a set of policies (Farmland Preservation Plan) focused on addressing 
development standards and requirements that facilitate farmland preservation. For example, the 
Right-to-Farm Ordinance, interface standards, updating the Reedley Municipal Code to address 
the combination of urban and rural uses in less intense zone districts, and support for or 
opposition to Williamson Act contracts, are policies designed toward directing development, while 
minimizing and possibly preventing the premature conversion of productive agricultural lands 
surrounding the City.  
 
The City is also imposing a Farmland Preservation Program which will address the permanent 
preservation of identified Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance that might otherwise be converted to urbanized development. The Program includes 
an evaluation component and various preservation approaches. 
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Lastly, the City has also proposed to self-regulate urban growth, which has a direct impact on 
premature and unnecessary conversion of agricultural lands, by committing to annexing a 
maximum of five hundred (500) acres from within the existing SOI of 1797-acres (See Policy LU 
2.5.18) before implementing the Farmland Preservation Program.  
 
The integrity of the GPU as it relates to the agricultural character of the area is reflected in the 
rational, logical and reasonable and contiguous extension of land uses and strategies from the 
previous GPUs and the existing urbanized pattern. The collective Land Use, Urban Growth 
Management and Agriculture Goals and Policies were specifically designed as a comprehensive 
set of tools to ensure the avoidance or premature conversion of agricultural land, which will not 
wholly mitigate the loss of potential agricultural lands, but will significantly reduce the impact. 
 
Goals 
 
COSP 4.3A - To preserve as long as possible the prime farmland, farmland of statewide 
importance and farmland of local importance within the GPU Sphere of Influence. 
 
COSP 4.3B - To provide a greenbelt around the City’s perimeter to maintain the physical 
separation between the City of Reedley and the Cities of Dinuba and Parlier as well as 
existing agricultural uses within the County of Fresno but outside the City’s Sphere of 
Influence. 

 
Policies 
 
COSP4.3.1 Support the efforts of the County of Fresno and agricultural and community 

stakeholders to preserve and protect farmlands outside the centralized core of the 
City. 

 
COSP4.3.2 Maintain a 20-acre minimum parcel size for agriculturally designated parcels to 

encourage viable agricultural operations and to prevent parcelization into rural 
residential or ranchette developments. 

 
COSP4.3.3:  The City shall prepare and adopt a Farmland Preservation Plan (FPP). This plan 

shall include a set of policies, standards and measures to avoid the unnecessary 
conversion of agricultural lands. 

 
For each policy, standard or measure, the plan shall include a discussion of the 
following:  (1) How the policy would minimize a potential detrimental effect caused 
by urban development; (2) Whether and how the policy would assist in avoiding the 
premature conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance; (3) How the policy, standard or measure would be 
integrated into the entitlement process; and, (4) How the policy, standard or 
measure would be enforced through the regulatory environment.   
The FPP shall include the following policies: 
 
a) The City shall strive to protect agriculturally designated areas, and direct 

urban growth away from productive agricultural lands into urbanized or 
underdeveloped portions of the City.  

 
b) The City shall strive to collaborate with the Fresno County Local Area 

Formation Commission (LAFCo), Fresno County and land owners to 
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encourage minimum parcel sizes of 20 acres or more for land designated for 
agriculture and/or evidence of commercial agricultural use prior to entering 
into new Williamson Act contracts. 

 
c) The City shall not protest the renewal of Williamson Act Contracts with 

regard to land located within the City’s SOI, but not adjacent or in close 
proximity to the City’s current boundary, where the land’s minimum parcel 
size is at least 20 acres and the land owner has provided evidence 
satisfactory to the City that the land is currently being used for commercial 
agricultural operations.   

 
d) The City shall support the efforts of public, private, and non-profit 

organizations to preserve Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance located in Fresno County through the dedication of 
conservation easements and the preservation of range land held as 
environmental mitigation.  

 
e) The City shall encourage the installation of solar and wind energy 

production facilities in agricultural areas so long as they do not result in a tax 
burden to Fresno County, do not result in permanent water transfers from 
productive agricultural land, do not hinder agricultural operations on 
adjacent land, or do not require cancellation of Williamson Act contracts.  In 
addition, these facilities should include dedications of agricultural land and 
habitat mitigation, measures to control erosion, and assurances for financing 
decommissioning activities. 

 
f) The City shall actively collaborate with landowners, cities, state and federal 

agencies, colleges, universities, stakeholders, and community-based 
organizations to continue to expand agricultural preservation in the 
surrounding Fresno County area.  

 
g) The City shall discourage public agencies from locating facilities, especially 

schools, in existing agricultural areas.  
 
h) The City shall encourage the voluntary merger of antiquated subdivision lots 

that conflict with adjacent agricultural uses. 
 
The FPP shall include the following implementation measures: 

 
a) A provision designating the Community Development Department as the 

department responsible for the preparation and implementation of the FPP, 
once adopted and directing the Department to prepare annual reports to the 
City Council describing progress made toward the preparation, adoption and 
implementation of the final FPP.  

 
b) The creation of a community outreach program to encourage current 

agricultural land owners' continued participation in programs that preserve 
farmland, including the Williamson Act, conservation easements, and 
USDA-funded conservation practices.  

 
c) The identification of various amendments to the Reedley Municipal Code 

that would be adopted within twelve (12) months of the adoption of the FPP, 
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such as the following: Amend the Reedley Municipal Code within 12 months 
of adoption of the GPU to provide at least for the following: 

 
 1) Amend the zoning ordinance to require a minimum 100-foot buffer 

 between new residential development and existing agricultural 
 operations, and to establish design/maintenance guidelines for 
 developers and property owners. The 100-foot buffer will create 
 an appropriate transitional space between urban and agricultural 
 land uses so as to facilitate continued agricultural operations.  

 
 2) Amend Chapter 10-6A, the Residential Estate (RE) District 

 section, which is intended to provide living areas that combine  both 
the urban and rural setting, to add provisions to prevent  premature 
conversion of agricultural land, which could cause  incompatible land 
uses and potential conflicts.  

 
 3) Amend the subdivision ordinance to facilitate the voluntary merger 

 of antiquated subdivision lots that conflict with adjacent  agricultural 
uses. 

 
 4) Amend the zoning ordinance to include provisions requiring that 

 environmental review expressly analyze the potential for a 
 proposed entitlement or permit to create incompatibilities with 
 agricultural uses through traffic generation, groundwater 
 contamination, storm-water drainage disposal and/or the 
 deterioration of air quality. 

 
d) Provisions to ensure that the City manages the extension of sewer lines, 

water lines, or other urban infrastructure into areas designated for 
agricultural use to avoid premature farmland conversion and as necessary 
to protect public health, safety, and welfare. The City shall manage 
extension of public utilities and infrastructure to avoid extending them into 
agricultural areas before those areas are committed to conversion of urban 
uses. 

   
COSP 4.3.4:  In conjunction with the preparation, adoption and implementation of the Farmland 

Preservation Plan described in Policy COSP 4.3.3, the City shall develop and 
consider the adoption of a program that shall require new development within the 
SOI to fund farmland preservation efforts.  The goal of this program is to preserve 
designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (together “Farmland”) that otherwise runs the risk of being converted to 
urbanized development. This program shall act as a mitigation program in 
response to the necessary agricultural land conversion that occurs as a result of 
the City's expansion into its SOI. The City shall not support the annexation of lands 
in excess of a total of 500 acres within the City’s existing SOI until this program, or 
a program that accomplishes the same goals, has been adopted and other actions 
and approvals necessary to the implementation of the program have been 
completed.  Among other provisions, the program shall include the following 
evaluation and performance requirements: 

 
a) Program Goal: As Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of 

Statewide Importance within the City’s SOI is converted to urban uses, 
secure the permanent preservation of other Prime Farmland, Unique 
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Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance within Fresno County on 
a 1 for 1 basis.   

 
b) Evaluation Process: To accomplish the program goal, as part of the 

entitlement application process Farmland proposed for conversion will be 
evaluated using the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) model 
issued by the California Department of Conservation. The LESA model 
provides an analytical approach for rating the relative quality of land 
resources based upon specific factors, such as soils, site acreage, water 
availability, and surrounding land uses. The LESA model worksheets are 
provided in Appendix A, Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model, 
California Department of Conservation.  

 
 
c) Fee Program: The City shall develop and adopt a fee program consistent 

with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act that will require applicants 
seeking to annex Farmland within the City’s SOI to pay a fee to the City of 
Reedley equivalent to the cost of preserving Important Farmland on a 1 to 1 
basis with land converted to urban uses. The City shall use the fees to fund 
an irrevocable instrument (e.g. deed restriction or an easement) to 
permanently preserve farmlands via a Trust for Farmland Funds 
Disbursements.  

 
d)  Alternative to Payment of Fee:  As an alternative to the payment of the fee 

described in subsection (c), applicant shall provide documentation 
satisfactory to the City that demonstrates that applicant has entered into a 
binding agreement with one or more property owners or a third-party 
organization acceptable to the City of Reedley (e.g. Fresno County Farm 
Bureau or the American Farmland Trust the Sequoia Riverlands Trust) to 
permanently preserve farmland equivalent in acreage to the Farmland 
proposed for annexation into the City. The agreement shall identify an 
irrevocable instrument that will be recorded against the preserved property.  

 
e) This program will also involve the City maintaining a current list of organizations 

and owners of Farmland that can facilitate the acquisition of conservation 
easements so as not to unduly delay the annexation of the land into the City and 
completion of the proposed development. 
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4.11 GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PLANNING POLICIES 
 
Goals 
 
COSP 4.11A - Reduce GHG emissions from all activities within the City to support the State’s 
efforts under AB 32 and to mitigate the impacts of climate change. 

 
Policies 
 
COSP4.11.1 By 2020, the City will reduce greenhouse gas emissions from within its boundaries 

to a level 15% less than the level that would otherwise occur if all activities 
continued under a “business as usual” scenario. 

 
COSP4.11.2 The City will establish a Climate Action Plan2 which will include measures to reduce 

GHG emissions from municipal, business and community activities by at least 15% 
by 2020 compared to “business as usual” (including any reductions required by 
ARB under AB 32). by July 2015. 

 
COSP4.11.3 The City will ensure that local Climate Action, Land Use, Housing, and 

Transportation Plans support and enhance any regional plans developed 
consistent with state guidance to achieve reductions in GHG emissions. 

 
COSP4.11.4 The City will participate in the Sustainable Communities Strategy/Regional 

Blueprint Planning effort and ensure that local plans are consistent with the 
Regional Plan. 

 
2Climate Action Plans provide an overarching policy direction for local governments committed to reducing GHG 
emissions within their jurisdictions. An effective Climate Action Plan will have several core elements, including 
an inventory of emissions, a target for reductions, timeframes, milestones, and tracking and accountability 
mechanisms, and strategies for achieving the reductions. 
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Chapter Five 
Safety Element 

 
5.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
The Safety Element focuses on topics which ensure a safe environment for our citizenry, while 
considering and planning for future development in and around the City of Reedley. There is a 
genuine focus on the protection of the community from identifiable hazards like flooding, natural 
fires, public safety (police & fire) and other geologic hazards. The Safety Element aims at 
reducing hazards, risk, death, injuries, property damage, and economic and social dislocation. 
The General Plan avoids significant changes in planned land use, circulation and other variables 
which could increase risk resulting from known hazards or a radical change to the environment. 
 
The Safety Element is a primary vehicle for relating to local safety planning. Emergency services 
for these hazards, including fires and police services, are considered in the Safety Element. 
Implementation of safety objectives will be incorporated into provisions of the Reedley Municipal 
Code to include zoning regulations, subdivision requirements and entitlement permit processes 
as a means to abate or mitigate safety hazards. 
 
Briefly discussed below are existing conditions pertaining to the specific issues relating to safety 
in the City of Reedley. The issues are flooding, geologic hazards, fire, seismic hazards, police 
protection, and hazardous land use relationships. 
 
Goals 
 
SE 5.0A - Prevent and minimize personal injury and loss of life due to natural and man-
made hazards. 
 
SE 5.0B - Prevent and minimize the potential for property damage. 
 
SE 5.0C - Protect the City and its residents from avoidable loss resulting from improper 
development in hazardous areas. 
 
SE 5.0D - Safeguard public safety and property by educating and involving the public in all 
the tenets of community-oriented policing and problem solving, thereby, reducing crime. 
 
SE 5.0E - Prevent and minimize personal injury and loss of life and thereby reducing liability 
issues relating to open canals in urban areas by requiring such open canals to be pipelined 
subject to urban development projects. 

 
 



 

 

APPENDIX B 

STATUS OF WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACTS 
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