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MONDAY JULY 28, 2014; 7:00 P.M., COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 707 W. ACEQUIA, VISALIA CA
1. THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE —

2. CITIZEN'S COMMENTS - This is the time for citizens to comment on subject
matiers that are not on the agenda but are within the jurisdiction of the Visalia
Planning Commission. The Commission requests that a 5-minute time limit be
observed for comments. Please begin your comments by stating and spelling your
name and providing your sireet name and city. Please note that issues raised under
Citizen’s Comments are informational only and the Commission will not take action
at this time.

3. CHANGES OR COMMENTS TO THE AGENDA-

4. CONSENT CALENDAR - All items under the consent calendar are to be
considered routine and will be enacted by one motion. For any discussion of an
item on the consent calendar, it will be removed at the request of the Commission
and made a part of the regular agenda.
¢ No items on the Consent Calendar

5. PUBLIC HEARING - Josh McDonnell - Continued from July 10, 2014

City of Visalia General Plan Update: The City of Visalia is updating its General
Plan, the policy document that guides future growth and development in the City.
The State of California requires every city and county to have a comprehensive
general plan, identifying current and future needs and establishing policy direction
for the areas of land use, housing, transportation, open space, conservation, safety,
and noise. Visalia’s General Plan also covers issues of infrastructure, growth
management, air guality and greenhouse gases, community facilities and utilities,
and historic preservation. The purpose of this project is to update the existing
General Plan to accommodate and guide growth and development through 2030. A
Climate Action Plan has also been prepared to assist with enhancing and
developing actions designed to reduce the City’s greenhouse gas emissions. A
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report and Statement of Overriding
Considerations will be considered that addresses the environmental effects of the
new General Plan and Climate Action Plan.

The Planning Commission will be requested to consider the following:

a) A resolution recommending certification of the Final Environmental impact
Report for the new General Plan for the City of Visalia, adopting Findings of Fact,
and adopting Statement of Overriding Considerations as required by the California
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Environmental Quality Act
b) A resolution recommending adoption of the Visalia General Plan
c) A resolution recommending adoption of the Visalia Climate Action Plan

6. DIRECTOR’S REPORT/ PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION-

The Planning Commission meeting may end no later than 11:00 P.M. Any unfinished business
may be continued to a future date and time to be determined by the Commission at this meeting.
The Planning Commission routinely visits the project sites listed on the agenda.

For the hearing impaired, if signing is desired, please call (559) 713-4359 twenty-four (24) hours in
advance of the scheduled meeting time to request these services. For the visually impaired, if
enlarged print or Braille copy is desired, please call (559) 713-4359 for this assistance in advance
of the meeting and such services will be provided as soon as possible following the meeting.

Any written materials relating to an item on this agenda submitted to the Planning Commission
after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the City Office, 315 E.
Acequia Visalia, CA 93291, during normal business hours.

THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING WILL BE HELD ON MONDAY, AUGUST 25, 2014



City of Visalia
Memo

To: Planning Commission —
< | Foonded 1352 ‘;)

From: Planning Division
Date: July 28, 2014

Re: Follow-up to Issues Raised at the July 10, 2014 Special Planning Commission Meeting,
General Plan Update, Final Environmental Impact Report, and Climate Action Plan

SUMMARY

At the public hearing conducted on July 10, 2014, the Planning Commission directed staff to
provide additional information on several topical areas, or to respond to issues that were raised
during the public hearing. The materials are organized into eight topic areas, and are analyzed
in the order they were received during the public hearing. In addition, staff has identified one
additional issue regarding the draft General Plan text for which it recommends a change be
reviewed and considered by the Planning Commission.

All of the recommended changes to the General Plan text and the Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) are considered to be minor, in that they constitute clarifications of, or
enhancements to existing information contained in the respective documents. Consequently,
there is no requirement to re-circulate the documents for public review prior to the Planning
Commission taking action on them.

Recommended revisions have been incorporated into amended resolutions for the three items
(FEIR- Resolution No. 2014-34; GPU- Resolution No. 2014-36; CAP- Resolution No. 2014-35)
and are attached to this staff report for review and consideration. The Planning Commission’s
motions to approve the actions can be tailored to reflect the consensus preferences on each of

the topical areas.
RECOMMENDED MOTION

That the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. PC 2014-34, as amended, recommending
that the City Council certify the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
(SCH2010041078), including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, for the City of Visalia
Comprehensive General Plan Update; and,

That the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. PC 2014-35, as amended, recommending
that the City Council adopt the Climate Action Plan {CAP); and,

That the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. PC 2014-36, as amended, recommending
that the City Council adopt the Draft Visalia General Plan, incorporating the revisions to the
Draft General Plan included in Appendix A of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to
the General Plan Update, and as included in Exhibit A of the Resolution.



ISSUES RAISED, JULY 10, 2014
Topic 1: Revisit the Growth Boundaries, Including Consistent Triggers

Issue: Visalia has utilized growth boundaries to manage its growth for over 30 years and as a
result has seen success in achieving a compact, concentric, and balanced urban form. The
Draft General Plan continues this tradition, with three growth boundaries or “tiers” proposed.

Discussion:
Two-Tier Growth Boundaries.

The GPURC universally acknowledged the desire to utilize growth boundaries in the General
Plan Update, with the first version of the document incorporating a two-tier system. The
GPURC further expressed an interest for the friggers needing to be met for growth boundary
expansion to be more defined and predictable than the triggers utilized in the current general
plan. Instead of using a combination of population benchmarks and percentage of buildout, the
new triggers would be based on issuance of building permits in the residential, commercial, and
industrial sectors. The GPURC, in early 2012, agreed to a two-tier system (i.e. Tier | and Il) and
using building permits as the means for moving to the next growth ring. Under this concept, the
initial Tier | that would take effect at General Plan adoption would open several new growth
areas that were not previously eligible for development.

The GPURC agreed on the following thresholds, which takes into account a flex factor wherein
70% or 80% of the capacity of the Tier | area has been reached:

e Tier | would support a projected population of 178,000.
e Tier Il would support buildout projected at 210,000.
= Expanding from Tier | to  would be based on meeting thresholds as follows:
o Residential: issuance of permits for 12,800 units which is 80% of one-half of the
total General Plan buildout of 32,000 units.
o Commercial: issuance of permits totaling 960,000 sq. ft. which is 80% of one-half
of 2,400,000 sq. ft., the total commercial and office space needed through 2030.
o Industrial: issuance of permits totaling 2,800,000 sq. ft. which is 70% of one-half
of 8,000,000 sq. ft., the total industrial space needed through 2030.

Three-Tier Growth Boundaries.

In early 2013, the City Council considered and favored a proposal for a three-tier system
wherein an additional tier (a new Tier |) would be drawn mostly along the existing City limits and
keeping the original fwo tiers (renamed as Tier [l and Ill). The City Council further agreed that
the trigger for expanding from Tier | to I be ensuring that annexation would not result in excess
of a 10-year supply of undeveloped residential land within the new Tier |. The ftrigger for
expanding from Tier If to lil would be based on the same thresholds of issuance of building
permits as described above.

The criterion for expanding from Tier | to Il is explained in general terms in Policy LU-P-21 of the
Draft General Plan. Following is an excerpt of the criteria:

*...8uch annexation and development shall only occur if it does not result in excess of a 10-
year supply of undeveloped residential land within the new Tier |.”
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This methodology is modeled after factors to be considered when LAFCOs review changes in
organization, namely the likelihood of significant growth in the area during the next 10 years.
Ultimately, Tulare County LAFCO would be utilizing a srw‘nlar methodology when the fequest for
annexation is processed to determine if the request'is premature. Multiple rehuests for
proceeding to Tier Il would be considered based on the order in which the annexation
application is received.

The Draft General Plan does not specify the methodology for determining a 10-year supply of
undeveloped residential land. Subsequent to adoption of the Draft General Pian, a major
implementing action would comprise formulating and adopting the process used to determine
the availability of land.

Utilization of Consistent Triggers.

The Planning Commission remarked that there is ambiguity and potential inconsistency in the
Policy LU-P-21 wording as it pertains to the expansion criteria from Tier | to Il. There was
additional concern that two separate approaches are being proposed for expansion between
Tiers | and Il and between Tiers Il and lll, which has the potential for causing confusion and
inconsistency upon plan implementation. In addition, the criterion for not exceeding a 10-year
supply of undeveloped residential land is also applied by LAFCO when considering an
application for annexation. This could also lead to confusion wherein two separate jurisdictions
can attempt to utilize a similar criterion but with different methodologies, and therefore come up
with two different quantities for residential inventory.

One alternative expansion methodology for moving from Tier | to || would be to mirror the
methodology used to determine when to move from

Tier Il to Tier lll. Separate building permit levels ! . .
would be utiized for residential agd commercial | Target Buildout POPUIat'on
uses; no building permit level would be established | 183,000 T
for industrial uses since no industrial uses are within { 178,000 .
Tier II. 172,000

. . | 165000 tego0
Staff suggests that the triggers for moving from Tier | 1g0,000 - --- .
| to Il can be derived based on the target buildout | js1000 : - -
population for Tier | which is approximately 160,000 | 143000
(see Page 2-26 of the Plan). Deriving the triggers { 142,000
from the target population is recommended since (1350001 C—
the Tier | boundary was purposely drawn to follow 130000 -y —
mostly along the current City limits, and doesn’t | ;4000 i gl
correspond with a certain percentage of total | Base Ter | Tier I

buildout under the Plan.

Issued building permits are counted starting from April 1, 2010 (census date) when Visalia's
population was 124,400. The projected buildout population for Tier | (mostly corresponding to
City limits) is 160,000, which represents an increase of 9,700 units. A “flex factor” would also be
applied. If a 20% “flex factor” is applied as done with the Tier [l boundary, this results in 7,800
permits needing to be issued commencing from April 1, 2010, before lands in Tier Il would
become available for development. It should be noted that since April 1, 2010, about 1,500
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units have been permitted. Thus commencing from today, about 6,300 additional units would
need to be permitted based on a 20% flex factor.

it should be noted that the permitting of 6,300 additional units to reach the 7,800 trigger could
take 10 or more years based on current permit activity in the City. The last five years of growth,
which were the most severely impacted by the Great Recession, have averaged only about 350
units per year, or 1.2% growth per year. Continuing at this rate, it would take approximately 18
years to reach 160,000 population. Conversely, if the General Plan’s assumed average 2.6%
growth rate were applied from this date forward (about 825 units per year), it would take about
7.5 years to reach 160,000 population.

Also, if the flex factor applied to the Tier Il trigger is too small, then a higher number of building
permits to need to be issued in proportion to the available supply of undeveloped land in Tier |,
resulting in over-pressurizing buildout of the existing inventory of undeveloped land. This may
have the effect of artificially increasing property process or potentially losing market share to
neighboring jurisdictions due to a lack of developable land. Following is a comparison of
different flex factors and resulting number of residential units for which permits would need to be
issued:

Flex Factor Tier | Threshold [Tier | supply (9.700 units) * flex factor
20% 7,800 units
30% 6,800 units
40% 5,850 units
50% 4,850 units

To prevent the possible unintended effect of over-pressurizing buildout in the Tier | boundary,
staff suggests that a higher flex factor such as 40% be used in the trigger for expanding from
Tier | to Il

For non-retail commercial and office space development, the same methodology can be applied
to the triggers. Based on the 160,000 population, approximately 800,000 square feet remains to
be built out in Tier |. If a 40% flex factor is applied, then a trigger of 480,000 square feet of
permitted non-retail commercial and office space construction is applied to move to Tier Il

Response: In summary there is no suggested change to the Tier | boundary itself; development
of land in Tier | may occur at any time.

Development of Tier Il land for residential uses would be permitted once the trigger for issued
building permits is reached. Using a 40% flex facior, the trigger would be at issuance of 5,850
housing units (or about 4,300 additional units commencing from today).

Staff suggests that Policy LU-P-21 be revised to be consistent with the new triggers, shown
here with a 40% flex factor. Foliowing is the revised policy with additions in bold and deletions

in strikethrough:

LULP-21 Allow annexation and development of residential, commercial, and industrial land to occur
within the Urban Development Boundary (Tier II) and the Urban Growth Boundary (Tier III)
consistent with the City’s Land Use Diagram, according to the following phasing thresholds:
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* “Tier II”: Tier II supports a target buildout population of approximately 178,000. The
expansion criteria for land in Tier II is that land would only become available for development
when building permits have been issued in Tier I at the following levels, starting from April 1,
2010:

Residential: after permits for 5,850 housing units have been issued; and
Commercial: after permits for 480,000 square feet of commercial space have been issued

« “Tier III”: Tier III comprises full buildout of the General Plan. The expansion criteria for land in
Tier III is that land would only become available for development when building permits have been
issued in Tier I and Tier II at the following levels, starting from Aprit 1, 2010:

Residential: after permits for 12,800 housing units have been issued;—resulting—in—a—target—GCity

Commercial: after permits for 960,000 square feet of commercial space have been issued; and
Industrial: after permits for 2,800,000 square feet of industrial space have been issued

To complement residential neighborhood development, the City also may allow small annexations for
sites less than 30 acres in size that are contiguous to the City limits to allow for efficient development
of a neighborhood, commercial area or employment center, provided no General Plan amendment is
required and infrastructure is available or can be extended at no cost to the City.

Topic 2: Analyze County Policy Comments

1. (Economic Development Strategy) (5" bullet p. 2-12)

County Comment;

Providing utility connection incentive reductions is contrary to Policy LU-P-1 which promotes minimal
public investment, thereby suggesting that there may be a funding gap in needed public
infrastructure.

Staff Response

The economic development approach describe on Draft General Plan pages 2-11 and 2-12 call for
the City fo ensure the provision of land, infrastructure, and other services in an effort to promote the
location of job generating development to the City. Policy LU-P-1 emphasizes working to capture
emerging market sectors fo enhance Visalia's economic base through incentives and other business
attraction strategies, with a focus on afitracting businesses that require minimal public investment.
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There does not appear to be an inherent inconsistency between the economic development
approach and Policy LU-P-1. The approach provides a "menu” of strategies and incentives for
enticing new business to the City and LU-P-1 focuses specifically on the attraction of emerging
market sectors and technologies to|the City that require minimal public investment. Offering public
utility connection fees may be a useful incentive program for nefw businesses that require minimal
public investment, for the specific reason that the businesses may not have the impact on public
infrastructure that typical businesses in existing market sectors typically have, and on which
connection fees are based .

No changes to either the economic development approach or LU-P-1 are recommended by staff at
this time.

2. Policy LU-P-1 (Economic Development Strate 2-13

County Comment

The requirement for minimal public investment is inconsistent with the 50% and 33% Transportation
Impact Fee reductions listed in the Infill Incentive Program Priority 1 and 2 as listed on page 2-37.

Staff Response

Policy LU-P-1 does not “require’ the City to only allow development of businesses that require
minimal public investment. Instead, Policy LU-P-1 discusses working to capture emerging market
sectors and technologies to enhance Visalia’s economic base, with a focus on businesses that offer a
variety of beneficial traits, including: provide opportunities for skill training, complement or expand
existing goods and services, and require minimal public investment. Policy LU-P-1 does not restrict
the City to allowing only businesses that offer these traits to develop. Rather, it notes that businesses
offer these beneficial traits should be particularly encouraged to locate in Visalia.

Given that LU-P-1 does not include a “requirement” to allow only these types of businesses in Visalia,
there is no conflict with the proposed Infill Incentive Program. No changes to LU-P-1 or the Infill
Incentive Program are proposed by staff.

3. Density/Intensity Standards: Land Use Classification (Table 2-3, p. 2-19)

County Comment:

The Land Use Diagram (Figure 2-2) identifies a “Reserve” Land Use Classification which is not
identified in this table.

Staff Response:

Table 2-3 includes density and intensity standards for all urban land use classifications proposed in
the General Plan Update. Lands designated “Reserve” are to remain in agricultural zoning until they
are designated and pre-zoned for an appropriate urban land use, as described in LU-P-33. The
General Plan intentionally leaves out density or intensity standards for lands designated “Reserve” for
the specific reason that it remains unknown/unclear what, if any, land use designations beyond
agriculture will be applied to these lands in the future.
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Staff recommends maintaining Table 2-3 in its current form, which does not include density/intensity
standards for “Reserve” designated lands.

4, PlfJblic Land Use Designation Description (p. 2-22)
County Comment:

The “Reserve” Land Use Classification is not identified in Table 2-3 as a land use designation.

Staff Response:

Table 2-3 is not a comprehensive listing of all proposed land use classifications and is not intended to
be one. For a description of the “Reserve” land use classification, please refer to Land Use Element
policy LU-P-33 as well as the discussion on p. 2-22 of the General Plan.

5. Land Use Classifications (p. 2-24

County Comment:

The Land Use Diagram identifies a “Reserve” Land Use Classification which is not identified in the
land use classifications identified in this table.

Staff Response:

For a description of the “Reserve” land use classification, please refer to LU-P-33 as well as the
discussion on p. 2-22 of the General Plan.

6. LU-P-26 (Urban Boundaries/Growth Management)

What is the “Referral Agreement” stated in this policy? The term “Visalia Urban Area Boundary” was
superseded in the County's General Plan Update (2030} by the term “County Adopted City Urban
Area Boundary.”

The following statement is a more accurate reflection of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the Visalia and County: “The County will work with the City to manage urban development
within the County Adopted City Urban Development Boundary and the County Adopted City Urban
Area Boundary (CACUAB) (City Planning Area) for the City as provided through work programs as
described in the County General Plan 2030 Update City Planning Framework policies set in Part 1
Chapter 2 Section 2.4.” Please address.

Staff Response:

The “Referral Agreement” stated in this policy is the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
the City and County. The comment regarding County General Plan terms is noted and appreciated.
Please note that the terms that are exclusive to the County General Plan are not always analogous
with the terms used in the City General Plan. Notwithstanding, the City appreciates that key
terminology used in the General Plan needs to be internally consistent and should be mutually
understood by all. To this end, the City notes that the former Visalia 2020 General Plan term and
map symbol “Urban Development Boundary (UDB)" has been replaced in the new General Plan text
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and diagram in favor of the term and map symbol of “Planning g Area Boundary (PAB)’. The PAB is
shown on Figure 2-3. LU-P-27 also contains several inadvertent emors resulting from the creation of
the third (inner) growth ring and the subsequent re-naming of the three intended growth boundaries
depicted in Figure 2-3 and on the draft L?nd Use diagram.

The term “Urban Development Boundary * is intended as a generic term meaning all lands inside of
Tier 3. Similarly, the term “Urban Growth Boundary” and “UGB’ should be replaced with the term
"Tier 3"

Policy LU-P-26 was noted for correction in the FEIR document to replace the former General Plan
term Urban Area Boundary with the new term “Planning Area Boundary (PAB)". The General Plan
text will also be reviewed to be consistent with this discussion.

Noting the terminology clarifications above, the intent of Policy LU-P-26 is to ensure for close
coordination between the City and County as stated: “work with the County to strengthen the
implementation of the Visalia General Plan within the Visalia Planning Area Boundary. The proposed
General Plan does not create policies committing the County to future actions. As discussed above
and as noted below, the term Urban Area Boundary is not utilized or defined in the City General Plan
and should be struck from this policy.

Staff recommends revising the language in LU-P-26 to read:

“Continue to follow the Referral-Agreement Memorandum of Understanding with Tulare County, and
work with the County to strengthen the implementation of the Visalia General Plan within-the Visalia

Plenning-freabbar-tres Beundarny,

Staff further recommends revising the language in LU-P-27 as noted above, and to re-check the use
of the terms throughout the General Plan text to ensure for internal consistency and accuracy of the
terms’ usage.

7. Policy LU-P-27 (Urban Boundaries/Growth Management) (p. 2-31)

County Comment:

There is no reference to a city and county cooperative process here. The Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the City and the County provides that the County will work with the
City to manage urban development within the County Adopted City Urban Area Boundary (City
Planning Area) for the City as provided through work programs as described in the County General
Plan 2030 Update City Planning Framework policies set in Part 1 Chapter 2 Section 2.4. Please
address.

Staff Response:

Land Use Policy LU-P-27 establishes the City's intent to initiate efforts to plan for future residential
development north of the St. John’s River and other City Council-directed locations when the City's
residential buildout reaches 80 percent capacity. In essence, the City is committing to initiate a Land
Use Element update when Tier I1] residential capacity reaches 80 percent. Staff anticipates that such
an effort will not be necessary for at least another 15 years, at a minimum. Inserting a reference to
the City/County MOU in this policy is not necessary, as LU-P-27 is intended as a trigger for the City to
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initiate a City-driven Land Use Element update well in the future, not to serve as explicit policy
direction for future planning boundary expansions on specific properties. In addition, as noted above,
Land Use Policy LU-P-26, and LU-P-27, as revised, will clearly demonstrate the City's intent to work
cooperatively with the County on land use planning matters.

8. Policy LU-P-28 {(Rural Buffers/Edge Conditions) (p. 2-32)

County Comment:

The term “City Urban Area Boundary” is not indicated on the Land Use or Urban Boundaries
Diagram Figures 2-2 or 2-3.

Staff Response:

The comment is appreciated and noted. The language in Policy LU-P-28 should be revised to read
“City Urban Area Growth Boundary”.

Staff recommends revising LU-P-28 as noted above.

9. Palicy LU-P-31 (Rural Buffers/Edge Conditions) (p. 2-32)

The policy appears to be contradictory. How can permanent agricultural land preservation be
promoted around the airport environs when industrial development is allowed around the airport?
This policy also appears to conflict with the land use diagram in Figure 2-2 which designates the area
around the airport as public/institutional as opposed to industrial or conservation.

Staff response:

The City has acquired significant lands in the area immediately surrounding the Water Conservation
Plant and the Airport, particularly in the southem portion of the airport. Since the acquisition of these
properties, the City has entered into leases on these lands with local farmers for the growing of a
variety of crops and trees. This policy commits the City to continue promoting the preservation of
open space in these environs. The term “promote” is not intended to be interpreted as “require”. The
policy also specifically notes that some of the lands near the airport may be converted to industrial
use, but does not require the City to only allow industrial development in the future. The policy does
not conflict with Figure 2-2, as agriculture is an allowed use in the Public/Institutional land use
designation. Further, the Public/Institutional designation is appropriate for these lands as they are
owned, managed and maintained by the City of Visalia, specifically through the Airport Manager and
the Water Conservation Plant Manager, respectively.

No changes to Land Use Policy LU-P-31 are recommended.

10. Policy LU-P-34 (Rural Buffers/Edge Conditions) (p. 2-33)

County Comment:

What "growth boundaries” are being referenced here, UDB Tier |, Tier I, UBG or the Planning Area?

Staff Response:
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The intent of Land Use Policy LU-P-34 is to prevent the premature conversion of agricultural land on
the urban fringe. Thus, all of the growth boundaries are being referenced in this policy. The County
likely agrees that development outside of areas planned for urban development constitutes poor land
use planning practices, resulting in sprawl and unnecessary costs for the provision of additional
public infrastructure and services. Policy LU-P-34 encourages the City to work with the County to
prevent such practices from occurring in the future.

11. Policy LU-P-37 {Adoption of Specific Standards for Scenic Entryways (Gatewa . 2-33
County Comment:

This policy is contrary to Policy LU-P-15 which indicates. .. “update or repeal the West Visalia Specific
Plan to eliminate unnecessary restriction and streamline the review and approval process. Since
development plans and agreements for this area are in place and the updated General Plan and
zoning will apply to all new development, a specific plan may no longer be needed.” Please address.

Staff Response:

There does not appear to be a conflict between Land Use policies LU-P-15 and LU-P-34. LU-P-15
provides direction for a specific intersection in the City Hwy. 198 and Plaza Drive. The policy
encourages high quality development at Hwy. 198 and Plaza Drive through master planning. The
only cormner of Hwy. 198/Plaza Drive that is either not already developed or has not been master
planned is the northwest cormer, and a master planned development application is currently being
processed by the City for this property.

Land Use Policy LU-P-37 focuses on adopting specific development standards for scenic entryways
(gateways) and roadway corridors into the City. This will entail a future work effort that will need to
take into consideration existing and future development proposals at Hwy. 198/Plaza Drive, as well
as all other Hwy. 198 gateway intersections.

Staff recommends maintain the current language as proposed in Land Use Policies LU-P-15 and LU-
P-34.

12. Visalia's infill Incentive Program Priority 1 (p. 2-37)

County Comment:

This refers to transportation impact fee reductions appearing to be contrary to Policy LU-P-1 which
promotes minimal public investment.

Staff Response:

Land Use Policy LU-P-1 emphasizes working to capture emerging market sectors to enhance
Visalia's economic base through incentives and other business attraction strategies, with a focus on
atfracting businesses that require minimal public investment. The Infill Incentive Program provides
incentives to develop in areas of the City that already have much of the required public infrastructure
already in place and available to accommodate the newly proposed developments. Impact Fee
reductions are an acknowledged and widely used method of encouraging development in specific
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focus areas. Land Use Policy LU-P-1 and the Infill Incentive Program appear to be compatible, with
LU-P-1 encouraging market sectors that require minimal public investment and the Infill Incentive
Program further encouraging development in specific areas of the City through potential Impact Fee
reductions, amid other incentives.

Staff recommends maintain the language as proposed in Land Use Policy LU-P-1 and the Infill
Incentive Program.

13. Visalia’s Infill Incentive Program Priority 2 (p. 2-37)
County Comment:

This refers to transportation impact fee reductions appearing to be contrary to Policy LU-P-1 which
promotes minimal public investment.

Stailf Response:
Please refer to the discussion noted in Item 12 above.

14, Obiective LU-O-19 (Residential Neighborhoods) (p. 2-43)

County Comment:

This would provide for a citywide average gross density of .3 dwelling units per acre for new
residential development. This density is typical of traditional business as usual low density residential
development. The most important feature of TCAG's 2010 Regional Blueprint preferred growth
scenario is a 25 percent increase in density for future residential development.

Essentially, TCAG determined that to preserve farmland, improve air quality, and make the most out
of costly existing infrastructure, building more on les land is key. As such, Objective LU-O-19 is
contrary to LU-P-34 which promotes prevention of urban development on agricultural land and OSC-
0-2 to work with the County and other organizations to protect prime farmiand and farmland of
statewide importance outside the City’s Urban Development Boundary for agricultural production,
and to preserve areas for groundwater recharge.

Staff Response:

TCAG’s 2010 Regional Blueprint establishes a goal for new residential development of 5.3 dwelling
units per acre. Visalia's proposed General Plan achieves this goal. In point of fact, traditional
residential development patterns in Visalia have resulted in an average density of about 4.3 dwelling
units per acre. Thus, the Regional Blueprint's goal of 5.3 dwelling units per acre represents an
almost exactly 25 percent increase in Visalia's business as usual residential development patterns.

Given that Land Use Objective LU-O-19 exactly mirror's TCAG's Regional Blueprint goal of 5.3
dwelling units per acre for new residential development, and land use capacity analyses indicate that
the City’'s proposed General Plan in fact meets this density goal, staff concludes that LU-O-19 is
consistent with TCAG’s Regional Blueprint.

Staff recommends maintaining the language currently provided in LU-O-19.

® Page 11



15. Reaional Coordination Policies (p. 4-48)

County Comment: i

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City and County in Section F indicates that
the parties desire to work together to develop mutually beneficial and coordinated fiscal and land use
planning practices. There is no reference in the GPU to the MOU or the cooperative policies located
in Tulare County’s General Plan Update (2030) Planning Framework Element Section 4-A in City
Policies T-P-75 through T-P-79. Please address.

Staff Response:

Transportation Element policies T-P-75 through T-P-79 outline the City’s intent to work with the
regional agencies responsible for transportation planning efforts in the County of Tulare, namely the
Tulare County Association of Governments, Caltrans and the federal government. Al jurisdictions in
the County, including the County itself, rely on these agencies for assistance and cooperation in
regional transportation planning efforts. The County of Tulare does not serve as the region's primary
transportation planning agency; this role is delegated to TCAG.

As recommended above, staff suggests revising Land Use Element policy LU-P-26 to specifically
state "Memorandum of Understanding”, and thus commit the City to following the MOU with Tulare
County.

Staff recommends revising Land Use policy LU-P-26 as noted in comment #6 above, and
maintaining the language proposed in Transportation Element policies T-P-75 through T-P-79 in their
current form.

16. Policy OSC-P-1 (Open Space Resources) (p. 6-3)

County Comment:

The term “City Urban Area Boundary” is not indicated on the Land Use or Urban Boundaries
Diagram Figures 2-2 or 2-3.

Staff Response:

This comment is acknowledged and appreciated. Please refer to the staff recommended changes
regarding urban boundary nomenclature noted in ltem 6, 7, and 8 above.

17. Policy AQ-P-16 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases) (p. 7-15)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

18. Policy S-P-12 (Flood Hazards) (p. 8-8)

County Comment:
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This policy does not specifically address the impact of buildings that have been newly mapped into
high-risk flood zones (i.e., labeled with “A” or V" on the flood maps) stemming from a map revision
on or after October 1, 2008 and before January 1, 2001. In addition, this policy does not include any
programs to upgrade |or mitigate flood control structures to meet FEMA standards and reduce or
eliminate the flood risk}for those properties. Please address.

Staff Response:

Safety Element policies S-P-8 through S-P-14 collectively provide the City’s policy commitment to
protecting the community from risks to life and property posed by flooding and stormwater runoff.
These policies commit to activities such as reinforcing the City's transportation infrastructure for
protection from flooding, implementing recommendations contained in the County Flood Control
Master Plan that are within the City’s jurisdiction, and increasing participation in the National Flood
Insurance Program by enhanced floodplain management activities. Additionally, S-P-13 commits the
City to working with State and federal agencies to create a program to acquire, relocate, or elevate
critical facilities and residential structures, particularly those identified as Repetitive Loss properties
located within the 100 year floodplain.

There is not a specific policy addressing the impact of buildings that were mapped into high-risk fiood
zones after January, 2001, just as there is no specific policy addressing the impact of buildings
mapped prior to January, 2001. However, a series of policies address the issue of locating buildings
in high-risk flood zones as well as upgrading flood control structures to meet FEMA standards,
including S-P-8, S-P-11, S-P-12, S-P-13, and S-P-14.

19. Policy S-P-14 (Flood Hazards) (p. 8-8)

County Comment:

This policy does not specifically address the impact of buildings that have been newly mapped into
high-risk flood zones (i.e., labeled with “A” or “V" on the flood maps) stemming from a map revision
on or after October 1, 2008 and before January 1, 2001. In addition, this policy does not include any

programs to upgrade or mitigate flood control structures to meet FEMA standards and reduce or
eliminate the flood risk for those properties. Please address.

Staff Response:
Please refer to the discussion noted in ltem 18 above.

20. Commercial Development Policies {pp. 2-47 — 2-50)

County Comment:

In connection with commercial development policies, Visalia's General Plan responds to a general
community desire to maintain and strengthen Downtown (with its unique shopping character) and
Mooney Boulevard, as well as providing flexibility for new regional retail sites elsewhere in the longer
term. This approach, according to the city, also allows the city to respond to the market, capitalizing
on opportunities in a proactive way.
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In addition, Policy LU-P-62 promotes Regional Commercial areas at a limited number of highly visible
freeway accessible locations as shown on the Land Use Diagram which, among other things,
designates certain highway corridor area as “Reserve.”

i - !
Moreover, LU-P-65 advocates that Visalia shall continue fo require a master planning process for
community and regional commercial development to ensure compatibility with surrounding residential
areas, an attractive appearance from major roadways, and pedestrian accessibility and safety.

Against this background, it has been concluded that in keeping with the 2012 Visalia Regional
Commercial Land Use Report, it is projected that there is a need for 1.9 million acre feet of regional
retail building space, while only 1.3 million square feet of commercial space is planned within Visalia's
Sphere of Influence, leaving approximately 600 thousand square feet of commercial space to be
provided elsewhere in Tulare County. Accordingly, it is necessary and prudent to continue with a
long term planning and development process to support commercial growth in Visalia and possibly
elsewhere in Tulare County.

Staff Response:

County staff appears to be a making a statement and drawing a conclusion in this comment. No
response appears necessary, although it should be noted that staff neither agrees nor disagrees with
County staff's statements and conclusion.

21. Implementation (p. 9-1)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

22, General Plan Land Use Diagram (GPLUD) (Figure 2.3-1, p. 2-10

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

23. General Plan Buildout Population Projections (p. 2-16)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County's
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

24.  Highway Capacity Manual (2000) vs. (2010) {p. 3.2-2)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

25. Planned Improvements to the County (p.2-3)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.
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26. Highway 99 Improvements in Goshen (pp. 5-7)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County's
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

27.  Climate Action Plan (p. 8)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

28.  Air Quality {pp. 3.31 — 3.3-34)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

29. Hydrology, Flooding and Water Quality (pp. 3.6.1 — 3.6.25)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

30. Concluding Comments (GPU and Draft EIR)

Please refer to the response to this comment provided in the FEIR. Responses to the County’s
comment letter begin on page 3-6 of the FEIR.

Topic 3: Whitendale Request to Expand Tier Il Boundary to Include East Side of Road
148

Issue: During public comment at the July 10, 2014 Planning Commission meeting, property
owner Louis Whitendale spoke regarding his 40-acre parcel located on the southeast corner of
Road 148 and Tulare Avenue. Mr. Whitendale expressed dissatisfaction that his property,
located in the 165,000 Population Urban Development Boundary (UDB) of the current General
Plan, is outside of any growth boundary in the Draft General Plan. He further requested that the
draft growth boundary be moved easterly to include his property.

Portions of the current and draft General Plans are shown below, with Mr. Whitendale’s property
outlined in red. In the current General Plan, the 165,000 UDB boundary growth area spans
between Road 148 and Road 152 north and south of Highway 198. In the Draft General Plan,
the growth boundary extends to Road 152 north of Highway 198 but remains at Road 148 south
of Highway 198.
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Current General Plan Draft General Plan
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Discussion: The community explored options for Visalia’s growth through the next 20 years
through the three Growth Concept maps released in 2011. Growth Concept A (Neighborhood
Nodes and Compact Growth) and Growth Concept B (Natural and Urban Corridors) proposed
holding growth at Road 148, and Growth Concept C (Expanded Growth) proposed expanding
growth to Road 152.

Through input given at outreach meetings and a community workshop, a hybrid preferred
concept was selected and explored further in the Preliminary Preferred Plan Concept. The
preferred concept proposed placing the growth boundary to Road 152 north of Highway 198 and
at Road 148 south of Highway 198. This concept has remained into the Draft General Plan.

The Preferred Plan Concept and ultimately the Draft General Plan reflect ideas heard through
the outreach process, which included orderly concentric growth and concern for premature
conversion of agriculture land. These ideas were translated into an urban footprint with a focus
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on infill development and land that is closer to existing services. As a result, the General Plan’s
ultimate growth boundary is pulled inward to correspond with these goals, and urban
development is proposed for the previously-unplanned West Highway 198 corridor area.

The Draft General Plan’s ultlmate UDB is along Road 148 south of Highway 198, consistent with
the current 129,000 Population UDB and in some places the existing City limits. North of
Highway 198, the UDB is extended to Road 152 in order to include City-owned property planned
for a large park and to square out development between the City property and Cutler Park.

Response: Staff recommends that no changes be made to the Draft General Plan growth
boundaries with respect to Mr. Whitendale’s request. Changing the proposed growth boundary
only to include the 40-acre parcel owned by Mr. Whitendale would constitute a piece-meal
change and would be inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-P-19, which calls for compact
and concentric growth. Also, staff would not support aligning the growth boundary with Road
152 south of Highway 198. Doing so would call for displacing an equal amount of planned land
use designations from elsewhere in the planning area, which may pose more significant
changes to the General Plan policies and its environmental impacts.

Topic 4: Blankenship Request to Eliminate School Designation From Property

Issue: The owners of approximately 64 acres located at the southeast corner of Santa Fe St.
and Caldwell Ave. submitted a comment letter and testified at the July 10" hearing regarding
the General Plan designation of Pl (Public Institution} shown on the draft Land Use diagram for
the majority of their property. The Pl designation denotes that the site is within an area that
would be suitable for a new high school to serve the City’s southeast quadrant. A margin note
on the Land Use Diagram states that school locations are only approximate and that the default
Land Use designation is low density residential.

The owners contend the Pl designation has the effect of devaluing and encumbering the site’s
development potential and marketability. The owners request that the portion of their property
depicted as Pl be designated as LDR (Low Density Residential).

Discussion: Staff and the City Attorney believe the depiction of potential school sites as PI, in
conjunction with the margin note that refers to the default LDR land use designation does not
devalue or encumber the affected properties. However, staff recommends re-designating the
property from Pl to LDR, as the owner requests. This is in consideration of the fact that the
proposed site at 54 acres in area is the largest of the 21 new school sites shown on the Land
Use Diagram. The other high school location in the northwest quadrant (the northwest corner of
Akers and Riggin) is comparable in size. That site is already owned by the VUSD.
Consequently, the recommendation to provide the unique depiction of a potential high school
site for the southeast quadrant does not conflict with the overall form of the Land Use Diagram.

In place of the PI land use designation, staff recommends placing a standard high school map

symbol in the area generally southeast of the corner of Santa Fe St. and Caldwell Ave., to be
placed in a location that does not identify applicability to any specific parcel.
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All other depictions of future school locations, along with the margin note, can remain as shown
on the map below.

o . Figure 2.3-1
General Plan Land Use Diagram

- i B X Tr e —

Topic 5: Does the margin note on the Land use Diagram providing for the LDR default
designation apply to all Pl and PR (Parks/Recreation) designated lands?

Issue: Stemming from the discussion of the potential high school site (Topic 5), the Planning
Commission asked whether the margin note is or should be applicable to other sites on the
Land Use Diagram that are depicted as potential sites for parks and other public facilities.

Discussion: Staff recommends that the margin note be revised to be applicable to all Pl, and
P/R designated sites. This recommendation is based on the conclusion that the same variables
that are evident for future school sites, such as the timing for the actual need for a given facility
in that area, land purchase negotiations, and the suitability of a precise site over a nearby site,
are potentially applicable to future park sites and similar public facilities.

Topic 6: Agriculture Easements as Raised by American Farmland Trust and BIA

Issue: Mr. Dan O’Connell from the American Farmland Trust provided testimony during the Planning
Commission's July 19 Adoption Hearing in which he congratulated the City on a well-designed,
compact land use diagram that focuses on avoiding pre-mature conversion of agricuitural lands to
urbanized uses. However, Mr. O’'Connell also urged the City to consider the establishment of a
farmland mitigation program similar to those adopted in the cities of Davis and Hughson.
Conversely, the Building Industry Association provided correspondence to the Planning Commission
noting the BIA's opposition to the establishment of farmland mitigation programs.

Discussion: Staff offers the following analysis and recommendations as a result of the above
referenced testimony and correspondence,
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AFT’'s document “Saving Farmiand, Growing Cities: A Framework for Implementing Effective
Farmland Conservation Policies in the San Joaquin Valley' outlines six key objectives linked
together within a framework to realize farmland conservation in the region:

(1) Avoid development of high quality farmland;

(2) Minimize farmland loss with more efficient development;

(3) Ensure stability of the urban edge;

(4) Minimize rural residential development;

(5) Mitigation the loss of farmland with conservation easements; and
(6) Encourage a favorable agricultural business climate.

The Final EIR describes how five of the six objectives above are fully addressed through the
development of a compact growth pattern and supporting General Plan policies. The City
recognizes the importance of promoting compact development through sound land use
planning, including planning for the preservation of agricultural lands. Proposed General Plan
Policies LU-P-14, LU-P-19, LU-P-21, LU-P-24, LU-P-25, LU-P-26, LU-P-27, LU-P-30, LU-P-31,
LU-P-32, LU-P-33, and LU-P-44 demonstrate policies to ensure phased growth.

The proposed General Plan does not specifically implement objective #5 — “Mitigating the loss
of farmland with conservation easements”. The Final EIR cites several potential concerns with
such an approach:

1. “In Lieu” farmland mitigation programs may result in the creation of a patchwork of
easements;

2. Payments may not cover the costs of land purchase at the price required to make the
easement a meaningful mitigation measure;

3. Conservation easements or in-ieu fees can be economically prohibitive for
development; and

4. Conservation easements may also result in the purchase of agricultural lands not
subject to development pressures in the first place.

A conservation easement that successfully addresses these constraints is better implemented
at a countywide or other regional scale; thus the City supports the development of a regional
conservation program, such as the one proposed in the Tulare County General Plan. Creating a
locally based agricultural conservation easement program can have the unintended effect of
encouraging conversion of agricultural lands immediately outside of jurisdictional boundaries.
The City is supportive of regional efforts to prevent urban development of agricuitural lands,
specifically at the county level.

Tulare County’s General Plan 2030 Update Policy contains two policies (AG-1.6 Conservation
Easements and AG-1.18 Farmland Trust and Funding Sources) that discuss establishing and
implementing an Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP). The City supports the
implementation of these measures by the County, in which the City may then participate. Such a
regional program could include a fee to assist and support agricultural uses, and would be most
feasibly and strategically developed on a countywide or other regional basis.
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Topic 7: Better Define ‘Reserve’ Land Use Designation

Issue: This topic was raised in the review comments, and further questioned by two
Commissioners. At issue is whether the Reserve lands could ultimately contain commercial
developments. The concern also extends fo whether there is a General Plan policy that
contains specific criteria under which the Reserve lands could be developed.

Discussion: The City Council addressed these concerns during their deliberations on the
Preferred Plan in March 2013. This was done in follow up to their determination to remove the
Regional Commercial designation from the property generally located near the southeast corner
of Highway 99 and Caldwell Ave., and to remove the “Airport Industrial” designation from the
area generally surrounding the area to the southeast of the Visalia Airport. On March 22, 2013,
the City Council accepted the definition of “Reserve” that is provided in the FEIR, and it also
accepted criteria for potential development of all or part of the area. This is contained in Policy
LU-P-33 (Draft General Plan pp 2-32 and 2-33).

Topic 8: Provide More Detail on Chapter 9 {Implementation)

Issue: The Planning Commission expressed concern ‘that the implementation plan as outlined
in Chapter 9 of the GPU document contains some inadvertent errors. Further, it should more
clearly identify specific tasks, priorities, and the parties responsible for implementing specific
tasks.

Discussion: Staff has completed re-editing Chapter 9 to correct several inaccuracies, and to
better highlight the key tasks that will go into General Plan implementation in the coming months
and years after Plan adoption. (Please see edited text version, Attachment A)

Topic 9: Revise Minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the CMU Land Use Designation

Issue: The proposed minimum floor area ratio (FAR) of .40 that is proposed for projects in the
Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) land use district may be unrealistically high for facilitating the
expected range of development.

Discussion: Planning staff re-examined the FARs proposed for the Commercial land use
districts with particular attention to how they compare with those of the City's existing
commercial development inventory, and their potential for facilitating the types of future
development envisioned for the new land use districts proposed in the General Plan.

Staff recommends that the maximum FARs proposed for all of the Commercial districts are both
viable and desirable, given both current development patterns, and the higher multi-story
(vertical mixed use projects) the City desires to facilitate in the future. However, the minimum
density threshold of .40 in the new CMU land use district appears to be unrealistically high when
considering the broad range of commercial projects that exist in the corresponding CSO Zone
District, and for the types of new commercial developments the future amended Zoning Code
will otherwise permit by right. Examples of typical developments in the CSO Zone District are
listed below. All are single-story/single-use buildings, unless otherwise noted:

Supermarket = .25 FAR
Big-box retail (combined stand-alone and as part of a shopping center) = .23 FAR
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Fastfood restaurant = .10 FAR

Sitdown restaurant = .17 FAR

New multi-tenant office = .35 FAR
Automotive Repair = .34 FAR
Multi-story, multi-tenant office = .26 FAR

Planning staff envisions that the allowable FAR ranges proposed for each Land Use district will
be codified in the Zoning Ordinance Update that normally follows adoption of the new General
Plan. Typically, existing developments are “grandfathered” for any zoning inconsistencies
created by the adoption of a Zoning Code revision. It is envisioned that a similar “grandfather’
provision or an administrative adjustment process will be included in the Zoning Code update for
FARs and other Zoning Code standards that may arise from the new General Plan.

Consequently, staff recommends a minimum FAR of .25 for new commercial developments in
the CMU land use district, with the maximum FAR to remain at 2.0. The FAR ranges proposed
for all other Land Use districts are recommended to remain as proposed.

HEARING PROCESS

The Planning Commission’s public hearing to consider recommending the Draft General Plan as
a final, adopted policy document is one of the final steps toward adoption of the General Plan.
In addition to the Draft General Plan, the Planning Commission will review the Final EIR and the
Climate Action Plan. After considering any further public comment received on all documents,
the Planning Commission will take one or more votes for the overall recommendation to the City
Council and adopt resolutions. These resolutions, as amended to reflect the continued public
hearing date and any newly proposed revisions for which the Planning Commission achieves a
consensus, will be forwarded to the City Council.

When the items are forwarded to the City Council, public comment will again be invited and
received by the City Council, after which final actions on the General Plan, the Program EIR and
CAP may be taken. The City Council’s review and hearing is tentatively planned to occur in
September 2014.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A — Draft General Plan, Chapter 9 with proposed edits

Attachment B- Planning Commission Staff Report dated July 10, 2014 (previously
distributed and incorporated by reference)

Attachment 1- Resolution No. PC 2014-34 (Revised), Recommending Certification of
the Final Program EIR (SCH 2101041078) for the General Plan Update
2- Resolution No. PC 2014-35 (Revised), Recommending adoption of the
City of Visalia Climate Action Plan (CAP)

W
1

Resolution No. PC 2014-36 (Revised), Recommending adoption of the
Draft General Plan
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RESOLUTION NO. PC 2014-34

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF VISALIA
RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL CERTIFY THE FINAL _
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 2010041078), AND ADOPT THE
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, FOR THE VISALIA
COMPREHENSIVE GENRAL PLAN UPDATE

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE # SCH # 2010041078

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission of the City of Visalia has reviewed and
considered the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the
Comprehensive General Plan Update (GPU or Project). The GPU serves as a plan
to assist the community in achieving a vision for the horizon year of 2030 and
realizing values related to land use, growth, open space, recreation and
transportation. In April 2013, the Visalia City Council, after receiving substantial
public input, accepted the Draft General Plan Update and directed the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report to analyze the impacts to the environment that may
occur through the adoption of the GPU.

WHEREAS, The FEIR also assesses impacts associated with the Visalia
Climate Action Plan (CAP), created to develop and enhance actions designed to
reduce Visalia's Greenhouse Gas emissions.

WHEREAS, The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) was released
on March 31, 2014, for 45-day review and comment period; and,

WHEREAS, Written comments were received on the Draft EIR during the 45-
day review period; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Visalia, after ten (10)
days published notice did hold a public hearing for consideration of the Final
Environmental Impact Report on July 10, 2014, and continued said hearing to a
specific date, of July 28, 2014, time 7:00pm, and location of City Council chambers at
707 W. Acequia, Visalia, California; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Visalia concluded said
public hearing on July 28, 2014; and,

WHEREAS, the Final Environmental Impact Report was released on June 30,
2014, and consists of the Draft EIR and the revisions of, and additions to the Draft
EIR, the written comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, the
written responses of the City of Visalia to public comments on the Draft EIR; errata to
the foregoing; and other information added by the City of Visalia as specified in the
record; and,



WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that, in
connection with the approval of a project for which an EIR has been prepared that
identified one or more significant effects, the decnsmn making body makes certain
findings regardlng those effects. g

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds
that the Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2010041078 was
prepared consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act and City of Visalia
Environmental Guidelines.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED , that the Planning Commission recommends
certification of Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2010041078, for the
Project, based on the following specific findings and based on the evidence
presented:

1. That a full, fair and duly noticed public hearing has been held on the Final
Environmental Impact Report, and the Planning Commission having
considered the Final EIR, including but not limited to all Draft EIR comments
and written responses, said Final Environmental Impact Report, is hereby
determined to be adequate and complete; and said Environmental Impact
Report, SCH# 2010041078, is hereby incorporated herein by reference.

2. That the Planning Commission hereby determines that the Final
Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2010041078, for the Project has been
prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the state and local environmental guidelines and reguiations; that it has
independently reviewed and analyzed the information contained therein,
including the written comments received during the EIR review period and the
oral comments received at the public hearing; and that the Final EIR
represents the independent judgment of the City of Visalia, as Lead Agency
for the project.

3. That the Planning Commission does hereby find and recognize that the Final
Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2010041078, contains additions,
clarifications, modifications and other information in its responses to
comments on the Draft EIR, and also incorporates text changes to the EIR
based on information obtained by the City since the Draft EIR was issued.
The Planning Commission does hereby find and determine that such changes
and additional information are not significant new information as that term is
defined under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
because such changes and additional information do not indicate that any
new significant environmental impacts not already evaluated would result from
the project and they do not reflect any substantial increase in the severity of
any environmental impact; no feasible mitigation measures considerably
different from those previously analyzed in the Draft EIR have been proposed
that would lessen significant environmental impacts of the project; and no



feasible altematives considerably different from those analyzed in the Draft
EIR have been proposed that would lessen the significant environmental

impacts of the project. |
|

4. That the Planning Commission does hereby make findings with respect to the
significant and unavoidable impacts and other environmental effects resulting
from the project, as identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH#
2010041978, including; that changes or alterations were made to the project
to avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as
identified in the FEIR; and, that specific economic, legal, social, technological,
or other considerations including provision of employment opportunities for
highly trained workers, make infeasible the further mitigation or selection of
the project alternatives identified in the Final Program EIR.

5. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM:

The Mitigation and Monitoring Program for the Project, which is incorporated
and adopted as part of this Resolution. The program identifies impacts of the
Project and corresponding mitigation, which are identified as General Plan
policies to be enacted by implementation of the Comprehensive General Plan
Update (GPU). In all cases, the City of Visalia is the designated responsible
party for implementation and monitoring of the mitigation measures to ensure
they are carried out as intended.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission recommends
adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations (SoOC) for the Project
contained in Attachment “A” of this Resolution. In adopting the SoOC, the Planning
Commission hereby finds that the Project has not eliminated or substantially
lessened the significant impacts resulting from Air Quality (Mobile source emissions
exceeding the significance threshold of PM 10 and PM 2.5); Transportation (Roads
that may operate at LOS D or worse but for which the City lacks jurisdiction;
Agriculture (Loss of agricultural land as a result of urban growth); Noise (resulting
from mobile sources such as trucks, and stationary sources such as manufacturing
processes are likely to increase, particularly along major roadways); Hydrology and
Flooding (Inundation in the event of the failure of the Terminus Dam at Lake
Kaweah).

Significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the Project are acceptable in
light of the environmental, economic, social and other considerations set forth in the
Final Program EIR, and in the administrative record as a whole, because the benefits
of the project outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Final
Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2008121133 as discussed in Attachment “A” of
this Resolution.

The Pianning Commission has weighed the benefits of the proposed project
discussed in Attachment “B” of this Resolution against its unavoidable impacts, and
other environmental effects identified in the Final Program Environmental Impact
Report, and hereby determines that those benefits outweigh the risks and adverse



environmental effects and further determines that those risks and environmental
effects are acceptable.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission hereby
determines that the Final Program Environmental Impact Report prepared for the
Project is adequate and complete pursuant to the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act, and so recommends its certification by the Visalia City
Council.



CEQA Findings and Facts in Support of
Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations

CEQA requires the Visalia City Council (the Council) to balance the benefits of the City of
Visalia General Plan Update {General Plan Update, or Project) against its significant and
unavoidable environmental effects in determining whether to approve the Project. Since the
EIR identifies significant impacts of the General Plan Update that cannot feasibly be
mitigated to below a level of significance, the City must state in writing its specific reasons
for approving the Project in a “statement of overriding considerations” pursuant to Sections
15043 and 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. This Statement of Overriding Considerations sets
forth the specific reasons supporting the City’s action in approving the General Plan Update,
based on the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR, which incorporates the Draft
EIR by reference) and other information in the administrative record.

In making the statement of overriding considerations, “CEQA requires the decision-making
agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits
of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining
whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the
adverse environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable’.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15093, subd. (a).)

The following sections provide findings and statements of facts supporting the findings,
describe the general Project benefits considered by decision makers in determining to
adopt the proposed General Plan Update despite its potentially significant adverse
environmental effects, and then provide conclusions.

Findings and Facts in Support of Findings

The following findings are hereby adopted by the Council pursuant to the requirements of
CEQA California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. and the Guidelines for
California Environmental Quality Act, Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15000
et seq. (CEQA Guidelines).

These Findings and Facts in Support of Findings relate to the approval of the proposed
General Plan. The Findings state the Council’s conclusions regarding the significance of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project after all feasible mitigation
measures have been adopted. These findings have been prepared to comply with the
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and are based on information in the Final
EIR and on all other relevant in formation contained in the administrative record for the
proposed General Plan Update.

CEQA requires agencies to identify mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially
lessen a project’s significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are
feasible. The mitigating policies identified in the Final EIR mitigate the potential significant
impacts of the proposed General Plan Update, to the extent feasible, as described in the
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Final EIR. All mitigating policies identified in the Final EIR (as listed in Table ES-3 of the
Draft EIR) that are within the Council’s authority to impose are hereby adopted by the
Council. Future projects must comply with CEQA, including implementation of project-
specific mitigation measures where applicable and feasible. Subsequent environmental
review for specific projects identified in the Plan may tier off the programmatic analysis or
incorporate information from this analysis by reference (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15150,
15152, and 15168).

Public Resources Code Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such
projects[.]” (Emphasis added.) The same statute states that the procedures required by
CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the
significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” (Emphasis
added.) Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or
other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures,
individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.”
(Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002.}

The mandate and principles set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21002 are
implemented, in part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before
approving projects for which EIRs are required. (See Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081,
subd. (a); CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a).)

The Final EIR examined the environmental impacts of the General Plan Update in the areas
of Land Use; Transportation; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change;
Agricultural Resources; Hydrology, Flooding, and Water Quality; Geology and Seismicity;
Biological Resources; Public Services, Facilities, and Utilities; Noise; Hazards and Hazardous
Materials; Cultural Resources; Visual Resources; Significant Irreversible Environmental
Changes; Growth-Inducing Impacts; and Cumulative Impacts.

Despite identifying mitigation for each potentially significant impact, significant and
unavoidable impacts were identified in the issue areas of Transportation, Air Quality,
Agriculture, Noise, and Hydrology, Flooding and Water Quality. In determining the
significance of the environmental effects, it is important to emphasize that in issue areas
when uncertainty surrounds impacts at a program level, the EIR analysis uses a
conservative approach to both assessment and conclusions. For instance, in noise analyses,
traffic noises were modeled without taking into account roadway curvature, railroad grade,
shielding from local topography or structures, or elevated roadways, all of which may affect
actual sound propagation. The distances reported to the 60 dB, 65 dB, and 70 dB Ldn
contours are considered to be conservative estimates of noise exposure along roadways in
the city. Due to the programimatic level of analysis in the EIR and lack of project-specific
plans, it is not possible to define the exact extent of potential impacts, so it is not possible to
ascertain with certainty whether the identified mitigating policies for these impacts will
reduce impacts to levels considered “less than significant.” Future development will be
subject to site-specific, project-level environmental analysis.

The following subsections list each significant or potentially significant environmental
impact by issue area in the order it appears in the Draft EIR, the mitigation measures



identified for each impact in the EIR, the CEQA Finding or Findings applied by the Council as
described above, and the Facts in Support of each Finding. This discussion does not attempt
to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the EIR. A full
documentation of the environmental analysis and conclusions is in the EIR and the record of
proceedings for this project (described herein), which are incorporated by reference.

Transportation

Impact 3.2-2 Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan could conflict with the
applicable Route Concept Reports for State highways, including but not
limited to level of service standards.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would allow State Route (SR) 198 to operate
an unacceptable level of service (LOS) along State Route 198 along three segments: (1)
State Route 99 to Akers Street (LOS E), (2) Akers Street to Mooney Boulevard (LOS F), and
(3) Mooney Boulevard to Lovers Lane (LOS F), due to the ultimate SR 198 design condition
being implemented by Caltrans beyond 2035, after General Plan buildout in 2030.

Mitigation Measures

Caltrans’ 2012 Transportation Concept Report for SR 198 identifies a four-lane freeway to
meet the year 2035 LOS “D” within the Planning Area, with an ultimate design (beyond
2035) being a six-lane freeway. As a six-lane freeway, SR 198 would provide acceptable LOS
on these roadway segments. However, per the current Transportation Concept Report, the
ultimate design condition for SR 198 would be implemented beyond 2035, after General
Plan buildout in 2030. The widening is feasible—the right of way will accommodate an
additional travel lane in each direction—but the timing of the improvement may need to be
reconsidered as Visalia grows under the proposed General Plan. Implementation of the
improvements to SR 198 (a Caltrans facility) is the primary responsibility of Caltrans. The
City will work with Caltrans to modify the SR 198 Transportation Concept Report to
schedule needed improvements prior to General Plan buildout (Policy T-P-27), assuming
that the forecasted growth and development in the Planning Area occurs and necessitates
the widening within the planning period. However, because Caltrans has exclusive control
over state route improvements, the City cannot guarantee that these improvements will be
completed prior to General Plan buildout. No feasible mitigation measures have been
identified that would reduce this impact.

General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact

T-P-27 Work with Caltrans to modify the State Route 198 Route Concept Report to
ensure that the facility is designated as a six-lane freeway from Downtown
Visalia east to Lovers Lane

Findings
Based upon the EIR and the entire record before the Council, the Council finds that there are
no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the LOS impacts along SR 198. Although

there are policies in the General Plan to work with Caltrans to modify the State Route 198
Route Concept Report, the Council finds the impact significant and unavoidable.



Air Quality

Impact3.3-2 Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan could violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation,

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would cause increased ROG and NOy
emissions due to construction, and increased PMzs and PM;p emissions associated with
General Plan buildout, in excess of SJVAPCD thresholds.

Mitigation Measures

The City will implement a variety of policies designed to address air quality issues,
described below. Future compliance with SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations as part of
environmental review for new master plan or specific plan areas, or for proposed
development that is not consistent with earlier EIRs covering specific plan areas will also help
to reduce air quality emissions associated with individual projects. However, total
emissions associated with development of the proposed General Plan would still exceed
SJVAPCD thresholds during construction from ROG and NOx emissions, and PMio and PM:z5
associated with buildout. No additional feasible mitigation measures are currently available
to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, the impact remains
significant and unavoidable.

General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact

The following policies from the Air Resources Element will help directly reduce area and
mobile sources in the Planning Area.

AQ-P-2 Require use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce particulate
emission as a condition of approval for all subdivisions, development plans
and grading permits, in conformance with the San Joaguin Valley Air
Pollution Control District Fugitive Dust Rule.

AQ-P-3 Support implementation of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District’s regulations on the use of wood-burning fireplaces, as well as their
regulations for the installation of EPA-certified wood heaters or approved
wood-burning appliances in new residential development and a “No Burn”
policy on days when the air quality is poor.

AQ-P-4 Support the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s “change-out”
program, which provides incentives to help homeowners replace old word-
burning fireplaces with EPA-certified non wood-burning appliances.

AQ-P-7 Be an active partner with the Air District in its “Spare the Air” program.
Encourage businesses and residents to avoid pollution-producing activities
such as the use of fireplaces and wood stoves, charcoal lighter fluid,
pesticides, aerosol products, oil-based paints, and automobiles and other
gasoline engines on days when high ozone levels are expected, and promote
low-emission vehicles and alternatives to driving.



AQ-P-8 Update the Zoning Ordinance to strictly limit the development of drive-
through facilities, only allowing them in auto-oriented areas and prohibiting
them in Downtown and East Downtown.

AQ-P-9 Continue to mitigate short-term construction impacts and long-term
stationary source impacts on air quality on a case-by-casé basis and
continue to assess air quality impacts through environmental review.
Require developers to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
reduce air pollutant emissions associated with the construction and
operation of development projects.

AQ-P-11 Continue to work in conjunction with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District and others to put in place additional Transportation Control
Measures that will reduce vehicle travel and improve air quality and to
implement Air Quality Plans.

AQ-P-12 Where feasible, replace City vehicles with those that employ low-emission
technology.
AQ-P-13 Promote and expand the trip-reduction program for City employees to

reduce air pollution and emissions of greenhouse gas.

The following policies from the Land Use Element and Parks, Schools, Community Facilities,
and Utilities Element support energy conservation, which will help reduce building energy
consumption and associated area source emissions: LU-P-38 and PSCU-P-14.

The policies described under Impact 3.3-1 in the Draft EIR from the Land Use Element,
Farks, Schools, Community Facilities, and Utilities Element, and Circulation Element would
reduce VMT and associated mobile source emissions.

Findings

The City finds that total emissions associated with development of the proposed General
Plan would stili exceed SJVAPCD thresholds for ROG, NOy, PM1o and PM3zs. The SJVAPCD has
developed and the State and EPA have reviewed and adopted a series of air quality plans for
ozone and particulate matter. The plans feature strict rules for stationary sources, and rely
on State and federal actions to reduce emissions from mobile sources. The proposed
General Plan Update would not conflict with the policies in these plans or the ability of
relevant agencies to carry them out. However, new development under the General Plan
Update is projected to result in emissions that exceed significance thresholds for certain
criteria pollutants.

The proposed General Plan Update would result in an increase in criteria pollutant
emissions primarily due to local and regional vehicle emissions and vehicle travel generated
by future population growth associated with buildout of the proposed Plan. The proposed
General Plan is being offered despite these significant impacts because the City is in need of
an updated land use plan that can thoughtfully and creatively accommodate projected
population growth, as well as provide for jobs and economic development through General
Plan buildout. Full buildout of the proposed General Plan would result in a significant,
unavoidable, and cumulatively considerable increase of criteria pollutants, which



significantly impact air quality. The City finds no additional feasible mitigation measures are
currently available to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Impact 3.3-3 Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan could result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors).

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would cause increased ROG and NOx
emissions due to construction, and increased PM:s and PMy, emissions associated with
General Plan buildout, in excess of SJVAPCD thresholds.

Mitigation Measures

The City will implement a variety of policies designed to address air quality issues,
described below. Future compliance with SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations as part of
environmental review for new master plan or specific plan areas, or for proposed
development that is not consistent with earlier EIRs covering specific plan areas will also help
to reduce air quality emissions associated with individual projects. However, total
emissions associated with development of the proposed General Plan would still exceed
SJVAPCD thresholds during construction from ROG and NOy emissions, and PMis and PM;5
associated with buildout. No additional feasible mitigation measures are currently available
to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, the impact remains
significant and unavoidable.

General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact

The following policies from the Air Resources Element will help directly reduce area and
mobile sources in the Planning Area.

AQ-P-2 Require use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce particulate
emission as a condition of approval for all subdivisions, development plans
and grading permits, in conformance with the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District Fugitive Dust Rule.

AQ-P-3 Support implementation of the San Joaguin Valley Air Pollution Control
District’s regulations on the use of wood-burning fireplaces, as well as their
regulations for the installation of EPA-certified wood heaters or approved
wood-burning appliances in new residential development and a “No Burn”
policy on days when the air quality is poor.

AQ-P-4 Support the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's “change-out”
program, which provides incentives to help homeowners replace old word-
burning fireplaces with EPA-certified non wood-burning appliances.

AQ-P-7 Be an active partner with the Air District in its “Spare the Air" program.
Encourage businesses and residents to avoid pollution-producing activities
such as the use of fireplaces and wood stoves, charcoal lighter fluid,
pesticides, aerosol products, oil-based paints, and automobiles and other



gasoline engines on days when high ozone levels are expected, and promote
low-emission vehicles and alternatives to driving.

AQ-P-8 Update the Zoning Ordinance to strictly limit the development of drive-
through facilities, only allowing them in auto-oriented areas and prohibiting
them in Downtown and East Downtown.

AQ-P-9 Continue to mitigate short-term construction impacts and long-term
stationary source impacts on air quality on a case-by-case basis and
continue to assess air quality impacts through environmental review.
Require developers to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
reduce air pollutant emissions associated with the construction and
operation of development projects.

AQ-P-11 Continue to work in conjunction with the San joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District and others to put in place additional Transportation Control
Measures that will reduce vehicle travel and improve air quality and to
implement Air Quality Plans.

AQ-P-12 Where feasible, replace City vehicles with those that employ low-emission
technology.
AQ-P-13 Promote and expand the trip-reduction program for City employees to

reduce air pollution and emissions of greenhouse gas.

The policies described above under Impact 3.3-2 from the Land Use Element, Parks, Schools,
Community Facilities, and Utilities Element, and Circulation Element would help reduce
cumulative construction and operational emissions associated with the buildout of the
proposed General Plan.

Findings

The City finds that total emissions associated with development of the proposed General
Plan would still exceed SJVAPCD thresholds for ROG, NOy, PM1o and PM_zs. The SJVAPCD has
developed and the State and EPA have reviewed and adopted a series of air quality plans for
ozone and particulate matter. The plans feature strict rules for stationary sources, and rely
on State and federal actions to reduce emissions from mobile sources. The proposed
General Plan Update would not conflict with the policies in these plans or the ability of
relevant agencies to carry them out. However, new development under the General Plan
Update is projected to result in emissions that exceed significance thresholds for certain
criteria pollutants.

The proposed General Plan Update would result in an increase in criteria pollutant
emissions primarily due to local and regional vehicle emissions and vehicle travel generated
by future population growth associated with buildout of the proposed Plan. The proposed
General Plan is being offered despite these significant impacts because the City is in need of
an updated land use plan that can thoughtfully and creatively accommodate projected
population growth, as well as provide for jobs and economic development through General
Plan buildout. Full buildout of the proposed General Plan would result in a significant,
unavoidable, and cumulatively considerable increase of criteria pollutants, which



significantly impact air quality. The City finds no additional feasible mitigation measures are
currently available to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Agriculture

Impact3.5-1 Buildout of the proposed General Plan would convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.

Buildout of the proposed General Plan Update would result in conversion of farmland,
including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as
shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.

Mitigation Measures

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce the impacts on
agricultural land conversion. The Visalia General Plan reflects a policy determination to
allow a certain amount of growth to occur in the Planning Area, which necessitates
conversion of farmland to urban uses. Development of the Visalia General Plan will result in
the loss of 14,265 acres (or 33 percent) of the existing Important Farmland within the
Planning Area to urban uses. Multipie policies are identified in the proposed General Plan to
prevent excessive agricultural land conversion, including prioritizing infill development
within the existing city limits, clear phasing of growth, compact development in new growth
areas, and the continuation of most agricultural activities in the Planning Area.

General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact
Land Use Element Policies

LU-P-14 Recognize the importance of agriculture-related business to the City and
region, and support the continuation and development of agriculture and
agriculture-related enterprises in and around Visalia by:

e Implementing growth boundaries and cooperating with the County on
agricultural preservation efforts;

¢ Accommodating agriculture-related industries in industrial districts;

» Facilitating successful farmers’ markets;

s Helping to promote locally-grown and produced agricultural goods, and
the image of Visalia and Tulare County as an agricultural region.

LU-P-19 Ensure that growth occurs in a compact and concentric fashion by
implementing the General Plan’s phased growth strategy.

The General Plan Land Use Diagram establishes three growth rings to
accommodate estimated City population for the years 2020 and 2030. The
Urban Development Boundary I (UDB I} shares its boundaries with the 2012



LU-P-21

LU-P-24

LU-P-25

city limits. The Urban Development Boundary [I (UDB I} defines the
urbanizable area within which a full range of urban services will need to be
extended in the first phase of anticipated growth with a target buildout
population of 178000. The Urban Growth Boundary {(UGB) defines full
buildout of the General Plan with a target buildout population of 210,000.
Each growth ring enables the City to expand in all four quadrants, reinforcing
a concentric growth pattern...

Allow annexation and development of residential, commercial, and
industrial land to occur within the Tier II UDB and the Tier III Urban Growth
Boundary consistent with the City’s Land Use Diagram, according to the
following phasing thresholds:

Tier Il: The expansion criteria for land in Tier II to become available for
annexation and development is that such annexation and development shall only
occur if it does not result in excess of a 10-year supply of undeveloped residential
land within the new Tier L. This is intended to be consistent with LAFCO policies
discouraging residential annexations exceeding a 10-year housing

inventory. Thus, the “inner” tier is distinguished from the GPURC-
recommended Tier I in that it is not based on projected capacity and need, but
rather on a requirement to be able to demonstrate that less than a ten year
inventory of residential land exists.

Tier III: Tier Il comprises full buildout of the General Plan. The expansion
criteria for land in Tier Il is that land would only become available for
development when building permits have been issued in Tier I and Tier II at
the following levels:

e Residential: after permits for 12,800 housing units have been issued,
resulting in a target City population in Tier [ of 178,000;

¢ Commercial: after permits for 960,000 square feet of commercial space
have been issued; and

¢ Industrial: after permits for 2,800,000 square feet of industrial space have
been issued

To complement residential neighborhood development, the City also may
allow small annexations for sites less than 30 acres in size that are contiguous
to the City limits to allow for efficient development of a neighborhood
commercial area or employment center, provided no General Plan
amendment is required and infrastructure is available or can be extended at
no cost to the City.

Periodically adjust, no less frequently than once every five years, the land
use and economic demand projections used to determine population
estimates, needed land supply and amendments to Urban Development
Boundaries.

This will be done as part of the General Plan Report

Provide planning and technical support for the relocation of agricultural
operations currently located in the City to compatible locations in the
Planning Area or the County.



LU-P-26

LU-P-27

LU-P-30

LU-p-31

LU-P-32

LU-P-33

Continue to follow the Referral Agreement with Tulare County, and work
with the County to strengthen the implementation of the Visalia General
Plan within the Visalia Urban Area Boundary.

Initiate planning for post-2030 urban land needs in the area north of St.
Johns River that is within the City’s Sphere of Influence, and other areas as
may be identified by the City Council, when residential development with
the Urban Development Boundary reaches 80 percent of capacity, or earlier,
at the initiative of the City Council.

This long-term Planning Area is outside of the Urban Growth Boundary
established for this General Plan, and a General Plan amendment adding it to
the UGB will require detailed studies of infrastructure needs, financing
options for extension pubic facilities and services, and environmental
resources and a determination by the City Council that the City’s long term
interests are best served by sensitively planned, appropriately timed
development north of the St. Johns River, that development will provide a
net fiscal benefit to the City, and that infill development opportunities within
the City have been fully realized.

Maintain greenbelts, or agricultural/open space buffer areas, between
Visalia and other communities by implementing growth boundaries and
working with Tulare County and land developers to prevent premature
urban growth north of the St. Johns River and in other sensitive locations
within the timeframe of this General Plan.

Techniques to be applied selectively at appropriate locations in consultation
with landowners with the objective of preserving agricultural lands and open
space around the City could include voluntary programs for establishing open
space and conservation easements, purchasing development rights, support
for agricultural land trusts and “land banking” and, if feasible, establishing a
program for transfer of development rights. This program will need to be
coordinated with post-2030 planning to avoid creating the potential for
“leapfrog” development. See policy LU-P-27.

Promote the preservation of permanent agricultural open space around the
City by protecting viable agricultural operations and land within the City
limits in the airport and wastewater treatment plant environs.

Land around the Airport may be developed with site-appropriate industrial
uses during the planning period, providing it conforms to the land use
compatibility requirements for the Visalia Municipal Airport environs
established by the City.

Continue to maintain a 20-acre minimum for parcel map proposals in areas
designated for Agriculture to encourage viabie agricultural operations in the
Planning Area.

Work with Tulare County to prevent urban development of agricultural land
outside of the current Urban Development Boundary and to promote the of
use agricultural preserves, where they will promote orderly development.



LU-P-44 Promote development of vacant, underdeveloped, and/or redevelopable
land within the City limits where urban services are available and adopt a
bonus/incentive program to promote and facilitate infill development in
order to reduce the need for annexation and conversion of prime
agricultural land and achieve the objectives of compact development
established in this General Plan.

Techniques to be used include designation of infill opportunity zones as part
of the implementation process and provision of incentives, such as reduced
parking and streamlined review, and residential density bonuses, and floor
area bonuses for mixed use and/or higher-density development, subject to
design criteria and findings of community benefit

Findings

Based upon the EIR and the entire record before the Council, the Council finds that there are
no feasible mitigation measures that have been identified that would reduce the impacts on
Important Farmland. The City finds a certain amount of growth to occur in the Planning

Area necessitates conversion of farmland to urban uses. The proposed General Plan Update
and Draft EIR take steps in addressing farmland conservation by:

(1) Avoid development of high quality farmland;

(2) Minimize farmland loss with more efficient development;
(3) Ensure stability of the urban edge;

(4) Minimize rural residential development;

(5) Encourage a favorable agricultural business climate.

The first objective of avoiding development of high quality farmland is addressed by a
number of proposed General Plan Policies. The proposed General Plan provides multiple
policies to avoid development of high quality farmland, including prioritizing infill
development within existing city limits, clear phasing of growth through the establishment
of three growth rings, compact development in new growth areas, and the continuation of
most agricultural activities in the Planning Area. The City recognizes the importance of
promoting compact development through sound land use planning, including planning for
the preservation of agricultural lands. Proposed General Plan Policies LU-P-14, LU-P-19, LU-
P-21, LU-P-24, LU-P-25, LU-P-26, LU-P-27, LU-P-30, LU-P-31, LU-P-32, LU-P-33, and LU-P-
44 demonstrate policies to ensure phased growth.

The second objective of minimizing farmland loss with more efficient development is
realized through the land use policies stated above and the concentric growth pattern
established under the proposed General Plan.

The third objective of stabilizing of the urban edge is exemplified by Policies LU-P-19 and
LU-P-21, which describe the sequencing of development through a phased growth strategy.
The “Saving Farmland, Growing Cities” report suggests that “areas around cities designated
for future development should not expand more than necessary to accommodate
reasonable future growth.” The tiered growth system under Policies LU-P-19 and LU-P-21
allow land to become available for annexation and development only when specific criteria
are met.



The fourth objective of minimizing rural residential development is covered by the policies
described in the third objective, designed to prevent “leapfrogging” development.

The fifth objective of encouraging a favorable agricultural business climate is addressed
directly by Policy LU-P-14, to recognize the importance of agriculture-related business to
the City and region, and cooperate with the County on agricultural preservation efforts.

In addition to the above policies promoting farmland conservation, it is important to note
that the ultimate buildout under the proposed General Plan has a reduced urban footprint
relative to the current (existing} General Plan.

A number of comments during the Draft EIR and Final EIR suggested adoption of a farmland
mitigation “in-lieu” fee program. This approach is problematic for a number of reasons:

1. “InLieu” farmland mitigation programs may result in the creation of a patchwork of
easements;

2. Payments may not cover the costs of land purchase at the price required to make
the easement a meaningful mitigation measure;

3. Conservation easements or in-lieu fees can be economically prohibitive for
development; and;

4. Conservation easements may also result in the purchase of agricultural lands not
subject to development pressures in the first place.

Each of these four limitations is described in more detail below.

The EIR explains that a program consisting of the required purchase of agricultural
easements on other land is inherently dependent upon voluntary agreements by farm
owners to sell easements over their property at an agreed price. If agricultural land is
subject to development pressures, landowners likely would oppose efforts to “target” their
area for the purchase of easements, or will only sell them at a very high cost. The most likely
result will be a patchwork of easements, which may or may not constitute enough
contiguous farmland to be economically viable and which produce a questionable
mitigation benefit.

Payments into agricultural mitigation “in-lieu” funds are generally based on rough estimates
of the cost of farmland conservation easements, without specific information about actual
costs. As with other real estate transactions, the cost of farmland conservation easements
are highly variable. Mitigation fees on a per-acre basis may not be sufficient to cover actual
costs of purchasing a set amount for off-site mitigation, raising questions regarding the
effectiveness of such a program.

Fees charged under mitigation programs may be economically prohibitive for development
in the planning area. Conservation easements can be approximately between 40 and 60
percent of the property’s value. The expense of conservation easements can render future
development economically infeasible.

Development pressure on agricultural lands within the Planning Area would result in the
vast majority of property owners selling conservation easements at higher rates. The areas



that would be most financially feasibly for the purchase of conservation easements would
likely be substantially disconnected from the Planning Area and under very little pressure
to develop. These properties would likely remain in agricultural use for the duration of the
General Plan timeframe, and purchasing conservation easements will not make the
conservation any less likely. As such, the mitigation benefit of purchasing conservation
easements on these properties would be remote and speculative. While conservation
easements may be appropriate and provide tangible benefits in other settings, the
likelihood that agricultural easements purchased on areas not subject to development
pressures would not produce mitigation that meets CEQA criteria because the mitigation
effect would be speculative, remote, and uncertain.

A conservation easement that successfully addresses these constraints is better
implemented at a countywide or other regional scale; thus the City, supports the
development of a regional conservation program, such as the one proposed in the Tulare
County General Plan. Creating a locally based agricultural conservation easement program
can have the unintended effect of encouraging conversion of agricultural lands immediately
outside of jurisdictional boundaries. The City is supportive of regional efforts to prevent
urban development of agricultural lands, specifically at the county level. Tulare County's
General Plan 2030 Update Policy contains two policies and an implementation measure
relating to agricultural lands, which are reproduced below:

AG-1.6 Conservation Easements.

The County may develop an Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP)
to help protect and preserve agricultural lands (including "Important Farmiands”),
as defined in this Element. This program may require payment of an in-lieu fee
sufficient to purchase a farmland conservation easement farmiand deed restriction,
or other farmland conservation mechanism as acondition of approval for
conversion of important agricultural land to nonagricultural use. If available, the
ACEP shall be used for replacement lands determined to be of statewide significance
(Prime or other [mportant Farmlands), or sensitiveand necessary for the
preservation of agricultural land, including land that may be part of a community
separator as part of a comprehensive program to establish community separators.
The in-lieu fee or other conservation mechanism shall recognize the importance of
land value and shall require equivalent mitigation.

AG-1.18 Farmiand Trust and Funding Sources.

The in-lieu fees collected by the County may be transferred to the Central Valley
Farmiand Trust or other qualifying entity, which will arrange the purchase of
conservation easements. The County shall encourage the Trust or other qualifying
entity to pursue avariety of funding sources fgrants, donations, taxes, or
other finds) to fund implementation of the ACEP.

Agricultural Element Implementation Measure #15.
The County shall consider the implementation of an Agricultural Conservation

Fasement Program (ACEP) to help protect and preserve agricultural lands
{including “Important Farmlands”), as defined in Policy AG-1.6



The City supports the implementation of these measures by the County, in which the City
may then participate. Such a regional program could include a fee to assist and support
agricultural uses, and would be most feasibly and strategically developed on a countywide
or other regional basis.

Therefore, the Council finds there are no feasible mitigation measures to agricultural land
conversion that would also fulfill the objectives of and implement the General Plan as
proposed. Although there are policies in the proposed General Plan to reduce this impact,
the City finds the potential conversion of agricultural land—which will affect some
agricultural activities and prime agricultural soils—is significant and unavoidable.

Impact 3.5-2 Buildout of the proposed General Plan would conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract.

Under the proposed General Plan’s policies, 511 acres of land currently under active
Williamson Act contracts would be converted to non-agricultural use, which represents 2.3
percent of the total acreage under Williamson Act contract within the Planning Area. The
new growth areas in the proposed General Plan aim to minimize impacts on Williamson Act
contracts, and 57 percent of Williamson Act lands to be converted are already in non-
renewal, so this project has no impact on these lands relative to agricultural use over the
long term.

Mitigation Measures

This General Plan reflects a policy determination to allow a certain amount of growth to
occur in the Planning Area, which necessitates conversion of farmland to urban uses. To the
greatest extent feasible, future urban growth has been allocated to areas either without
Williamson Act contracts, or to areas with contracts in non-renewal. Avoidance of
Williamson Act parcels altogether would create a non-contiguous, “patchwork”
development pattern that does not meet the Plan’s objectives of concentric, compact, and
logical growth. In addition, the City has no authority to force termination of Williamson Act
contracts on a given property. Proposed General Plan policies provide a framework for
limiting conversion of farmland to the minimum extent needed to accommodate long-term
growth, and phasing development in such a way that prevents “leap-frogging” or otherwise
reducing the viability of remaining farmland. No further mitigation, besides preventing
development, would reduce the impact to active Williamson Act parcels.

General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact

In addition to the policies listed under Impact 3.5-1, the following policy helps reduce the
impact.

0SC-P-1 Conduct an annual review of cancelled Williamson Act contracts and
development proposals on agricultural land within the Urban Area
Boundary to foresee opportunities for acquisition, dedication, easements or
other techniques to preserve agricultural open space or for groundwater
recharge.



Findings

Based upon the EIR and the entire record before the Council, the Council finds that there are
no feasible mitigation measures that have been identified that would reduce the impacts on
Williamson Act parcels, The City finds a certain amount of growth to occur in the Planning
Area necessitates conversion of farmland to urban uses. Please see Findings under Impact
3.5-1.

Impact 3.5-3 Buildout of the proposed General Plan would result in changes in the existing
environment that, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of

Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Urban development has the potential to result in conflicts with adjacent agricultural
practices, and lead to restrictions on the use of agricultural chemicals, complaints regarding
noise, dust and odors, trespassing, and vandalism. These conflicts may increase costs of
agricultural operations, and together with other factors encourage the conversion of
additional farmland to urban uses.

Mitigation Measures

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce the impacts on
agricultural land conversion. The Visalia General Plan reflects a policy determination to
allow a certain amount of growth to occur in the Planning Area, which necessitates
conversion of farmland to urban uses. Multiple policies are identified in the proposed
General Plan to prevent excessive agricultural land conversion, including prioritizing infill
development within the existing city limits, clear phasing of growth, compact development
in new growth areas, and the continuation of most agricultural activities in the Planning
Area.

General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact

In addition to Policies LU-P-14, LU-P-25, LU-P-30, LU-P-31, LU-P-32, LU-P-33, and LU-P-44
listed under Impact 3.1-1, the following policies will help to reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.

Land Use Element Policies

LU-P-34 *Adopt the County’'s Right-to-Farm ordinance to support continued
agricultural operations at appropriate locations within the City limits, with
no new provisions.

This ordinance should not limit urban development contemplated by the
General Plan.

LU-P-35 *Adopt an Urban Agriculture Ordinance, reflecting “best practices,” to
support community gardens and other activities.

This ordinance will be prepared in consultation with the Farm Bureau and
other interested organizations and individuals.



Open Space and Conservation Element Policies

0SC-P-27 To allow efficient cultivation, pest control and harvesting methods, require
buffer and transition areas between urban development and adjoining or nearby
agricultural land.

0SC-P-28 Require new development to implement measures, as appropriate, to minimize
soil erosion related to grading, site preparation, landscaping, and construction.

Findings

Based upon the FEIR and the entire record before the Council, the Council finds that there
are no feasible mitigation measures that have been identified that would reduce the impacts
on changes to the existing environiment that could result in conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use. The City finds a certain amount of growth to occur in the Planning Area
necessitates conversion of farmland to urban uses. Please see Findings under Impact 3.5-1.

Hydrology, Flooding, and Water Quality

Impact 3.6-4 Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan could expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, sea level rise, or
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow.

Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan could result in the exposure of people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as the result of a
failure of Terminus Dam.

Mitigation Measures

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce the impacts from
the potential failure of Terminus Dam. The Terminus Dam is owned and operated by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. It is therefore not feasible for the proposed General Plan
Update to completely address improvements to the Terminus Dam to the extent necessary
to eliminate risk from dam failure.

General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact

The following policies will help to reduce this impact, but not to a less than significant level.
In addition to these Visalia General Plan policies, the County of Tulare maintains the Tulare
County Hazard Mitigation Plan and a Mass Evacuation Plan for the entire county that also
serve to reduce this impact.

S-0-6 Provide comprehensive emergency response and evacuation routes for Visalia
area residents.
S-P-40 Continue to rely on the Tulare County Office of Emergency Services to maintain

inventories of available resources to be used during disasters.

S-P-41 Continne to upgrade preparedness strategies and techniques in all departments so
as to be prepared when disaster, either natural or man-made, occurs.



Findings
Based upon the EIR and the entire record before the Council, the Council finds that there are

no feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce the impacts of
flooding from a potential failure of the Terminus Dam.

Noise

Impact 3.10-3 Exposure of existing noise sensitive land uses to an increase in noise that
results in noise in excess of standards found in the existing Visalia General
Plan Noise Element.

Exposure of existing noise sensitive land uses to an increase in noise that results in noise in
excess of standards found in the existing Visalia General Plan Noise Element. There are 11
roadway segments where existing traffic noise levels are less than 65 Ldn and
implementation of the proposed plan will increase traffic noise to be in excess of 65 Ldn.
Residences or other noise-sensitive uses along these roadways would be exposed to
significant noise impacts because traffic noise would increase to a level that is in excess of
the City's 65 Ldn land use compatibility standard.

Mitigation Measures

Although implementation of Policy N-P-2 (below) would reduce this impact by reducing or
preventing significant increases in ambient noises for sensitive land uses, it would not be
feasible in all situations to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. For example,
noise attenuation measures such as sound walls and berms would be infeasible or
inappropriate in locations where sensitive land uses already exist. Factors that would
render these and other noise attenuation measures infeasible include but are not limited to
property access, cost, aesthetic considerations, and negative impacts to pedestrian and
bicycle connectivity, and impacts to driver visibility. This impact, therefore, is significant
and unavoidable.

General Plan Policy that Reduces the Impact

N-P-2 Promote the use of noise attenuation measures to improve the acoustic
environment inside residences where existing residential development is
located in a noise-impacted environment such as along an arterial street or
adjacent to a noise-producing use.

Findings

The City finds that noise resulting from vehicles and stationary operations is expected to
increase as a result of the proposed General Plan. Increases are expected to occur both
along existing roadways in developed areas and along new roadways in future growth
areas, and in the vicinity of new stationary operations, particularly industrial uses. The City
finds that additional vehicles traveling along local roadways outweighs potential impacts on
existing and future land use resulting from noise. The actual level of impact will depend on
the presence and location of existing or proposed land uses or barriers in relation to the
noise source. The City will continue to implement its Noise Ordinance. In addition, the City
will ensure that noise analysis and mitigation be conducted for individual projects (with
project-specific data) that will, if possible, mitigate potential noise impacts to a less-than-
significant level. However, given the uncertainty as to whether future noise impacts could



be adequately mitigated for all individual projects, the City finds that potential impacts
related to substantial permanent increases in ambient noise related to traffic and stationary
sources are considered significant and unavoidable.

The following sections describe the Council’s reasoning for approving the proposed General
Plan Update, despite these potentially significant unavoidable impacts.



Proposed General Plan Update Benefits

CEQA does not require lead agencies to analyze “beneficial impacts” in an EIR, Rather, EIRs
focus on potential “significant effects on the environment” defined tc be "adverse” (Public
Resources Code Section 21068). Nevertheless, decision makers may be aided by
information about project benefits. These benefits can be cited, if necessary, in a statement
of overriding considerations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). The Council’s decision to
adopt the proposed General Plan Update rather than any of the alternatives is based on
considering the balance of these benefits of the proposed Project against its identified
unavoidable environmental impacts.

Each benefit of the proposed Project, as stated below, is determined to be a basis for
overriding all unavoidable adverse environmental impact identified above. The Council has
independently verified the key initiatives reflected in the proposed General Plan Update,
stated below to justify the Statement of Overriding Consideration.

e Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update will ensure orderly and
balanced growth, by emphasizing concentric development and infill opportunities to
strengthen Downtown, revitalize existing commercial centers and corridors, and fill
in gaps in the city fabric, balanced by moderate cutward expansion and protection
of agricultural lands.

* Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update will support and enhance a
high quality of life by building on Visalia's small-town feel and ensuring that each
neighborhood is a complete, walkable area with a full range of housing types, a
discernable center, and a unique sense of place. At a citywide scale, this unique
sense of place is preserved by keeping Downtown vital and accentuating the city’s
natural creek system.

e Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update will create and enhance
mobility and connectivity, by improving connectivity at the neighborhood, city, and
regional scales; by improving key corridors; completing missing links in the
roadway network; and ensuring that new neighborhoods accommeodate and connect
to the City’s existing street grid. Consistent with new State requirements, the
proposed General Plan will create “complete streets” amenable to walking, biking,
and transit use, anticipating robust transit service within the City and beyond.

s Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update will provide broad economic
opportunities and a diverse economic base by supporting Visalia's economic vitality,
including higher-intensity development Downtown, the creation of a new urban
district in East Downtown, the revitalization of the Mooney Boulevard corridor, the
facilitation of expanded medical and educational facilities, and attractive locations
for new and expanding businesses.

e Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update will support a forward-
looking retail strategy, by providing for new neighborhood commercial uses
throughout the City and regional retail development along South Mooney Boulevard
to be staged over time in order to support the City’s existing regional base.

¢ Implementation of the propesed General Plan Update will maintain and strengthen
Visalia's identity as a free-standing City, by working with the County and the
community to maintain a physical separation between Visalia and neighboring



communities and limiting the timing and amount of conversion of farmland to urban
uses through a tiered growth management system.

¢ Implementation of the proposed General Plan update will continue to place Visalia
as a leader in land conservation, green building, recycling, and stewardship, by
promoting waste collection, recycling, development patterns that foster non-
automobile travel, clean air and water, as well as reuse of older buildings.

These key goals and initiatives were developed through an extensive public outreach
process that accompanied the General Plan Update, which engaged stakeholders, decision-
makers, the General Plan Update Review Committee, and members of the general public in
discussion and debate over priorities for Visalia's future. Members of the public as well as
elected officials were consulted and engaged at each key decision point in the update
process, ensuring that the proposed General Plan reflects the community’s priorities to the
greatest extent possible. During this public process, the Council examined alternatives to
the proposed General Plan Update, none of which meet the stated project objectives to the
same extent as the proposed Project.

Overriding Considerations Conclusions

The Council finds that the proposed General Plan Update has been carefully reviewed and
that mitigating policies have been included in the Final EIR to be certified by the Council.
Nonetheless, the proposed General Plan Update may have certain environmental effects that
cannot be avoided or substantially lessened. As to these significant environmental effects
that are not avoided or substantially lessened to a point less than significant, the Council
finds that specific fiscal, economic, social, technological, or other considerations make
additional mitigation of those impacts infeasible, in that all feasible mitigation measures
have been incorporated into the proposed General Plan.

The Council has carefully considered all of the environmental impacts that have not been
mitigated to a less than significant level, as listed above. The Council has also carefully
considered the fiscal, economic, social, and environmental benefits of the proposed General
Plan Update, as listed above, and compared these with the benefits and impacts of the
alternatives, which were evaluated in the Final EIR. The Council has balanced the fiscal,
economic, social, and environmental benefits of the proposed Plan against its unavoidable
and unmitigated adverse environmental impacts and, based upon substantial evidence in
the record, has determined that the benefits of the proposed General Plan Update outweigh,
and therefore override, the remaining adverse environmental effects. Such benefits provide
the substantive and legal basis for this Statement of Overriding Considerations.

In approving the proposed General Plan Update, the Council makes the following Statement
of Overriding Considerations pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 in support of its findings on the Final EIR:

The Council has considered the information contained in the Final EIR and has fully
reviewed and considered all of the public testimony, documentation, exhibits,
reports, and presentations included in the record of these proceedings. The Council
specifically finds and determines that this Statement of Overriding Considerations is
based upon and supported by substantial evidence in the record.



The Council has carefully weighed the benefits of the proposed General Plan Update
against any adverse impacts identified in the Final EIR that could not be feasibly
mitigated to a level of insignificance, which are enumerated below. While the
Council has required all feasible mitigation measures, such impacts remain
significant for purposes of adopting this Statement of Overriding Considerations:

Impact 3.2-2 (Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan

could conflict with the applicable Route Concept reports for State

highways, including but not limited to level of service standards.)

Finding: Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and
jurisdiction of another public agency (Caltrans) and not the agency making the
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency. This finding is made pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15091(a}(2).

Impact 3.3-2 (Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan
could violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation.)

Impact 3.3-3 (Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan
could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors.)

Impact 3.5-1 (Buildout of the proposed General Plan would convert
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to
non-agriculture use.)

Impact 3.5-2 (Buildout of the proposed General Plan would conflict with
existing zoning for agriculture use, or a Williamson Act contract.)

Impact 3.5-3 (Buildout of the proposed General Plan would result in
changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use.)

Impact 3.6-4 (Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan
could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam, sea level rise, or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.)

Impact 3.10-3 (Exposure of existing noise sensitive land uses to an
increase in noise that results in noise in excess of standards found in the
existing Visalia General Plan Noise Element.)

Findings: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15091(a)(3), specific economic,
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. These
specific considerations have been analyzed in the context of the proposed



Visalia General Plan and the project alternatives. Based on the evidence in the
record, the Planning Commission finds as follows:

» The proposed Visalia General Plan is critical in achieving the City’s
economic development and job creation goals by fostering a positive and
predictable climate for public and private investment, providing a supply
of land that is appropriately located and designated for urban uses that
are essential for a sustainable quality of life for the City’s current
population and that of its future buildout population.

* The proposed Visalia General Plan promotes social equity by ensuring
adequate housing for all income, age, and lifestyle preferences; providing
open government that values public participation; promoting local
goods, services, and diverse cultures; promoting community health
through a safe, multi-modal transportation system, along with accessible
parks and open space areas, and public services arrayed throughout the
Planning Area accessible to all members of the community.

e Implementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan will serve as the
foundation in making land use decisions based on goals and policies
related to land use, transportation routes and modes, population growth
and distribution, development, open space, resource preservation and
utilization, air and water quality, noise impacts, safety, provision of
public services and infrastructure, economic development, and other
associated physical and social factors in a holistic and integral manner as
to be mutually supportive and internally consistent.

s Impiementation of the proposed Visalia General Plan will comply with
State requirements and, more importantly, will provide the City, its
residents, land owners and businesses, staff and policy makers and all
stakeholders with a comprehensive, long-range policy reference for
future development.

e The City finds that this level of comprehensive planning is desirable and
that it provides a more environmentally sustainable vision and
development plan than the previously adopted General Plan Elements
for which this proposed Visalia General Plan would supersede, and that
it is more capable of achieving the City’s community goals and
sustainable population buildout expectations.

This Statement of Overriding Considerations applies specifically to those impacts
found to be significant and unavoidable as set forth in the Final EIR and the record
of these proceedings. In addition, this Statement of Overriding Considerations
applies to those impacts that have been substantially lessened but not necessarily
lessened to a level of insignificance.

Based upon the goals and objectives identified in the proposed General Plan Update
and the Final EIR, following extensive public participation and testimony, and
notwithstanding the impacts that are identified in the Final EIR as being significant
and potentially significant and which arguably may not be avoided, lessened, or
mitigated to a level of insignificance, the Council, acting pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21081 and Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
hereby determines that specific economic, legal, social, environmental,
technological, and other benefits and overriding considerations of the proposed



General Plan Update sufficiently outweigh any remaining unavoidable, adverse
environmental impacts of the proposed General Plan Update and that the proposed
General Plan Update should be approved.

Based on the foregoing and pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081 and State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Council further determines that the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects of the proposed General Plan Update are acceptable, and that
there are overriding considerations that support the Council’s approval of the proposed
General Plan Update, as stated in the above sections.

The Council believes that it is prudent to select the proposed General Plan Update over the
alternatives because it provides dramatic improvements over the continuation of the
existing General Plan, and most closely embodies the project objectives. In making this
determination, the Council incorporates by reference all of the supporting evidence cited
within the Draft and Final EIR, and in the administrative record.



RESOLUTION NO. PC 2014-35

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF VISALIA
RECOMMENDING THA:T THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT THE CITY OF VISALIA
CLIMATE ACTION PLAN (CAP)

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission of the City of Visalia on July 10, 2014,
conducted a duly noticed public hearing to consider Final Program Environmental
Impact Report

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Visalia, after ten (10)
days published notice did hold a public hearing on July 10, 2014, for consideration of
the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (SCH2010041078) and the Climate
Action Plan (CAP) for the City of Visalia; and, and continued said hearing to a specific
date, of July 28, 2014, time 7:00pm, and location of City Council chambers at 707 W.
Acequia, Visalia, California; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Visalia concluded said
public hearing on July 28, 2014; and,

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission of the City of Visalia has reviewed and
considered the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
(SCH2010041078) prepared for the Climate Action Plan (CAP), and has determined
the FEIR adequately addresses the potential environmental impacts resulting from
implementation of the CAP; and,

WHEREAS, The CAP serves as a plan to assist with enhancing and
developing actions designed to reduce the City’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
to comply with all applicable State, Regional, and City standards as contained in the
CAP document, and is hereby incorporated by reference.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds
that the Final Environmental impact Report, SCH# 2010041078 was prepared
consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act and City of Visalia
Environmental Guidelines.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends
certification of Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2010041078, for the CAP
based on the findings contained in Resolution No. 2014-34, recommending
certification of FEIR (SCH2010041078), and incorporated herein by reference.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends
adoption of the CAP because it establishes strategies and actions for achieving
reductions in GHG emissions, consistent with all State, Regional, and City policies
and performance standards, including the current and draft Comprehensive General

Plan.



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-36

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF VISALIA
RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ADQ?T THE CITY OF VISALIA|
DRAFT GENERAL PLAN !

WHEREAS, The City of Visalia (“City”) initiated a comprehensive update of its
General Plan; and,

WHEREAS, The City of Visalia conducted an extensive public outreach effort
in association with the General Plan update effort, wherein community members
participated through community workshops, town-hall meetings, and other methods
to share ideas and visions which led to the overall themes of the General Plan and
the selection of a favored growth concept plan from which the General Plan Land Use
Diagram was derived; and,

WHEREAS, The Draft General Plan for the City of Visalia was first circulated
in March 2014; and,

WHEREAS, The Draft General Plan, upon adoption, will serve as the City of
Visalia's General Plan which is required for each city and county in the State of
California in accordance with Government Code Section 65300. The Elements of the
Draft General Plan consist of Land Use, Circulation, Open Space, Conservation,
Noise, Safety, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gasses (GHG), and Housing (previously
adopted). The Draft General Plan is composed of objectives, policies, a land use
diagram, and other graphic figures and maps to guide future development of the City
of Visalia through the year 2030; and,

WHEREAS, An Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2010041078) has been
prepared for the Draft General Plan pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), CEQA Guidelines, and the City’s environmental guidelines; and,

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission of the City of Visalia, after ten (10)
days published notice did hold a public hearing for consideration of the Draft General
Plan for the City of Visalia on July 10, 2014, and continued said hearing to a specific
date, of July 28, 2014, time 7:00pm, and location of City Council chambers at 707 W.
Acequia, Visalia, California; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Visalia concluded said
public hearing on July 28, 2014; and,

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission of the City of Visalia has reviewed and
considered for approval the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (SCH
#2010041078), prepared for the Draft General Plan, and has determined the FEIR
adequately addresses the potential environmental impacts resulting from
implementation of the Draft General Plan; and,



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Draft
General Plan, its policies, and land use diagram, including the “Revisions to the Draft
General Plan” included as Appendix A of the FEIR and “Revisions to the Visalia
General Plan” included as Exhibit “B” of this Resolution (No. 2014-36) that will be
integrated into the Draft General:Plan; and,

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission of the City of Visalia, after conducting
said public hearing, has considered all comments received on the Draft General Plan

and the FEIR; and,

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission of the City of Visalia has determined
that the proposed Draft General Plan will contribute to the orderly and planned growth
of the community as indicated under the individual text and map of the Draft General
Plan herein incorporated by reference.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds
that the Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH #2010041078 was prepared
consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act and City of Visalia
Environmental Guidelines.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends
certification of Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2010041078, for the Draft
General Plan based on the findings contained in Resolution No. 2014-34,
recommending certification of FEIR (SCH #2010041078), and incorporated herein by

reference.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends
that the City Council adopt the Draft General Plan, including “Revisions to the Draft
General Plan” included as Appendix A of the FEIR hereto attached as Exhibit “A” of

Resolution No. 2014-36.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends
that the City Council adopt the Draft General Plan, incorporating:
= the revisions to the Visalia General Plan hereto attached as Exhibit “B” of
Resolution No. 2014-36; and
» the revisions to Chapter 9: Implementation of the General Plan included as
Exhibit “A” of the Memo to Planning Commission dated July 28, 2014.



Visalia General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Appendix A: Revisions to the Draft General
Plan

This appendix indudes revisions to the Draft General Plan drafted in response to the comments
received on the Draft EIR.

A new policy AQ-P-12, was added to page 7-10:

AQ-P-12 Support the implementation of Voluntary FErmissions Reduction
Agreements (VERA) with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District (the District) for individual development projects that may
exceed District significance thresholds.

A VERA is a voluntary wmitigation measure where a project proponent
provides pound-for-pound witigation of emissions increases through a
process that develops, funds, and implements emissions reduction projects,
with the District serving a role of administrator of emissions reductions
progranss and verifier of successful miltigation effort. To implement a
VERA, the project proponent and the District enter into a contractual
agreement in which the project proponent agrees to mitigate project specific
emissions by providing funds for the District’s Strategies and Incerttives
Program. These funds are disbursed in the form of grants for projects that
achieve emission reductions.

Policies AQ-P-12 to AQ-P-16 on page 7-15 were renurmbered to AQ-P-13 to AQ-P-17.

Pg. 2-22 (“‘Reserve’’ definition added)
Reserve. The Reserve designation applies to lands that are outside of the Urban Growth Boundary

(UGB) for which future planned development may be appropriate under criteria as stated in IU-
P-26. Use of lands in the Reserve designation is anticipated to remain in agriculture.

Pg. 2-31

LU-P-26 Continue to follow the Referral Agreement with ‘Tulare County, and
work with the County to strengthen the implementation of the Visalia

[ EsoLeTioN # 201%-3¢
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Appendix A Revisions te the Draft General Plan

Pg. 6-3
OSC-P-1 Conduct an annual review of cancelled Williamson Act contracts and
development proposals on agricultural land within the Brban-Planning
Area Boundary to foresee opportunities for acquisition, dedications,
easements or other techniques to preserve agricultural open space or for
groundwater recharge.

Figure 2-2: Land Use Diagram
[A shading error in the Doe industrial property was corrected, see attached]

Table 5-5: Schools and Enrollment, Visalia Unified School District

{Table 5-4 now includes updated (2013) school enrollment data, as described in Response B2-18, see
attached]

A2



LEVTIATE NY I IVHANGD STVSIA 8L-T

L. L0102 *Aunar 2Jgin).
| 'ETOT "ellEsIA Jo K31 tsaunog

i
TR |

e e e ‘ETOT 'RJIEUH % 1edg Fnﬂm

SaBe 09T

\ “[eluEprsSY Aisu
|| w0 5 seqs joms uouano.wm
Joyj uojieuB)ssp 95h puel
TRejapO] auL “az|s pue uofeo]
Joj ajeLuprobdde aie seqs
_ 190425 24n3ry Joy sUopeut|sap
{RUG AU/ AN 330N

I |ocyas ybIH SH

f Tilite )] 3] |ooUos B1ppid  SW

it g “ [0oPs Alsjusiugy S§3
1k, W AD —-—

ey Bujuveld

D, ARSI

; 5 Mmrruf_—.c._..!..;:: ..rm

£ Jo1L luepunog
LIMOIE) VRGN wane

Z JouL Aepuncg
juswidofanaq UMM suns

T 4311 Alepunog
JUSWAO[EABO UGN s

ABMUIAID PIsodild

1841 UslBAISSLOD 0000
sjeued/snontasay [
BALBSEY D
UdpeAJasuD) .
uopeaLzeY/ped [T
reuonmpsuEAgnd [N
JiBd YumEssay ssaujsng _H_
femssnpur [
Risnpur BN [ |
wwo [
polotequbian o0
[BIz4aWIWEY) SlARS _.\.:.U
lejaIawLaD jeuo)Bay I_
S PAXY UMOIUMOQ .
7 asp pexIW [epMeLILIoD .
lssq o L]

e RS

g : LRTPN R 2T 1 | T [euBspsay
i I Apsusg Mo

LI mux
Asusq mo _U

% san)map6y [

L

Tt

o 11 Ll o T TR BAY L7 o e e = ke e S

|
A

weibeiq asn puey :g-z aanbiy



LS V10¢ HIHVIA

EL10Z ‘epeyg » nedg
10T I2ISIT [OOUDS PAYIUN BIILSIA [saIn0S

‘ealy
Bujuueld 2Y3 3pISIN0 W04 SJUSPHIS MEIP OS(E S|0OLIs NS (£)
“ealy Bujuue|d apisine sjeoyss 1e spuapms Bujpniu; o (2)

..... reaury Bujuue)q spisino paesol jooyas (L)

(443 eINFWTICHNT 3001
Io.cm 5]0025 APUnuIwo) 1IN0
90¢ (TL-2) e1IS B
91l {z1-6) doyg Ausiamun

sweiboid funo) aseny

VIHY ONINNY1d
£0%'LZ NIHLIM LNJATT108NT QsnA

uswjoIug £107 jooyss

STLLINLN ANV “S31

HOWE A LINAAINGD ‘STO0HDS 'S ¥dvd

996°]
8s¢
SLL
LSE
LEl
8€S
143
0L

89

o8

1E8°L
9907
£65'L
829'L
S68°

LY
Ll
90°1
LLT'L
LE6

Jusifjoiuz £i07

SWVYD0Ud T¥I334S TvioLans
(TI-6) By10

(8-£) 5oyi0

{9-3} Bp0

12jua) "p3 [edluYay Eljes|A
Apmg 'puj 13piey) eijesIA
elenbas

puag Jany

(8-)) \ooyas 3wloy Jaiey)
{Z1-9) aAneuR)y Jaueyd
[eoyas Ynpy

sjooyds suondg [euonenpa
HSIH Tv10L4ns
poompay

faunym

153pp uep|oD

sjuewelq |3

{z1-6) sjooyds yhiiy
J1adIN YLoLaNnS

yeq As||ep

ehof e

533y U3aUD

oiapesiag

(a-) sto0ws aippn
jooyas

vlo'si
045
[443
109

SL9
858

vls
19
985
S/9
[47
089
Sz9
L9
LLs
LES
69
abs
649
L85
vet
609
829
989

144
6eL

wewijouT £108

AYVININTTA TvL01ansS
Us|9 MO||IM
uoibupyseps

wn|g eAsp

ypuey vouueys

sjeq |efoy

weyjuld

3A0I0 3RO

M3\ UlelUNOpY

Bury |essuiy
Zapueusdy o (anuep
pooMmur

Boyuea|

Aapny

uolsnoH

puejybiy

\uayson

¥B0 uspron

$)a1) Ino4

M3jAl[eq

921D moq|3
LETT N T

PoOMISAI)

§334) POOMUONI0)
Jafuoy

[IBYPUN Y 31Uy
(9-)) sjooyps Arejuawaly
h N joois

11asIQ |00YdS PalyIuN BIES)/\ “JUAWY|OIU PUe S|O0YaS -G Bjqel



EXHIBIT “B” — REVISIONS TO THE VISALIA GENERAL PLAN
RECOMMENDED BY THE VISALIA PLANNING COMMISSION

Chapter 2: Land Use

Page 2-18 (Figure 2-2)

Revise Note in margin to read “Public/Institutional designations for future school
sites and Parks/Recreation designations for future park sites are approximate for
location and size. The default land use designation for proposed school and park
sites is Low Density Residential.”

Revise Land Use Diagram to replace Public/Institutional designation with Low
Density Residential designation and to mark High School map symbol in
southeast portlon of Clty as shown
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Revise Land Use Diagram to mark High School map symbol in northwest portion
of City as shown:
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» Revise Land Use Diagram to replace Low and Medium Density Residential
designation with Office Designation in southeast portion of City in area shown:
e 18 s = b 4 * a _‘_h Ea]
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Page 2-29

LU-P-21 Allow annexation and development of residential, commercial, and industrial
land to occur within the Urban Development Boundary (Tier 1) and the Urban Growth
Boundary (Tier III) consistent with the City’s Land Use Diagram, according to the
following phasing thresholds:

* “Tier IT”: Tier II supports a target buildout population of approximately 178,000. The

expansion criteria _for land in Tier II is that land would only become available for
development when building permits have been issued in Tier 1 at the following levels,
starting from April 1, 2010

Residential: after permits for 7,500 housing units have been issued; and
Commercial: after permits for 560,000 square feet of commercial space have been issued

* “Tier III”: Tier III comprises full buildout of the General Plan. The expansion criteria
for land in Tier III is that land would only become available for development when



building permits have been issued in Tier I and Tier II at the following levels, starting
from April 1, 2010:

Residential: after permits for 12,800 housing units have been issuddrfeéulﬁftg—iﬂ—a-tafget
o lation in Tierd o£178.000;

Commercial: after permits for 960,000 square feet of commercial space have been issued;
and

Industrial: after permits for 2,800,000 square feet of industrial space have been issued

To complement residential neighborhood development, the City also may allow small
annexations for sites less than 30 acres in size that are contiguous to the City limits to
allow for efficient development of a neighborhood, commercial area or employment
center, provided no General Plan amendment is required and infrastructure is available
or can be extended at no cost to the City.

Page 2-31

LU-P-26 Continue to follow the Referral-Agreesrent Memorandum of Understanding
with Tulare County, and work with the County to strengthen the implementation of the

Visalia General Plan-withinthe Misalia Urban-Area Boundary,

LU-P-27 Initiate planning for post-2030 urban land needs in the area north of St. Johns
River that is within the City’s Sphere of Influence, and other areas as may be identified

by the City Council, when residential development with the- UrbanDevelopment
Beundary Urban Growth Boundary Tier 3 reaches 80 percent of capacity, or earlier, at
the initiative of the City Council.

This long-term Planning Area is outside of the Urban Growth Boundary Tier 3 (UGB)
established for this General Plan, and a General Plan amendment adding it to the UGB
will require detailed studies of infrastructure needs, financing options for extension pubic
facilities and services, and environmental resources and a determination by the City
Council that the City’s long term interests are best served by sensitively planned,
appropriately timed development north of the St. Johns River, that development will
provide a net fiscal benefit to the City, and that infill development opportunities within
the City have been filly realized.

Page 2-32

LU-P-28 Continue to use natural and man-made edges, such as major roadways and
waterways within the City’s Urban Area-Growth Boundary, as urban development limit
and growth phasing lines.

Chapter 9: Implementation - refer to Attachment A of Memo to Planning
Commission dated July 28, 2014



