


Inter Office Memo

DATE: May 15, 2019
TO: Fresno County Board of Supervisors :
FROM: Steven E. White, Director

Department of Public Works and Pz
SUBJECT: Advance Agenda Material for the 2018 Genera
PURPOSE:
The material included in the attached compact disk (CD) contains the 2018 General Plan
Annual Progress Report (APR) on implementation of the General Plan for the 2018
calendar year. The material is being distributed to your Board to provide additional time for

review prior to consideration of the APR at your regularly-scheduled June 4, 2019 Board
Meeting.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

California State law requires each city and county to adopt a General Plan “for the
physical development of the county or the city, and any land outside its boundaries which
in the planning agency’s judgement bears relation to its planning”. As the basis for local
government decision making, General P lans include goals and policies by which
projects are analyzed against, and actions are taken consistent with the overall vision for
the city or the county.

State law, Government Code Section 65400, requires the County to submit an APR on the
status of implementation of the General Plan, including the Housing Element, to the
jurisdiction’s legislative body. For the County of Fresno, upon its acceptance by your
Board, the APR will be forwarded to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) and the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).
The APR is due to State agencies by April 1t of each year, with a 60-day grace period.

DISCUSSION:
The purpose of the APR is to inform the Board of Supervisors on the status of the County’s
implementation of its General Plan, as well as reporting on other planning activities that
occurred during the previous calendar year. State law requires generalized annual
reporting on General Plan implementation, with specific reporting requirements for the
Housing Element. HCD worked on revising the prescribed forms in 2018 and the new
forms were provided to local governments on January 17, 2019.
The 2018 APR addresses the following topics:

e Status of the General Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance Update project; and

e Description of major planning activities; and
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¢ Information on various types of development applications that were received and
processed; and

¢ Description of the General Plan Amendments that were received and processed,
and

¢ Description of Zone Code Text Amendments and Zone changes that were received
and processed; and

¢ Status of Implementation Programs of each General Plan Element; and

e Report on residential permit activities for populations with different income levels,
housing rehabilitation, the status of the County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation
for the Fifth-Cycle Housing Element update, and an evaluation of the Housing
Element Programs.

The 2018 APR contains two appendices. Appendix A is a matrix showing the status of all
Implementation Programs for all Elements of the General Plan, except the Housing
Element, and Appendix B is a report on implementation of the Housing Element prepared
according to the format and the forms prescribed by HCD.

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING AND ACTION:

On April 11, 2019, the 2018 APR was presented to the Planning Commission at a public
hearing. Staff presented a summary of the APR noting the purpose of the report, major
planning activities that occurred in 2018, and various development applications received and
processed during the 2018 calendar year. The Planning Commission, with a unanimous vote of
8-0 (one Commissioner absent) recommended that your Board consider the Planning
Commission’s recommendations when the item is before your Board for consideration. The
Planning Commission’s recommendations are included in the Planning Commission’s action
summary, which is included in the attached CD.

The 2018 APR is posted on the County’s website at the following link:

https://www.co.fresno.ca.us’home/showdocument?id=34199

If you have questions regarding these materials, please contact Mohammad Khorsand by
phone at 04277, or by email at mkhorsand@fresnocountyca.gov.

Attachment;

CD containing the 2018 APR and appendices

SEW:cwm:ksn
G:\4360Devs&PIN\PLANNING\General Plan\Annual Reports\2018\Board\Advanced Agenda Item\Advance Agenda Memo for
2018 APR (Revised).doc



ATTACHMENT A

Inter Office Memo

ATTENTION: FOR FINAL ACTION OR
MODIFICATION TO OR ADDITION OF
CONDITIONS, SEE FINAL BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS’ ACTION SUMMARY

MINUTES.
DATE: April 11, 2019
TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Planning Commission
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 12772 - GENERAL PLAN ANNUAL

PROGRESS REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FRESNO
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN FOR THE CALENDAR YEAR 2018

APPLICANT: County of Fresno
STAFF CONTACT: Mohammad Khorsand, Senior Planner

REQUEST: That the Board of Supervisors adopt the Resolution
accepting the Annual Progress Report (APR) for the
Fresno County General Plan for the 2018 calendar year
and authorize the submittal of the APR to the Governor’'s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and the California
Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD).

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:

On April 11, 2019, the Planning Commission, as part of its regular agenda, received the Staff
Report and testimony on the General Plan Annual Progress Report (APR) covering the 2018
calendar year (summarized in Exhibit A). At the conclusion of the public hearing, a motion was
made by Commissioner Abrahamian and seconded by Commissioner Lawson to recommend
that the Board of Supervisors consider Planning Commission recommendations for future
APRs, and direct the Secretary to prepare a Resolution documenting the Commission’s action.



RESOLUTION NO. 12772

This motion passed on the following vote:

VOTING: Yes: Commissioners Abrahamian, Lawson, Burgess, Chatha, Delahay,
Ede, Eubanks and Vallis

No: None
Absent: Commissioner Hill
Abstain: None

STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR
Department of Public Works and Planning
Secretary-Fresno County Planning Commission

Y/

By: v‘f W//
U William M. Kettler, Manager
Development Services and Capital Projects Division

DC:mk:ksn
G:\4360Devs&PIN\PLANNING\General Plan\Annual Reports\2018\Board\2018 APR PC Action Summary Version 4-22-19.docx
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RESOLUTION NO. 12772

EXHIBIT A

Fresno County General Plan Annual Progress Report (APR) on Implementation
of the Fresno County General Plan for the 2018 Calendar Year

Staff: Staff presented a summary of the APR noting the purpose of the report, major
planning activities that occurred in 2018 and various development applications
that were received and processed during 2018.

Staff noted that two appendices are attached to the APR, with one appendix
providing the status of implementing all programs of all elements of the General
Plan, and the other a report on implementation of the Housing Element prepared
per State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
requirements.

Staff also noted the following:

The report for the Housing Element for the 2018 calendar year must be on new
forms prescribed by HCD, which were released on January 17, 2019.

The new forms required additional data/information, which resulted in a
significant amount of staff time to prepare.

Planning Commission recommended that the Board consider the following when considering the

2018 APR:

Others:

Correspondence:

DC:mk:ksn

The Economic Development Corporation (EDC) should provide a
comprehensive report on their annual progress promoting economic
development in the County such as training programs to individuals to

enable them to secure employment, etc.

The EDC should showcase any award given to the agency for their
accomplishments.

The Economic Development Action Team (EDAT) related to Economic
Development Program ED-A.B (The County shall create, support, and staff an
Action Team to coordinate countywide economic development) that was
approved by the Board in September 2016 should include an individual who is
not affiliated with government.

Fresno County accomplishments should be identified in an attachment.
Resources should be provided to the unit that prepares the APR to allow
personal contact with all County departments and other agencies that are
under contract with the County, to gather information for the APR.

One member of the public mentioned a critique of the 2017 APR that he
had prepared on behalf of the League of Women Voters, which was
distributed to the Commission prior to the hearing. He also distributed a
letter addressed to the Commission regarding Commission’s action and
certain Economic Development Programs.

See under “Others”.

G:\4360Devs&PIN\PLANNING\General Plan\Annual Reports\2018\Board\2018 APR PC Action Summary Version 5-1-19.docx
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ATTACHMENT B

County of Fresno

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING
STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR

Planning Commission Staff Report
Agenda Iltem No. 5
April 11, 2019

SUBJECT: 2018 GENERAL PLAN ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT

STAFF CONTACT: Derek Chambers, Planner
(559) 600-4230

Anthony Lee, Planner
(559) 600-4230

Mohammad Khorsand, Senior Planner
(559) 600-4230

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive staff’s report on Fresno County’s Annual Progress Report (APR) for the 2018 calendar
year.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

The General Plan Annual Progress Report is not a project under the California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA). It is the type of activity that is Categorically Exempt, Class 6 (Information
Collection) based on Section 15306 of the CEQA Guidelines.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

California state law requires each city and county to adopt a general plan “for the physical
development of the county or the city, and any land outside its boundaries which in the
planning agency’s judgement bears relation to its planning”. As the basis for local
government decision making, general plans include goals and policies by which projects
are analyzed against and actions are taken consistent with the overall vision for the city or the
county.

The General Plan must include seven mandated elements as required by State law (Land Use,
Circulation, Housing, Noise, Safety, Conservation, and Open Space). Legislation passed in
2016, Senate Bill 1000, requires cities and counties that have disadvantaged communities upon
the adoption or next revision of two or more general plan elements concurrently on or after
January 1, 2018, to include Environmental Justice (EJ) goals and policies in their General
Plans, either as a separate element or by integrating related goals, policies, and programs
throughout other elements of the general plan.

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES AND CAPITAL PROJECTS DIVISION
2220 Tulare Street, Sixth Floor / Fresno, California 93721 / Phone (559) 600-4497 / 600-4022 / 600-4540 / FAX 600-4200
The County of Fresno is an Equal Employment Opportunity Employer



Additional elements of special and unique concern to a local government, including Economic
Development and Air Quality may be included as optional elements.

Implementation of the General Plan is the responsibility of various departments in the County as
well as certain agencies that are not part of the County’s structure but are under contract to
provide services to the County.

State law, Government Code Section 65400, requires that the County submit an APR on the
status of implementation of its General Plan, including the Housing Element, to the Board of
Supervisors. Upon its acceptance by the Board, the APR will be forwarded to the California
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD). The APR which is attached to this staff report (Attachment 1)
contains a report on the status of the County’s General Plan, including the Housing Element.
The preparation of the APR meets County General Plan Policy LU-H.12, which requires
annual review of the General Plan.

The purpose of the APR is to inform the Board of Supervisors of the status of implementing the
County’s General Plan, as well as presenting other planning activities that occurred during the
previous calendar year. State law requires generalized annual reporting on General Plan
implementation, with specific reporting requirements on the Housing Element. The California
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has been working on revising the
prescribed forms in 2018. The revised forms were provided to local governments on January 17,
2019, and required a significant amount of additional information resulting in additional staff time
commitments for local governments to prepare the Housing Element portion of the APR.

As was noted above, there is no standardized form, format or required content for the General
Plan APR. However, the Housing Element portion of the APR must be prepared on new forms
prescribed by HCD.

The 2018 APR meets the requirement of Government Code Section 65400 regarding
reasonable and practical means for implementing the General Plan or elements of the General
Plan so that it will serve as an effective guide for orderly growth and development. Similarly, the
Housing Element part the APR provides the status of the plan and progress in its
implementation as well as the progress in meeting the County’s share of the Fifth-Cycle
Regional Housing Needs. The Housing Element report is included in this APR as Appendix B.
As was mentioned above, prior to submittal of the APR to the State, it must be presented to
the Board of Supervisors for review and acceptance. Staff is presenting this APR to the
Planning Commission prior to presenting it to the Board.
The 2018 APR addresses the following topics:

e Status of the General Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance Update project;

e A description of major planning activities;

¢ Information on various types of development applications that were received and
processed;

e Description of the general plan amendments that were received and processed,;

Staff Report — Page 2



o Description of zone code text amendments and zone changes that were received and
processed;

e Status of implementation programs of each General Plan element; and

e Report on the status of the Housing Element, including an evaluation of its
implementation programs.

Summary:
The 2018 APR is prepared pursuant to Government Code Section 65400 and the County
General Plan that requires a report to be prepared each year regarding the implementation of
the General Plan. This APR is prepared according to the guidance provided by OPR and reports
on key aspects of the County’s General Plan implementation during the calendar year 2018.
The report on the Housing Element is prepared according to new forms prescribed by HCD.
PLANNING COMMISSION MOTIONS:

o Receive the 2018 Annual Progress Report; and

¢ Make a recommendation, if any, to the Board of Supervisors on the 2018 General Plan
Annual Progress Report; and

e Direct the Secretary to prepare a Resolution documenting the Commission’s action.

Staff Report — Page 3



ATTACHMENT C

2018 General Plan
Annual Progress Report

March 2019




PURPOSE OF THE ANNUAL REPORT

Government Code Section 65400 requires that the County provide a report on the status of
implementing the General Plan, including Housing Element, to the Board of Supervisors.
Following acceptance of the APR by the Board, the APR will be forwarded to the Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) and the State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD).

State law requires generalized reporting on implementation of the General Plan. The Housing
Element portion of the annual report, must be prepared through the use of standards, forms,
and definitions provided by HCD.

The Housing Element portion of the APR for the calendar year 2018 has been prepared on new
forms that were released by HCD on January 17, 2019, and requires new information to be
provided on the forms that HCD has developed. The report for the Housing Element is included
in the APR as Appendix B.

The purpose of the APR is to inform the Board of Supervisors on the status of implementing the
County General Plan, as well as major planning activities that have been undertaken by the
County in the 2018 calendar year (January 1, 2018 through December 31, 2018).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Department of Public Works and Planning (PW&P) has prepared this 2018 General Plan
Annual Progress Report (APR) in accordance with guidance provided by the State Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) and the State Department of Housing and Community
Development. This APR covers the 2018 calendar year. The information included in this APR
has been provided by various County Divisions/Departments.

This APR is tentatively scheduled to be presented to the Planning Commission on April 11,
2019 and the Board of Supervisors on June 4, 2019.

This APR covers the status of implementation of the County General Plan for the 2018 calendar
year, and provides information on major planning activities and projects that have been
processed, or initiated, for the unincorporated areas of the County.

Primary Planning Activities

Key planning efforts that were initiated and/or continued in 2018 include:

General Plan Review

Zoning Ordinance Update

Preparation of the PEIR for the General Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance Update
Implementation of Housing Element for the 5" Cycle

Audit of Williamson Act Contracts

Fresno County Water Conservation Ordinance

Operations of County Landfills and Recycling Programs

A detailed description of the above activities is provided throughout various sections of this
APR.



STATE OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH (OPR) GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION

OF ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT

There is no standardized form or format for the preparation of the General Plan APR. The
following recommendations have been provided by OPR to serve as guidance in developing
an APR for cities and counties. The APR prepared for a city or a county is not required to
incorporate all of the elements suggested by OPR and need not be an elaborate and time-
consuming task

1. Introduction

2. Table of Contents

3. Date of presentation to the Board of Supervisors

4. Measures associated with the implementation of the general plan with specific
reference to individual elements

5. Housing Element reporting

6. The degree to which the General Plan complies with OPR’s General Plan Guidelines,
including environmental justice considerations, collaborative planning with the
military lands and facilities, and consultation with Native American tribes

7. The date of the last update to the General Plan

8. Priorities for land use decision making that have been established by the local
legislative body (e.g., passage of moratoria or emergency ordinances)

9. Goals, policies, objectives, standards or other plan proposals that need to be added or
were deleted, amended, or otherwise adjusted

10. One or more lists of the following, including reference to the specific general plan

element or policy, status (i.e., approved/denied, initiated/ongoing/completed, etc.), and

brief comment on how each advanced the implementation of the General Plan during

the past year:

a. Planning activities initiated — These may include, but are not limited to, master
plans, specific plans, master environmental assessments, annexation studies, and
other studies or plans

b. General Plan amendments — These may include agency-driven as well as applicant-
driven amendments

c. Major development applications processed




GENERAL PLAN OVERVIEW

State law requires every city and county in California to adopt a General Plan that is
comprehensive and long term. The Plan outlines policies for the physical development of the
county or city and any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency's judgment
bears relation to its planning.

The Fresno County General Plan is the County’s comprehensive planning document that
provides the long-term framework for economic and land use development, and for the
protection of the County’s agricultural, natural, and cultural resources. Designed to meet State
General Plan requirements, the document outlines goals and policies to guide day-to-day
decisions concerning Fresno County’s future. Fresno County’s General Plan has a planning
horizon of 15 to 25 years. The planning horizon for the 2000 General Plan is through the year
2020 and beyond.

The General Plan was comprehensively updated in the year 2000 based on the State General
Plan Guidelines (Government Code Section 65040.2) which included the Background Report,
the Policy Document, an Economic Development Strategy, a Fiscal and Financial Analysis, and
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

The General Plan Policy Document contains countywide goals, policies, and implementation
programs, and land use and circulation diagrams that collectively constitute the County’s
primary policy for land use, development and resource management. The document includes
the required Elements: Agriculture and Land Use, Transportation and Circulation, Public
Facilities and Services, Housing, Conservation, Open Space, Noise, and Safety. The
Conservation and Open Space Elements are combined as one element for a total of seven. In
addition to the required elements, the Policy Document includes an optional Economic
Development Element which outlines the County’s goals and strategic initiatives for diversifying
Fresno County’s economy and reducing the County’s unemployment rate.

The Fiscal and Financial Analysis examined the fiscal impacts (costs and revenues), County
facility costs and the cost benefits associated with implementation of the General Plan.

Vision Statement

The General Plan sets out a vision reflected in goals, policies, programs, and diagrams for
Fresno County. The County sees its primary role to be the protector of prime agricultural lands,
open space, recreational opportunities, and environmental quality, and the coordinator of
countywide efforts to promote economic development. The General Plan is built on the
following 12 major themes:

» Economic Development

e Agricultural Land Protection
e Growth Accommodation

e Urban-Centered Growth

» Efficient and Functional Land Use Patterns
» Service Efficiency

» Recreation Development

* Resource Protection

* Health and Safety Protection
* Health and Well-Being

« Enhanced Quality of Life

» Affordable Housing



Key Goals

The Countywide General Plan Policy Document contains explicit statements of goals, policies,
standards, and implementation programs. The following are some of the more notable Goals
listed in the Economic Development and Agricultural Land Use Elements of the General Plan:

Goal

Description

ED-A

To increase job creation through regional leadership, agricultural productivity, and
development of high-value-added processing firms.

ED-B

To diversify the economic base of Fresno County through the expansion of non-
agricultural industry clusters and through the development and expansion of
recreation and visitor-serving attractions and accommodations.

ED-C

To improve labor force preparedness by providing the local workforce with the
skills needed to meet the requirements of an increasingly diverse business sector
in the 21% century global economy.

LU-A

To promote the long-term conservation of productive and potentially- productive
agricultural lands and to accommodate agricultural-support services and
agriculturally-related activities that support the viability of agriculture and further
the County’s economic development goals.

LU-C

To preserve and enhance the value of the river environment as a multiple-use,
open-space resource; maintain the environmental and aesthetic qualities of the
area; protect the quality and quantity of the surface and groundwater resources;
provide for long-term preservation of productive agricultural land; conserve and
enhance natural wildlife habitats; and maintain the flood-carrying capacity of the
channel at a level equal to the one (1) percent flood event (100-year flood).

LU-D

To promote continued agricultural uses along Interstate 5, protect scenic views
along the freeway, promote the safe and efficient use of the freeway as a traffic
carrier, discourage the establishment of incompatible and hazardous uses along
the freeway, and provide for attractive, coordinated development of commercial
and service uses that cater specifically to highway travelers, and of agriculture-
related uses at key interchanges along Interstate 5.

LU-F

To encourage mixed-use pedestrian and transit-oriented development and to
establish development standards for residential, commercial, and industrial
development in urban and urbanizing areas.

Implementation Programs

Each Element includes goal statements relating to different aspects of the issues addressed in
the Element. Under each Goal Statement, the Plan sets out policies that amplify the Goal
Statement. Implementation programs that are listed at the end of each section of the 2000
General Plan describe briefly the proposed action, the County agencies or departments with
primary responsibility for carrying out the program, and the time frame for accomplishing the

program.




GENERAL PLAN ELEMENTS AND REPORT ON ACTIVITIES IN 2018 RELATED TO EACH
ELEMENT

Economic Development Element

The Economic Development Element is divided into three sections: Job Creation,
Economic Base Diversification, and Labor Force Preparedness. The Element includes
goals, policies and programs to address these three areas.

- During the 2018 calendar year, Fresno County continued implementing policies of
the Economic Development Element.

Agriculture and Land Use Element

The Agriculture and Land Use Element provides diagrams as well as goals, and policies
that guide decision-makers, planners, property owners, developers, and the general
public as to how to accommodate future development in an efficient and sustainable
manner that is compatible with the character of unincorporated communities and the
protection of valuable and sensitive natural resources.

- During 2018, the County continued to implement General Plan policies relating to
preservation of agricultural resources by directing growth to cities in the form of Pre-
General Plan Amendment consultation for any proposed land use designation
change within the Sphere of Influence of cities and two miles beyond, and referral of
developments for possible annexation.

Transportation and Circulation Element

The Transportation and Circulation Element is divided into two major parts. The first
major part describes the County’s Circulation Diagram and functional roadway
classification system. The second major part sets out goals, policies and
implementation programs organized into six sections: Streets and Highways; Transit;
Transportation System Management; Bicycle Facilities; Rail Transportation; and Air
Transportation.

- During the calendar year 2018, the County continued to implement planning efforts

to facilitate a safe and multi-modal road network. Major activities associated with the
Transportation and Circulation Element are included below:

San Joaquin River Trail Project

o0 The San Joaquin River Trail Feasibility Project commenced on August 6,
2013.

0 The feasibility study determines the alignment for Reach 1 which would begin
at the Friant Cove Recreational Area and end at Finegold Day Use Area at
the end of Sky Harbour Road.

0 San Joaquin River Reach 1 Feasibility Study was completed on July 26, 2018
in accordance with the terms of the extended agreement.



Fresno County Road Improvement Program (RIP)

0 The RIP is an annual projection of the maintenance and construction
programming plan over the next seven years. The types of projects in the RIP
include bridge replacement/repair, road reconstruction, traffic signals,
shoulder widening, and pavement repair.

0 The RIP is intended to be a guide to the Board of Supervisors' road priorities
and the Department's road program development, as well as for the
Administrative Office, businesses, economic development community, utility
companies, and the public at large.

0 The RIP was updated on September 11, 2018.

Public Facilities and Services Element

The Public Facilities and Services Element is organized accordingly into ten sections:
General Public Facilities and Services; Funding; Water Supply and Delivery; Wastewater
Collection, Treatment, and Disposal; Storm Drainage and Flood Control; Landfills,
Transfer Stations, and Solid Waste Processing Facilities; Law Enforcement; Fire
Protection and Emergency Medical Services; School and Library Facilities; and Utilities.

- Major activities in 2018 related to this Element are noted below:

Public Facilities Impact Fees

o On March 20, 2018, the Board of Supervisors received and approved a
proposed update to the adopted County Capital Improvement Plan to enable
expenditure of public facility impact fees collected under the 2008 program.

0 On October 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors conducted the second public
hearing to consider adopting an Ordinance amending Title 17 — Division of
Land, Chapter 17.90 — Public Facilities Impact Fees and Schedule of Fees, of
the Fresno County Ordinance Code. The Board voted to discontinue public
facilities impact fees established in 2008, but maintain authority to establish
new public facilities impact fees in the future.

Open Space and Conservation Element

The primary focus of the Open Space and Conservation Element is to provide direction
for future growth and development with respect to the conservation, management, and
utilization of natural and cultural resources; the protection and preservation of open
space; and the provision of parks and recreational resources. This Element establishes
goals, policies, and programs that value and protect natural resources to ensure they are
available for the future.

- During the 2018 calendar year, Fresno County continued implementing policies of
the Open Space and Conservation Element.

Health and Safety Element

Many of the health and safety risks associated with development can be avoided
through locational decisions made at the planning stages of development, while others
may be lessened through the use of Mitigation Measures in the planning and land use
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regulation process. This Element outlines Fresno County’s strategy for ensuring the
maintenance of a healthy and safe physical environment. The Health and Safety
Element is divided into seven sections: Emergency Management and Response; Fire
Hazards; Flood Hazards; Seismic and Geological Hazards; Airport Hazards; Hazardous
Materials; and Noise.

- The Development Services and Capital Projects Division (DSCPD) of the
Department of Public Works and Planning along with the Department of Public
Health continues to review development applications for consistency with the goals
and policies of the Safety Element and require mitigation measures when necessary
during the course of processing discretionary project applications.

Tree Mortality

o On April 17, 2018, the Board approved a revenue agreement with CAL FIRE
for $880,133 in Local Assistance for Tree Mortality Grant Program (LATM)
funding that allows the County to cover the 25% California Disaster
Assistance Act (CDAA) cost share requirement and draw down an additional
$2,640,399 in CDAA funding. Additionally, the Board increased the
Purchasing Manager’s aggregate threshold to procure tree removal services
from $6,600,000 to $12,120,532.

o0 On November 6, 2018, the Board approved two revenue agreements with
CAL FIRE for $1,390,032 in Fire Prevention Program Grant (FPP) funding to
continue contracting for the removal of dead and dying trees that are within
300 feet of permanent private structures, roadways, and public or private
infrastructure.

0 On December 11, 2018, the Board considered and adopted a resolution
proclaiming continuation of the local emergency status related to the
extremely high levels of tree mortality and hazardous conditions created by
the drought and requesting that the Governor continue to provide resources
and support to mitigate risk of falling trees and increased fire hazard.

e Housing Element

The Housing Element Progress Report is included as Appendix B.
STATUS OF GENERAL PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS

Appendix A attached to the Annual Report

Appendix A provides a discussion of each of the implementation programs of the General Plan and the
County’s efforts and progress in implementing each of the programs.

GENERAL PLAN REVIEW AND ZONING ORDINANCE UPDATE PROCESS

In June 2006, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to initiate a Review of the General Plan
Policy Document along with the comprehensive update of the Zoning Ordinance. The purpose
of the General Plan Review was to evaluate goals, policies and implementation programs of all
General Plan elements to retain policies and programs that still serve a purpose and delete
policies and programs that have been implemented or are obsolete, and add policies and
programs to address new laws that affect the General Plan since its adoption in 2000.
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A final Draft of the Revised Policy Document was presented to the Board for action at a public
hearing that was held on September 30, 2014. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board
directed the following:

Update the General Plan Background Report

Continue work on the Policy Document

Continue work on the Zoning Ordinance Update

Prepare a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) to address potential
environmental impact associated with implementation of the Revised General Plan and
the updated Zoning Ordinance.

Program Environmental Impact Report

On September 30, 2014, the Board considered options presented by staff regarding PEIR
options for the General Plan Review and the Zoning Ordinance Update and allocated up to
$850,000 for updating the Background Report, continued work on the Policy Document and the
Zoning Ordinance and preparation of the PEIR.

On June 2, 2015, staff informed the Board of prior policy direction including prohibiting
designating of new land to Rural Residential; elimination of substandard homesite exceptions;
and elimination of the Urban Village designation. Staff also discussed other policy-related
matters that had occurred during the General Plan Review process and recent legislation that
must be reflected in the County’s General Plan. The Board changed the direction that was
given to staff by the previous Board and directed staff to retain the current Rural Residential and
homesite exception policies and address new legislation that affects the General Plan. The
Board directed staff to delete the Urban Village designation and to return with a final scope and
cost estimate for the PEIR to be prepared for the General Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance
Update.

On October 13, 2015 staff presented the Scope of Work for the PEIR and the contract to retain
the firm of Mintier-Harnish to continue work on the project. The Board approved the Scope of
Work and the Contract with the consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish.

On May 16, 2017, Public Works and Planning staff presented the General Plan Review and
Zoning Ordinance effort to the Board of Supervisors to inform the new Board members of the
project and the most recent direction on certain key land use policies that had been given to
staff in 2015. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board confirmed the direction given by the
Board in 2015.

Progress on General Plan Review, Update of the Background Report, Zoning Ordinance Update
and PEIR

Since approval of the consultant agreement and the scope of work for the project, Public Work
and Planning staff, with assistance of the consultant, has been working on preparing the
following documents:

Administrative Draft Revised General Plan Background Report which addresses: demographics,
employment, land use, community character, housing, transportation, mobility, public facilities,
services and infrastructure, natural resources, hazards, safety, climate change, and noise.



Administrative Draft Revised General Plan Policy Document which includes revised policies and
programs, enhanced graphics, a new format, and necessary/relevant changes to the text. This
revised document also addresses required legislative changes to the General Plan.

Administrative Draft Zoning Ordinance Update which includes a new format and provisions to
implement General Plan policies. The current Zoning Ordinance, which is the principal tool for
implementing the County’s General Plan, was adopted in 1960 and has been amended several
times, but the document has never been comprehensively updated.

Release of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Documents for Public Review

The Public Review Drafts of the Revised General Plan Background Report, General Plan Policy
Document and Zoning Ordinance Update were released for public review on January 26, 2018.
It should be noted that customarily, the Draft Revised General Plan and the Draft Updated
Zoning Ordinance are released concurrently with the release of the Draft PEIR for public review.
However, County staff released the Draft Revised General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Update
Documents for public review as a courtesy prior to preparation of the PEIR.

On March 1, 2018, the County released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of its intent to prepare a
PEIR to assess potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the
Revised General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Update. Staff and the PEIR consultant conducted
two scoping meetings on March 26, 2018 to solicit comments from the public.

At a public hearing before the Board on August 21, 2018, Public Works and Planning staff
presented to the Board the progress made on the General Plan Review and Revision and the
Zoning Ordinance Update. Staff also presented to the Board comments that were received from
the public, organizations and public agencies subsequent to release of the documents. Staff
pointed out certain comments which were not part of the scope of the project and informed the
Board that entertaining those comments would require a change in the Scope of Work of the
project and would require allocation of substantial additional funds as well causing substantial
delay in the time line identified for the project. At the conclusion of the public hearing, the Board
did not entertain those recommendations by the public or agencies that would require changes
in the scope of the project. The Board directed Public Works and Planning staff to conduct
additional public outreach for the General Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance Update effort.

During the months of November and December of 2018, Public Works and Planning staff
conducted five community meetings informing the public of the project and gathered comments
from the public. One meeting was held in each Supervisorial District with meeting locations
determined based on discussions with staff of the individual Supervisorial District offices.

Currently, Public Works and Planning staff and the consulting team are working to address
comments that were received in response to release of the documents in January of 2018 as
well as preparation of the PEIR.

Update of Unincorporated Community Plans

Fresno County has four adopted Regional Plans, ten adopted Unincorporated Community
Plans, and six Specific Plans. In 2003, the Board of Supervisors established a priority list for
updating the County’s Regional and Community Plans.



Since 2003, the Friant and Laton Community Plans have been updated and adopted by the
Board. The Friant Community Plan was updated in 2011 as a result of the Friant Ranch project
which was an applicant-initiated project. The Laton Community Plan was updated and adopted
by the Board in 2012 and represented the last comprehensive Community Plan update to date.
The funding for the update came out of the allocation for the General Plan Review and Zoning
Ordinance Update project.

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Discretionary Development Applications

Table 1 below provides a summary of discretionary development applications received by the
Development Services and Capital Projects Division (DSCPD) during the 2018 calendar year.
As shown in the Table, DSCPD received a total of 263 new applications. The Table provides

the status of the applications for the calendar year 2018.

Table 1
Applications Submitted in 2018
Total Denied / Still in
Application Type Incoming Approved Withdrawn Process

Rezone 8 3 0 5
Amendment to Text of the Zoning
Ordinance 2 1 0 1
Conditional Use Permit 36 26 3 7
Director Review & Approval 37 18 1 18
General Plan Amendment 4 0 0 4
Environmental Impact Report 0 0 0 0
Merger 10 8 1 1
Pre-Certificate of Compliance 3 2 0 1
Property Line Adjustment 36 9 5 22
Site Plan Review 71 68 0 3
Tentative Parcel Map 14 0 2 12
Tentative Parcel Map Waiver 20 0 1 19
Tentative Tract Map 1 0 0 1
Variance 21 6 0 15
Cancellation of Williamson Act
Contract 7 0 0 7
Revision to Williamson Act
Contract 3 0 0 3

TOTAL 273 141 13 119
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Table 2

Lot Size Exceptions Approved in 2018

Exception Type Size of Parcel Created APN
Gift Deed (PCOC 3511)* 1.39 acres 003-060-08
Gift Deed (PCOC 3512)* 10 acres 331-072-29s
Homesite (TPM 8191)* 2.01 acres 035-342-08
Homesite (TPM 8196)* 2.5 acres (363-040-20 & 21)
Variance (VA 4039) 5.0 and 5.0 acres 580-010-24
Variance (VA 4040) 96 and 11 acres 333-041-33

Variance (VA 4044)

2.08 acres

053-070-58s & 61s

Variance (VA 4046)

1.71 acres

309-100-35 & 37

Variance (VA 4047)

15.1 acres, 21,184 sq. ft.,
4,563 sq. ft., 19,621 sq. ft.

195-290-01T, 195-273-11, 195-
273-03, -04, -05 and -06

Figures 1 and 2 depict the location of the parcels referenced in Table 2.
*Gift deeds and homesites are permitted per Section 816.5.A.2.b.(2) of the Zoning Ordinance.
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GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS

The following are the General Plan Amendments that were submitted for processing in 2018 or
were submitted in prior year(s) and continued to be processed, or were concluded in the 2018
calendar year:

General Plan
Amendment
(GPA)
Application

Description

GPA No. 545
(Closed)

Colburn R. Thomason, amend the Shaver Lake Community Plan boundary by
changing the land use designation of an 81.29-acre parcel from Public Lands and Open
Space Designation to Mountain Residential — file was closed based on applicant
inactivity and application was returned to the applicant

GPA No. 549
(Withdrawn)

Art Weldon, amend the Fresno High-Roeding Community Plan by re-designating a 6.5-
acre parcel from Rural Residential to Limited Industrial and rezone from RR to the
CM(c) Zone District to allow a mini-storage facility — application was withdrawn by the
applicant

GPA No. 551
(Approved)

Larry and Shelly Rompal, amend the Fresno High-Roeding Community Plan by re-
designating a 3.57-acre parcel from Rural Residential to Limited Industrial and rezone
from RR to the M-1(c) Zone District, conditionally limited to Contractor Storage Yard -
the Planning Commission recommended approval on March 15, 2018 and the project
was approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 8, 2018

GPA No. 552
(Approved)

Fresno Humane Animal Services, amend the General Plan by re-designating
approximately 4.15 acres from Rural Residential to Limited Industrial and rezone the
subject property from RR to M-1 Zone District - the Planning Commission
recommended approval on July 26, 2018 and the project was approved by the Board
of Supervisors on October 23, 2018 and the approval action is currently subject to
litigation undertaken by project opponents

GPA No. 553
(In Process)

Leo Gonzales, amend the General Plan by re-designating 8.38 acres from Agricultural
to General Industrial and rezone the subject property from AE-20 to M-3 Zone District
—in process

GPA No. 554
(In Process)

Jeff Roberts, redesignate a five-acre area of a 40.00-acre parcel known as APN 300-
542-12 from “Park” to “Medium Density Residential” and change its zoning from the O
to R-1(c) Zone District, and simultaneously redesignate approximately 13 acres within
the same parcel, but at a different on-site location, from “Medium Density Residential”
to “Open Space” and change its zoning from the R-1(c) to O Zone District — in process

GPA No. 555
(In Process)

Roger Van Groningen, amend the Selma Community Plan to redesignate 27.82 acres
from Agricultural to General Industrial and rezone from AE-20 to M-3 Zone District for
proposed railroad freight terminal — in process

GPA No. 556
(In Process)

Jason Higton, redesignate an approximately 0.34-acre parcel from Low Density
Residential to Medium Density Residential in the Roosevelt Community Plan and
rezone from R-1-B to R-2 Zone District — in process

GPA No. 557
(In Process)

C&A Farms, LLC, redesignate an approximately 158.57-acre property from Agricultural
to Heavy Industrial and rezone from AE-20 to M-3 Zone District — in process
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ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS

The County implements the General Plan primarily through its Zoning Ordinance. Zoning
Ordinance Amendments processed in 2018 are identified below.

Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance

One amendment to the text of the Zoning Ordinance was submitted and approved in 2018. One
application submitted in 2018 is still being processed.

Amendment to Text
Application No.

Description

Amend the Zoning Ordinance for Wholesale, Minor, and Micro Wineries —

(A 3r707ved) the Planning Commission recommended approval on April 26, 2018 and the
pp project was approved by the Board of Supervisors on June 12, 2018
378 Amend the Zoning Ordinance to modify Section 857 to allow streamlining of

(In Process)

oil development applications — AT number assigned June 3, 2018 and
application still in review - in process

Rezone Applications

The Zoning Ordinance Amendment (Rezone) Applications processed in 2018 are described

below.

Amendment
(Rezone) Application
No.

Description

3820
(Withdrawn)

Rezone a 6.5-acre parcel from the R-R to a C-M(c) Zone District to allow a mini-
storage facility - application withdrawn by the applicant

3823
(Approved)

Rezone a 3.57-acre parcel from R-R(nb) (Rural Residential, two-acre minimum
parcel size, Neighborhood Beautification Overlay) to M-1(c) (Light Manufacturing,
Conditionally limited to Contractors Storage Yard) — the Planning Commission
recommended approval on March 15, 2018 and the project was approved by the
Board of Supervisors on May 8, 2018

3824
(Approved)

Rezone a 14.21-acre parcel from the AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural, 20-acre
minimum parcel size) Zone District to an M-3(c) (Heavy Industrial, Conditional)
Zone District - the Planning Commission recommended approval on March 15,
2018 and the project was approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 8, 2018

3825
(Approved)

Rezone a 2.09-acre and a 2.06-acre property from Rural Residential to Limited
Industrial and rezone the adjacent parcels from the RR (Rural Residential) Zone
District to the M-1 (Light Manufacturing) Zone District to allow an animal
shelter/animal hospital and associated uses — the Planning Commission
recommended approval on July 26, 2018 and the project was approved by the
Board of Supervisors on October 23, 2018

3826
(Approved)

Amend previously-approved Conditional Rezone Application No 3620 to include
additional uses in the M-1(c) (Light Manufacturing, Conditional) Zone District - the
Planning Commission recommended approval on March 29, 2018 and the project
was approved by the Board of Supervisors on June 5, 2018
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3828 Rezone 124.17 acres from AL-20 (Limited Agricultural, 20-acre minimum) to M-3
(In Process) (Heavy Industrial) — in process

3829 Rezone 42.6 acres from AL-20 (Limited Agricultural, 20-acre minimum) to M-3
(In Process) (Heavy Industrial) - in process

3830 Rezone 8.38 acres from AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural, 20-acre minimum) to M-3

(In Process)

(Heavy Industrial) - in process

3831
(In Process)

Rezone a five-acre portion of a 40-acre parcel from O (Open Conservation) Zone
District to R-1(c) (Single Family Residential, 6,000 square-foot minimum parcel
size, Conditional), and simultaneously change the land use designation of
approximately 13 acres within the same parcel, but at a different on-site location,
from “Medium Density Residential” to “Open Space” and change its zoning from
the R-1(c) (Single Family Residential, 6,000 square-foot minimum parcel size,
Conditional) Zone District to O (Open Conservation) to allow an 80-unit PUD in
the Millerton New Town area - in process

3832 Rezone an 18.56 and a 9.29-acre parcel from AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural, 20-
(In Process) acre minimum) to M-3 (Heavy Industrial) - in process

3833 Rezone a 0.34-acre parcel from R-1-B (Single-Family Residential) to R-2 (Low-
(In Process) Density Multiple-Family Residential) - in process

3834 Rezone 160 acres from AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural, 20-acre minimum) to M-3

(In Process)

(Heavy Industrial) - in process

3835 Rezone 4.82 acres from RR (Rural Residential) to C-1 (Neighborhood Shopping
(In Process) Center) - in process

OTHER PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Environmental Impact Reports (EIR)

EIR 7257 (Fifth Standard Solar)

Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application Nos. 3562, 3563, and 3564 to allow the construction
and operation of a 150-megawatt (MW) solar photovoltaic (PV) generation facility, a 20 MW solar PV
generation facility, and a 20 MW energy storage facility — The proposed project is located on twelve (12)
parcels totaling 1600 acres, generally located west of South Lassen Avenue (SR-269), north of West
Jayne Avenue, east of South Lake Avenue, and west of West Gale Avenue, approximately three miles
south of the nearest city limits of the City of Huron.

- In 2018, County staff continued to work with the applicant and the EIR consultant to prepare the
Draft EIR.

EIR 7225 (Little Bear Solar)

Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application Nos. 3550, 3551, 3552, 3553, and 3577 to allow the
construction and operation of a 180-megawatt (MW) solar photovoltaic (PV) energy generation and
energy storage project - located south of West California Avenue and west State Route 33 (South
Derrick Avenue), approximately two and one half miles southwest of the nearest city limits of the City of
Mendota.

- The project went before the Planning Commission on December 6, 2018. The EIR was not certified
and the project was denied. The Applicant appealed to the Board of Supervisors. At the Board
hearing that was held on February 26, 2019 the Board certified the EIR and approved the project.
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EIR 7180 (Coalinga Oilfield Improvements)

Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application Nos. 3538, 3539, and 3548 to allow ongoing oil and gas
exploration, drilling, and production activities on properties within the Coalinga Oil Field on one hundred
and five (105) parcels totaling 25,749 acres, generally located six miles west of Interstate 5 (I-5) and 0.5
mile west of the center of the City of Coalinga.

- In 2018, County staff continued working with the applicant to finalize the EIR agreement.

EIR 7398 South Lake Solar

Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3596 to allow the construction and operation of an
up to 80-megawatt (MW) solar power generating facility with the potential to add up to 80 MW of energy
storage on the site and a 70 kV overhead tie line, which will extend approximately 500 feet from the on-
site substation to the adjacent Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) transmission line on two (2)
parcels totaling 585 acres - generally located 30 miles southwest of the City of Fresno and 3.4 miles
south—southwest of the unincorporated community of Five Points.

- In 2018, County staff continued to work with the applicant and the EIR consultant to prepare the
Draft EIR.

EIR 7230 Scarlet Solar

Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3555 to allow the construction and operation of a
400-megawatt (MW) solar photovoltaic (PV) generation facility and 200 MW energy storage project on
27 parcels totaling 4,069 acres generally located south of West South Avenue, north of West Dinuba
Avenue, east of State Route 33 (SR-33; South Derrick Avenue), and west of South San Mateo Avenue,
approximately four miles west-southwest of the unincorporated community of Tranquillity.

- In 2018, County staff continued to work with the applicant and the EIR consultant to prepare the
Draft EIR.

Other Activities

Tribal Consultation

AB 52 (Gatto), amended provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) approved by the
Governor on September 25, 2014. AB 52 requires that within 14 days of determining that an application for
a project is complete or of a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, a lead agency must
provide formal notification to the designated contact or tribal representative of traditionally and culturally
affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested notice. In turn, the tribe must respond, in
writing, within 30 days of receipt of the formal notification to request consultation. The requirements of AB
52 apply to any project for which a Notice of Preparation, Notice of Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Notice of Negative Declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015.

During the 2018 calendar, staff has consulted with tribal governments on various projects subject to
CEQA, with one tribe requesting consultation on the majority of AB 52-applicable projects submitted to and
in process with the County.
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Williamson Act Contract Audit

On September 18, 2012, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to audit existing Williamson Act Contracts
on an ongoing basis for possible removal of lands from the program that do not meet the State or County’s
eligibility requirements to remain in the program.

In 2018, due to limited staff resources, staff’'s audit of the Williamson Act Contracts was limited to
contracted land on which a development was proposed.

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), signed into law in September of 2014,
established a new structure for managing California’s groundwater resources by local agencies.

During 2018, one (1) SGMA working group meeting was held, which was co-chaired by members of the
Board of Supervisors, during which membership was re-aligned to reflect Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA) representatives within the County. Meeting frequency of the SGMA working group was
limited during the 2018 calendar year as membership focused on the preparation and coordination of their
respective Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs). Members of the Board of Supervisors actively
participate on four (4) of the GSA’s governing boards within the three high-priority basins within Fresno
County, as well as County staff’'s annual participation in over 250 Board, policy, technical, and outreach
committee meetings. Groundwater Sustainability Plans are required to be submitted by the GSAs to the
State of California, Department of Water Resources on January 31, 2020. Failure to prepare and submit a
GSP in a groundwater basin could result in the State Water Resources Control Board asserting its power
to manage local groundwater resources.

Water Conservation Ordinance

On September 30, 2014 the Fresno County Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance Code Chapter
14.01 (Water Conservation Ordinance) which went into effect on October 31, 2014.

March 20, 2018, County staff presented the 2018-19 Annual Report for the water year (April 1, 2018
through March 31, 2019). Staff's recommendation was that all Community Service Areas (CSAs) and
Waterworks Districts (WWDs), with the exception of three CSAs and one WWD, remain on Normal Water
Conservation. The recommendation was made for the Board to implement Stage 4 Water Conservation
for CSAs 30, 32, and 49 due to the reduction in water allocation from the water provider (Westlands Water
District) of the aforementioned CSAs. County staff has been working with CSAs 30, 32, and 49 to identify
new/additional sources of water for each community. The recommendation was made for the Board to
implement Stage 2 and 3 for CSA 39AB to comply with the water regulations of their water provider (City of
Fresno). Finally, the recommendation was made for the Board to implement Stage 4 for WWD 40 due to
water capacity issues with their water system. County staff has been working with WWD 40 to identify
new/additional sources of water. The Board accepted the 2018-19 Annual Report and implemented all
recommendations made by staff for the 2018-19 water year.

Operations of County Landfills

Currently there are two landfills that are operating within the County: the American Avenue Disposal Site
(AADS) and the Clovis Landfill (CL). The estimated closure date for AADS has been revised to October 6,
2034 from the June 30, 2044 estimated closure date reported in the 2017 APR.
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Recycling Programs

The County of Fresno is responsible for administration of management programs for solid waste streams
in the unincorporated areas of the County. In addition, the County serves in an administrative capacity for
the greater County of Fresno with respect to regional program implementation and reporting.

Annual and Biannual reporting detailing for both local and regional programs for solid waste streams is
submitted to the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).

Programs and reporting requirements that are currently administered by the County relating to solid waste
and recycling include:

California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32)

California Solid Waste Law — Diversion Requirements (AB 939)
Waste Tonnage Reporting for County Cities and Facilities (AB 901)
Mandatory Recyclable Material Requirement (AB 341)

Mandatory Organic Waste Material Requirement (AB 1826)

Waste Reporting Parameters (AB 1594)

Construction and Demolition Waste Diversion Requirement (SB 1374); including Title 15
Building Standards Code related to diversion requirements.
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APPENDIX A

This appendix includes a matrix showing the status of
General Plan Implementation Programs for the
Economic Development Element, Agriculture and Land
Use Element, Transportation Element, Public Facilities
and Services Element, Open Space and Conservation
Element and the Health and Safety Element.
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APPENDIX A
Review of General Plan Implementation Programs

PROGRAM

RESPONSIBLE
DEPARTMENT

TIME FRAME

STATUS

Economic Development Element

ED-A
Economic Development

ED-A.A

The County shall create an economic
development staff position(s) in the County
Administrative Office and the Planning &
Resource Management Department to serve
as liaison/facilitator and support for the
economic development implementation
program and the Action Team. (See Policy ED-
A.2, ED-A.3)

Board of Supervisors

County
Administrative Office
(CAO)

Public Works &
Planning
(PW&P)

FY 00-01

On September 12, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved
formation of an Economic Development Action Team (EDAT)
Standing Committee with Structure, Objectives and Composition
as outlined below:

Structure
e Formed as a Standing Committee to discuss EDAT
issues/projects with meetings convened based on need.

Objectives

o Work with County staff to implement the following three goals
of the Economic Development Element of the County’s
General Plan: (1) Job Creation, (2) Economic Base
Diversification, and (3) Labor Force Preparedness;

e Assist County staff in reviewing the Economic Development
Element of the County General Plan; and

e Provide direction to County staff regarding economic
development projects in the unincorporated area of Fresno
County.

Composition
County of Fresno

e Chairman of the Board of Supervisors, or another supervisor
designated by the Chairman;

e A second County Supervisor determined by the issue/project
the EDAT is discussing;

e County Administrative Officer;

e Public Works and Planning Director; and

o City representatives impacted by the issue/project the EDAT
is discussing.
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RESPONSIBLE

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
For the City of Fresno the representatives would include:
e Mayor of the City of Fresno;
e President of the City Council for the City of Fresno; and
e City Manager of the City of Fresno.
For the Cities of Clovis, Coalinga, Firebaugh, Fowler, Huron,
Kerman, Kingsburg, Mendota, Orange Cove, Parlier, Reedley,
Sanger, San Joaquin, or Selma the representatives would
include:
e Mayor of that City; and
e City Manager of that City.
ED-A.B
The County shall create, support, and staff an |Board of Supervisors FY 00-01 |See ED-A.A.
Action Team to coordinate countywide
economic development. (See Policy ED-A.3) CAO
ED-A.C
The County shall retain an independent and Board of Supervisors FY 05-06; |The Economic Development Corporation works with the County
qualified institution to conduct an evaluation at every five  |to update the County’'s Economic Development Strategy (CEDS).
least every five (5) years of success in CAO (5) years As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
achieving the goals and targets of the thereafter  [programs of the Economic Development Element are being

Economic Development Strategy. (See Policy
ED-A.4)

reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept/modified and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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RESPONSIBLE

cities, shall develop criteria for the location in
the unincorporated areas of value-added
agricultural processing facilities that are
compatible with an agricultural setting. Such
criteria shall take into account the service
requirements of facilities for processing
agricultural products and the capability and
capacity of the cities to provide the services
required. (See Policy ED-A.7)

PW&P

02-03; 03-04

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS
ED-A.D
The County, working in cooperation with the Board of Supervisors FY 01-02; |This program has been implemented. The General Plan Policy

LU-A.3 allows for the establishment of value-added processing
facilities in areas designated Agriculture through approval of a
discretionary permit subject to established criteria which includes
analysis of service requirements for facilities and the capability
and capacity of surrounding areas to provide the services
required.

ED-A.E

The County shall establish guidelines for the
analysis of the economic impacts in staff
reports of all discretionary decisions by the
Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,
and other County decision-making bodies.
(See Policy ED-A.11)

Board of Supervisors

CAO

FY 00-01

Per direction from the CAQ’s office, the analysis of economic
impacts are no longer required in the staff report for discretionary
permits. As such, this program is obsolete.

ED-A.F

to develop marketing programs for Fresno
County produce. (See Policy ED-A.14)

The County shall contract with the Fresno EDC

Board of Supervisors

CAO

Ongoing

The EDC has developed several marketing efforts for Fresno
County produce. As part of the General Plan Review process,
policies and programs of the Economic Development Element
are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted.
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RESPONSIBLE

state of telecommunications infrastructure, the
needs for the future, and the role of the County
and other agencies in facilitating
implementation of services demanded by high
technology firms. (See Policy ED-B.4)

CAO

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

ED-A.G

The County shall determine, in cooperation Board of Supervisors FY 02-03; |The EDC in working with the County will identify if capital

with existing agencies, if capital deficiencies 03-04 deficiencies exist for farmers with capital costs of shifting

exist for farmers with the capital costs of County Department production modes for crops that create higher employment
shifting production modes to crops that create of Agriculture levels. As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
higher employment levels. If such deficiencies programs of the Economic Development Element are being

are identified, the County, in partnership with reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
existing agencies, shall work to access should be kept/modified and which ones have served their
additional funds or redirect existing funds. (See purpose or are no longer relevant and should be deleted.
Policy ED-A.18)

ED-B

Economic Base Diversification

ED-B.A

'The County shall convene a group of the Board of Supervisors FY 02-03; In July 2002 the Fresno Regional e-Government Taskforce was
existing service providers to assess the current 03-04 created to develop a plan for utilizing electronic information

technology to improve the delivery of governmental services and
to expand the opportunity for economic development. The group
was instrumental in improving collaboration and data sharing
between the County and the Cities of Fresno and Clovis. In
January 2010, regular meetings were suspended due to lack of
funding. As part of the General Plan Review process, policies
and programs of the Economic Development Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept/modified and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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identify additional recreation opportunities in
the coast range foothills and other areas where
‘gateway opportunities” exist. (See Policy ED-
B.18)

PW&P

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

ED-B.B

The County shall coordinate an initiative to Board of Supervisors FY 02-03; [The Economic Development Corporation (EDC) works to

deliver a comprehensive package of technical 03-04 enhance the stability and growth of Fresno County’s existing

assistance regarding available technology to PW&P companies by connecting them with specific resources,

local businesses to improve their productivity information and services with the primary objectives to assist

and make this assistance available as an businesses with expansions, survive economic difficulties, and

incentive for business prospects. (See Policy make them more competitive in the wider marketplace. As part

ED-B.9) of the General Plan Review process, policies and programs of
the Economic Development Element are being reviewed to
determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted.

ED-B.C

'The County shall convene a roundtable of Board of Supervisors FY 02-03 The Economic Development Corporation (EDC) through its

major financial institutions, venture capital Business Expansion, Attraction, and Retention (BEAR) Action

firms, and business finance agencies, such as CAO Network program works with businesses seeking to locate or

the California Public Employees Retirement expand in Fresno County and works to assist with financing and

System (CALPERS), to determine the need for PW&P microloan programs. As part of the General Plan Review

improving access to capital for non-agricultural process, policies and programs of the Economic Development

businesses seeking to locate or expand in Element are being reviewed to determine which policies still

Fresno County. (See Policy ED-B.10) serve a purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones
have served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should
be deleted.

ED-B.D

'The County shall initiate a planning process to [Board of Supervisors FY 01-02 The County continues to identify recreational opportunities in the

coast range foothills and other areas of the County.
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the CalWORKS labor pool for local expansion
and new businesses seeking employees. (See
Policy ED-C.1)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

ED-B.E

The County shall regularly evaluate the Board of Supervisors FY 00-01 The Fresno Economic Development Corporation in cooperation

marketing programs of the Visitor and with the Visitor and Convention Bureau works on developing

Convention Bureau and provide funding CAO effective marketing programs that attract business and travel to

assistance as appropriate to support effective the County. As part of the General Plan Review process, policies

marketing programs that attract business travel PW&P and programs of the Economic Development Element are being

to the County. (See Policy ED-B.20) reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept/modified and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be deleted.

ED-C

Labor Force Preparedness

ED-C.A

The County shall join with the Workforce Workforce Ongoing Fresno County is an active participant on the Fresno Regional

Development Board, community colleges, and | Development Board Workforce Investment Board which serves to mobilize and

others to develop a countywide workforce integrate all private and public partners to effectively educate,

preparation system. (See Policy ED-C.1) Social Services train and place individuals with the necessary resources and
skills to fulfill employer needs in the County.

ED-C.B

The County shall develop a skills inventory on Social Services FY 01-02 |A skills inventory was developed for positions in local industries.

This was used as the basis for a coded skills inventory using the
automated Welfare Employment Preparedness Index. The
system could then be queried and sorted by specific skills and
can produce a list of clients meeting given criteria. As part of the
General Plan Review process, policies and programs of the
Economic Development Element are being reviewed to
determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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planning and funding efforts with agencies
such as the County Office of Education, State
EDD, local school districts, post-secondary
educational institutions, training agencies, and
the cities. Such efforts may include education
management services, employment placement
services, relocation and retention programs,
youth employment programs, job clubs, and
neighborhood jobs services. (See Policy ED-
C.1 and ED-C.2)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

ED-C.C

The County shall improve tracking systems for Social Services FY 00-01 The Department of Social Services uses an automated system

employment and retention for CalWORKS developed for use by counties throughout the State to record

recipients. (See Policy ED-C.1) employment information. As part of the General Plan Review
process, policies and programs of the Economic Development
Element are being reviewed to determine which policies still
serve a purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones
have served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should
be deleted.

ED-C.D

The County shall continue efforts to assist the Social Services Ongoing The County Department of Social Services through the

Fresno EDC, placement agencies, and CalWORKS program provides services such as job clubs, job

businesses to assess the availability and work fairs, participant assessments, adult basic education and

readiness of CalWORKS recipients for vocational training. The County is also an active participant on

employment opportunities. (See Policy ED-C.1) the Fresno Regional Workforce Investment Board which serves
to mobilize and integrate all private and public partners to
effectively educate, train and place individuals with the necessary
resources and skills to fulfill employer needs.

ED-C.E

The County shall continue its collaborative Social Services Ongoing The County Department of Social Services through the

CalWORKS program provides services such as job clubs, job
fairs, participant assessments, adult basic education and
vocational training. The County is also an active participant on
the Fresno Regional Workforce Investment Board which serves
to mobilize and integrate all private and public partners to
effectively educate, train and place individuals with the necessary
resources and skills to fulfill employer needs.
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basis, efforts initiated through the CalWORKS
Job Creation Investment Fund to identify the
skills required by the clusters and industries
targeted for expansion, attraction, and new
enterprise development. (See Policy ED-C.3)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
ED-C.F
The County shall continue, on an ongoing Social Services Ongoing The Fresno County Workforce Investment Board, the

Employment Development Department and the Economic
Development Corporation assist Fresno employers in meeting
their labor needs by delivering outplacement, recruitment and
training services.

Agriculture and Land Use Element

sizes necessary for sustained agricultural
productivity on land designated for agriculture
throughout the County, and, as appropriate,
amend the Zoning Ordinance according to the
results of that analysis. (See Policy LU-A.6.)

LU-A

Agriculture

LU-A.A

The County shall review and amend its Zoning |Board of Supervisors |FY 00-01; 01- |The County has undertaken the comprehensive update of its

and Subdivision Ordinances to ensure 02 Zoning Ordinance to ensure consistency between the Zoning

consistency with policies and standards of this PW&P Ordinance and the General Plan. The County continues to

section. (See Policies LU-A.1 through LU-A.21) amend its Subdivision Ordinance to ensure consistency of the
Ordinance with the policies of the General Plan.

LU-A.B

The County shall evaluate minimum parcel PW&P FY 03-04 Policy LU-A.6 states that the County shall maintain twenty (20)

acres as the minimum permitted parcel size in areas designated
Agriculture, except as provided in Policies LU-A.9, LU-A.10 and
LU-A.11. The County may require parcel sizes larger than
twenty (20) acres based on zoning, local agricultural conditions,
and to help ensure the viability of agricultural operations.




2018 Annual Report

APPENDIX A
Review of General Plan Implementation Programs

RESPONSIBLE

guidelines for design and maintenance of
buffers to be required when new non-
agricultural uses are approved in agricultural
areas. Buffer design and maintenance
guidelines shall include, but not be limited to,
the following:

a) Buffers shall be physically and biologically
designed to avoid conflicts between agriculture
and non-agricultural uses. b) Buffers shall be
located on the parcel for which a permit is
sought and shall protect the maximum amount
of farmable land. c) Buffers generally shall
consist of a physical separation between
agricultural and non-agricultural uses. The
appropriate width shall be determined on a
site-by-site basis taking into account the type of
existing agricultural uses, the nature of the
proposed development, the natural features of
the site, and any other factors that affect the
specific situation. d) Appropriate types of land
uses for buffers include compatible agriculture,
open space and recreational uses such as
parks and golf courses, industrial uses, and
cemeteries. e) The County may condition its
approval of a project on the ongoing
maintenance of buffers. f) A homeowners
association or other appropriate entity shall be
required to maintain buffers to control litter, fire
hazards, pests, and other maintenance
problems. g) Buffer restrictions may be
removed if agricultural uses on all adjacent
parcels have permanently ceased. (See Policy
LU-A.16)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
LU-A.C
The County shall develop and implement PW&P FY 03-04 The County requires buffers for certain land uses with the

potential to hinder agricultural uses. For discretionary land use
proposals including tentative tract maps, buffers are taken into

consideration as part of project conditions. This has also been
applied to utility-scale photovoltaic solar facilities with a general
policy of 50 feet between panels or structures and surrounding

agricultural properties.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

LU-A.D

The County shall periodically review PW&P Ongoing The Williamson Act Program (Program) and placing agricultural

agricultural land preservation programs and land under conservation easement are two effective methods for

assess their effectiveness in furthering the preservation of agricultural land. The Department of Public

County's agricultural goals and policies. (See Works and Planning audits the Williamson Act contracts for

Policies LU-A.13 and LU-A.16) conformity with the State and County requirements when an
applicant or a landowner submits a development application or a
building permit request. Parcels that no longer meet the eligibility
requirements to remain in the Program will be removed from the
Program. County staff does its due diligence and works with the
State Department of Conservation on petitions for cancellation of
contracts, continues to utilize the Agricultural Land Conservation
Committee to review cancellation petitions, and forwards the
Committee’s recommendations to the Board of Supervisors (see
Policy LU-A.F).

LU-A.E

The County shall continue to implement the County Department Ongoing The County staff utilizes the Right-to-Farm Ordinance notification

County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance, and will
provide information to the local real estate
industry to help make the public aware of the
right-to-farm provisions in their area. (See
Policy LU-A.15)

of Agriculture

process on many types of discretionary land use permits to
insure that applicants or future property owners are aware of
ongoing agricultural activities within the vicinity of developments
approved via a discretionary approval process. Further, County
staff actively communicates with the Agricultural Commissioner’s
Office on discretionary projects proposed in agricultural areas
and seeks comments from that Department.

10
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establishing criteria to prioritize funding for
agricultural conservation easements. (See
Policy LU-A.16)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

LU-A.F

The County, in cooperation with UC PW&P Ongoing The Board of Supervisors has adopted Resolutions of Support

Cooperative Extension, resource conservation for land owners who wish to place their land under conservation

districts, and other industry agencies, shall County Department easement. In 2017, the Board adopted a Resolution to place 642

develop and implement a public outreach of Agriculture acres in a conservation easement. In 2015, the Board adopted

program to inform agriculturists and the public one Resolution to place a 56-acre parcel in a conservation

of the advantages of participation in land trust easement and in 2014 the Board adopted two Resolutions to

agreements, conservation easements, place a total of 309 acres in a conservation easement. As part of

dedication incentives, Williamson Act contracts, the General Plan Review process, policies and programs of the

Farmland Security Act contracts, and the Land Use Element are being reviewed to determine which

Agricultural Land Stewardship Program Fund. policies still serve a purpose and should be kept and which ones

(See Policies LU-A.16 through LU-A.21) have served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should
be deleted or revised.

LU-A.G

The County shall actively pursue grant funds PW&P Ongoing The Board of Supervisors continues to support land owners who

under provisions of the Agricultural Land wish to place their land under conservation easement, provided

Stewardship Program Act of 1995 to assist that the proposals meet certain required criteria.

interested farmers and ranchers in obtaining

funds for conservation easements. (See Policy

LU-A.16)

LU-A.H

The County shall develop a program PW&P FY 02-03 The County uses the State’s criteria in its review of proposals

submitted by landowners requesting a Resolution of Support to
obtain grants to place agricultural land under conservation
easements. As part of the General Plan Review process,
policies and programs of the Land Use Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted or revised.

11




2018 Annual Report

APPENDIX A
Review of General Plan Implementation Programs

RESPONSIBLE

size exceptions granted by discretionary
permit. This inventory, including number of
exceptions, size of the lots, and their location,
shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors
during the annual review of the General Plan.
(See Policies LU-A.9, LU-A.10, and LU-A.11)

Board of Supervisors

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

LU-A.l

The County shall assess the approaches to PW&P FY 03-04 The County has not assessed utilizing an agricultural quality
determining agricultural land values in the 1981 scale system similar to LESA as part of the evaluation process of
Farmland Protection Policy Act land evaluation | County Department converting agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. However,
and site assessment (LESA) system, and the of Agriculture the impacts of projects on agricultural lands are analyzed for
Tulare County Rural Valley Lands Plan, 1975 projects that may have a potential impact on conversion of
amendment, to determine the potential for agricultural land to non-agricultural uses as part of the
developing a similar process for identifying and environmental assessment of discretionary projects. As part of
ranking the value of agricultural land in Fresno the General Plan Review process, policies and programs of the
County. If appropriate, the County shall Land Use Element are being reviewed to determine which
establish an agricultural quality scale system to policies still serve a purpose and should be kept/revised and
assist the Planning Commission and Board of which ones have served their purpose or are no longer relevant
Supervisors in agricultural land use conversion and should be deleted.

decisions. (See Policy LU-A.16)

LU-AJ

The County shall maintain an inventory of lot PW&P Annually During the 2018 calendar year, four lot size exceptions were

granted through provisions outlined in Policy LU-A.9. In addition,
five lot size exceptions, specific to agricultural zoning, were
granted through variance applications approved by the decision-
making bodies. A list of the exceptions granted is included on
Page 11 of the 2018 General Plan Annual Progress Report.

12
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size exceptions granted by discretionary
permit. This inventory, including numbers of
exceptions, size of the lots, and their location
shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors
during the annual review of the General Plan.
(See Policies LU-B.7, LU-B.9,

and LU-B.10)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

LU-B

Westside Rangelands

LU-B.A

The County shall maintain an inventory of lot PW&P Annually During the 2018 calendar year, four lot size exceptions were

granted through provisions outlined in Policy LU-B.7. In addition,
five lot size exceptions, specific to agricultural zoning, were
granted through variance applications approved by the decision-
making bodies. A list of the exceptions granted is included on
Page 11 of the 2018 General Plan Annual Progress Report. Also,
a map showing the location of the granted lot size exceptions are
included in the body of the 2018 Annual Report.

LU-C
River Influence Areas

LU-C.A

The County will update and maintain the Kings
River Regional Plan to guide County decision-
making concerning land use and environmental
quality within the Kings River influence area.
(See Policies LU-C.1 and OS-H.10)

Board of Supervisors

PW&P

FY 02-03 (first
update);
subsequently
as needed

Due to budgetary constraints and timing of other plan updates,
implementation of this program has been delayed. There has
been some renewed interest in updating the plan, which has
arisen with public interest in surface mining projects on the Kings
River.

13
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River Parkway and Conservation Trust, San
Joaquin River Conservancy, City of Fresno,
and other interested agencies and
organizations to implement the San Joaquin
River Parkway Master Plan.

PW&P

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
LU-C.B
The County shall work with the San Joaquin Board of Supervisors Ongoing The Recompiled San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan was

approved and adopted by the San Joaquin River Conservancy
Governing Board on July 20, 2000. The San Joaquin River
Conservancy (SJRC) started the process of updating the San
Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan in June of 2013 that includes
an update of policies and planned facilities, and the preparation
of a Master EIR. The SJRC Board approved the Master Plan
update and the Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2013061035)
on April 11, 2018. The SJRC will be working with the Department
of Public Works and Planning, Resources Division, Parks
(County Parks) for the completion of the Lost Lake Master Plan.
The County has been participating as a member of the
Interagency Project Development Committee.

The County also regularly coordinates with the interested
agencies/stakeholders with regard to project reviews to discuss
and minimize possible project impacts to river resources.

LU-D
Westside Freeway Corridor

LU-D.A

The County shall revise its Zoning Ordinance
to implement the revised provisions of this
section concerning the Westside Freeway
Corridor. (See Policies LU-D.1 through LU-D.7)

Board of Supervisors

PW&P

FY 01-02

Revisions to the County Zoning Ordinance were approved March
27, 2001 by the Board of Supervisors to implement the revised
provisions of this section concerning the Westside Freeway
Corridor with approval of Amendment to Text (AT) No. 337, and
subsequently amended with AT No. 352 in 2004. Therefore, this
program has been implemented and will be removed.

14
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and Fresno and other cities as appropriate to
adopt incentives and disincentives that will lead
to compact urban development and infill of
vacant and underutilized land. (See Policies
LU-F.1 through LU-F.10)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

LU-F

Urban Development Patterns

LU-F.A

The County shall work with the Cities of Clovis |Board of Supervisors Ongoing The County’s General Plan and the General Plan of the cities of

Fresno and Clovis include polices that promote infill of vacant
and underutilized land. Also, the cost of providing urban services
to suburbs is a disincentive that has motivated several cities to
pursue infill development over annexation of new territory.
County staff continues to refer to General Plan policies that direct
intensive urban growth to the cities and unincorporated
communities and reviews relevant policies when processing
discretionary land use permits.

LU-F.B

The County shall review its Zoning Ordinance
and Subdivision Ordinance to incorporate
amendments that will implement the policies for
pedestrian and transit-oriented development.
(See Policies LU-F.1 through LU-F.10)

Board of Supervisors

FY 01-02

The County is in the process of updating its Zoning Ordinance
which will include provisions for mixed uses and pedestrian and
transit-oriented developments.

LU-G

Incorporated City, City Fringe Area, and Unincorporated Community Development

LU-G.A

The County shall review and revise, as
appropriate, its Zoning Ordinance to facilitate
moderate increases in density of housing in
unincorporated urban communities. (See
Policies LU-G.21 through LU-G.23)

PW&P

FY 01-02

The County is in the process of Reviewing and Revision of its
General Plan and updating its Zoning Ordinance. As part of the
revision and update process the allowable density in the R2, R2-
A, R3, R3-A, R4, C4 and RP Zone Districts is proposed to be
increased to 20 units per acre.

15
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proposals submitted to the Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) and prepare a
recommendation to LAFCo for each proposal.
The County shall formally protest when the
annexation is inconsistent with a city’s adopted
general plan or with the County’s General Plan
or applicable community plan. (See Policies
LU-G.1 through LU-G.20)

Board of Supervisors

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
LU-G.B
The County shall review all annexation PW&P As Needed |The Department of Public Works and Planning staff reviews

annexation proposals submitted by cities to ensure consistency
of the proposals with the City and County General Plans and the
Memorandum of Understanding between the County and each
City. A consistency determination letter is provided for each
annexation proposal found to be consistent. Approximately six
consistency determination letters were issued in 2018.

LU-H
General and Administrative Provisions

LU-H.A

The County shall prepare and adopt a regional
plan for the Friant-Millerton area consistent
with the directives of Policy LU-H.8. (See
Policy LU-H.8)

Board of Supervisors

PW&P

FY 02-03

This program has been suspended pending additional Board
direction.

16
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adjacent counties to address planning and
growth issues of common interest and concern.
Staff shall report annually on cooperative
planning efforts of the previous year and the
planned schedule of meetings with local
jurisdictions to address regional planning
issues in the upcoming year.

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
LU-H.B
County Staff shall meet regularly with cities and PW&P Ongoing Efforts that began in 2014 culminated with a January 27, 2015

joint meeting between the Madera County Board of Supervisors
and the Fresno County Board of Supervisors at the Fresno
Council of Governments (FCOG). Topics discussed at the joint
meeting included development and land use vision in the Rio
Mesa area and Friant Corridor, Fresno County/Madera County
Highway 41 Origin-Destination Study, and the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA).

On June 22, 2015, a joint meeting between the Board of
Supervisors and representatives of all 15 incorporated cities
within the County was held at the FCOG. Topics discussed
included SGMA, Marijuana Ordinances, land use and
preservation and special districts.

On November 17, 2015, a joint meeting between the Board of
Supervisors and the representatives from the Cities of Clovis,
Fowler, Fresno and Sanger was held at the FCOG. Topics
discussed included industrial parks, spheres of influence and
SGMA.

On May 30, 2017, a joint meeting between the Board of
Supervisors and representatives from the City of Fresno was
held at Fresno City Hall. Topics discussed included emergency
coordination/public safety, ShotSpotter technology expansion,
Marijuana Ordinances and animal control.

There are efforts underway for the Board of Supervisors and the
Fresno City Council to meet periodically to discuss regional
issues.

17
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carry out the implementation programs of the
plan. The Planning Commission’s report to the
Board of Supervisors shall include, as the
Commission deems appropriate,
recommendations for amendments to the
General Plan. This review shall also be used
to satisfy the requirements of Public Resources
Code 21081.6 for a mitigation monitoring
program. (See Policy LU-H.12)

Board of Supervisors

PW&P

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

LU-H.C

The County shall prepare and adopt minimum PW&P FY 02-03 The County has prepared a format and guideline for new and
format and content guidelines for the updates to existing plans. This program has been implemented
preparation of updated and new regional, and will be deleted.

community, and specific plans to ensure

consistency with the countywide General Plan.

(See Policy LU-H.10)

LU-H.D

The Planning Commission shall review the Planning FY 02-03; |The Public Works and Planning Department prepares and
General Plan annually, focusing principally on Commission annually presents the General Plan Annual Progress Report (APR) for the
actions undertaken in the previous year to thereafter  |previous calendar year to the Planning Commission and the

Board of Supervisors.

LU-H.E

The County shall conduct a major review of the
General Plan, including the General Plan
Policy Document and Background Report,
every five years and revise it as deemed
necessary. (See Policy LU-H.14)

Board of Supervisors

PW&P

FY 05-06; every
five (5) years
thereafter

The County is currently working on the Review of the General
Plan documents. On September 22, 2015 the Board of
Supervisors accepted the scope of work and authorized the
Chairman to execute a Consultant Agreement with the consulting
firm of Mintier-Harnish to provide planning and environmental
consulting services for the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the General Plan Review and
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update.

18




2018 Annual Report

APPENDIX A
Review of General Plan Implementation Programs

RESPONSIBLE

shall require that lighting standards be
designed and constructed to minimize the
project contribution to ambient light production
and to preclude "spillover" light onto adjacent
light-sensitive (e.g., residences, hospitals)
properties.

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

LU-H.F

The County shall comprehensively review and PW&P FY 02-03; 03- [The Zoning Ordinance has been amended to incorporate the

amend as necessary the Zoning Ordinance text 04 policies of the 2000 General Plan Update. The County is

and Zoning Map to reflect new policies and currently working on the update of the Zoning Ordinance along

standards included in the General Plan during with the Review and Revision of General Plan documents. On

the 2000 update. (See Policy LU-H.15) September 22, 2015, the Board of Supervisors accepted the
scope of work and authorized the Chairman to execute a
Consultant Agreement with the consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish
to provide planning and environmental consulting services for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
General Review and Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update.

LU Mitigation Measure 4.16-2

In approving new development, the County PW&P Ongoing The Public Works and Planning Department currently conditions

discretionary projects that exterior lighting to be hooded and
directed so as to avoid glare onto adjacent roads or properties. A
Mitigation Measure is included to reduce ambient light as well as
glare impacts when an environmental assessment is required.
As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of the Economic Development Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept/modified and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

Transportation and Circulation Element

TR-A

Streets and Highways

TR-AA

The County shall prepare and adopt a priority PW&P FY 00-01; every|On August 22, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved the

list of street and highway improvements for the
Road Improvement Program (RIP) based on a
horizon of at least seven (7) years. The Board
of Supervisors shall update the RIP every five
(5) years, or more frequently as recommended
by the responsible departments. The RIP shall
include program maintenance and
rehabilitation, reconstruction, capacity,
operational, safety improvements, and specific
plan lines on a prioritized basis. The RIP shall
be coordinated with the five (5)-year major
review of the General Plan and shall be
included in the annual General Plan review.
(See Policies TR-A.4 and TR-A.11)

Board of Supervisors

five years
thereafter

Fresno County Road Improvement Program (RIP) and
Declaration of Projects. The RIP is a multi-year maintenance
and construction programming plan and reflects the County's
efforts to protect and improve the public investment in the County
road system and to provide for the safe and efficient movement
of people and commodities. The RIP identifies maintenance
funding levels and specific projects expected to be delivered
within a defined time frame. The funding in the RIP reflects
current and projected budgets and the RIP also identifies, but
does not fund, a number of recommended projects that are
necessary for an improved County road and bridge system.
These prospective projects are described in a series of
appendices to the RIP. The types of projects in the RIP include
bridge replacement/repair, road reconstruction, traffic signals,
shoulder widening, and pavement repair. The RIP was approved
by the Board on September 11, 2018.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
TR-A.B
The County shall consider adopting a traffic PW&P FY 01-02 |A traffic impact fee has been adopted by the Board of

impact fee ordinance for areas outside the
spheres of influence of cities in the County.
The traffic fees should be designed to achieve
the adopted Level of Service (LOS) and
preserve structural integrity based on a twenty
(20)-year time horizon. The traffic mitigation
fees should be updated at least every five
years, or concurrently with the approval of any
significant modification of the land use
allocation used to develop the fees. The
County shall require new development within
the spheres of influence of cities in the County
to pay the traffic impact fees of those cities.
(See Policy TR-A.8)

Board of Supervisors

Supervisors. However, on May 19, 2015, the Board of
Supervisors conducted a public hearing to consider an
amendment to repeal the Public Facilities Impact Fees
Ordinance in its entirety. At the conclusion of the hearing, the
Board decided to continue suspension of the impact fees to
November 9, 2017 and directed Staff to return to the Board with
a workshop on the County’s Facility Impact Fees and provide
options for the Board to consider. On October 31, 2017, the
Board of Supervisors conducted the second public hearing to
consider an amendment to the County Ordinance for Public
Facilities Impact Fees. On October 9, 2018, the Board voted to
discontinue public facilities impact fees established in 2008, but
maintain authorization to establish new public facilities impact
fees in the future.

TR-A.C

The County shall continue to identify and
pursue appropriate new funding sources for
transportation improvements. Grant funds from
regional, State, and Federal agencies should
be pursued and utilized when compatible with
the General Plan policies and long-term local
funding capabilities. (See Policy TR-A.10)

PW&P

Ongoing

The County continues to pursue funding for transportation
improvements in working with the Fresno Council of
Governments.

TR-A.D

The County shall coordinate its transportation
planning with the Council of Fresno County
Governments, Caltrans, cities within the
County, and adjacent jurisdictions. (See Policy
TR-A.6)

PW&P

Ongoing

During 2018, the County continued coordinating its transportation
planning with FCOG, Caltrans, Cities and adjacent jurisdictions.

21




2018 Annual Report

APPENDIX A
Review of General Plan Implementation Programs
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

TR-A.E

The County shall update and maintain the PW&P Ongoing The County implements this program/policy on a continuous
Improvement Standards for other County basis. The County is currently working on updating the County’s
development improvements, including private Improvement Standards.

roads dedicated to public use. (See Policy TR-

Al)

TR-B

Transit

TR-B.A

The County shall work with the Fresno Council PW&P FY 01-02; every|The County works with FCOG on review and update of the Short-
of Governments (FCOG) and transit providers five years  |Range Transit Plan on a continuous basis. The Short-Range

in the County to periodically review and update thereafter  |Transit Plan for the Rural Fresno County Area was last approved
the short-range transit plans in the County at by the FCOG Policy Board on June 29, 2017. FCOG staff is
least as often as required by State law. (See working on the updated plan that will be presented to the FCOG
Policy TR-B.1) Policy Board for consideration in June of 2019.

TR-B.B

The County shall encourage transit providers PW&P Ongoing The Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area Public Transportation

and FCOG to prepare, adopt, and implement a
long-range strategic transit master plan for the
County or sub-areas of the County. The
master plan shall review the transit corridors in
this Policy Document and designate a set of
transit corridors so that appropriate planning
can be concentrated on these corridors. The
plan(s) shall be reviewed and updated on a
regular basis. (See Policy TR-B.1)

Strategic Service Evaluation project was completed by FCOG on
May 28, 2014. The Fresno County Regional Long Range Transit
Plan (LRTP) will guide transit and multimodal investments and
services in the Fresno region through the year 2050. The plan
builds on Fresno COG’s 2018 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) and prior transit planning studies, and will inform the 2022
RTP. More importantly, the LRTP will integrate appropriate and
effective public transportation planning and projects into the
fabric of the region’s overall circulation networks and systems for
all transit operators; FCRTA, FAX and Clovis.

The Long Range Transit Plan Draft was released January 28,
2019 and the plan will be presented to the FCOG Policy Board
for consideration in April of 2019.
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RESPONSIBLE

agencies to determine the need for additional
or expanded park-and-ride lots and to identify
additional sites for such lots. (See Policy TR-
B.2)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

TR-B.C

Through its representation on the FCOG Board PW&P Ongoing Fresno County continues to work with FCOG to identify and

and the FCRTA (a joint powers agency), the pursue funding for transit.

County shall work with these agencies to

identify and pursue funding for transit. (See

Policy TR-B.4)

TR-B.D

The County shall work with FCOG and other PW&P Ongoing Fresno County continues to work with FCOG to identify right-of-

agencies to identify right-of-way needs within way needs within designated transit corridors and to acquire

designated transit corridors and to acquire needed rights-of-way, including abandoned rights-of-way and

needed rights-of-way, including abandoned track structures.

rights-of-way and track structures. (See Policy

TR-B.3)

TR-B.E

The County shall work with the cities in the PW&P After FY 01-02 |In 2011, FCOG prepared the Public Transportation Infrastructure

County to prepare and adopt land use and (if initiated by [Study (PTIS). The PTIS Study makes recommendations for

design standards for areas within designated County) investments, the timing of those investments, and funding

urban transit corridors to promote transit sources augmenting Measure C sales tax revenue to pay for

accessibility and use. (See Policy TR-B.3) them. In addition, the PTIS study makes policy
recommendations that will be important to be adopted by City-
and County-elected officials and implemented by planning
department and public works administrators in order to shape
future growth in such a way that it supports the transit
investments. Fresno County continues to work with FCOG to
promote transit accessibility and use.

TR-B.F

The County shall work with Caltrans and other PW&P Ongoing Caltrans is the primary provider of Park and Ride lots on State

highways. Fresno County continues to work with Caltrans and
FCOG to determine the need for additional or expanded park-
and-ride lots and to identify additional sites for such lots.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

TR-D

Bicycle Facilities

TR-D.A

The County shall work with the Fresno Council PW&P FY 00-01 On February 22, 2018, the Fresno COG Policy Board directed

of Governments, Caltrans, and cities within the staff to hire a consultant to develop a Regional Active

County to update the Regional Bikeways Plan Transportation Plan (ATP). Active transportation refers to

to ensure consistency with the Circulation human-powered transportation, such as walking, cycling, using a

Diagram and Standards section. (See Policy wheelchair, in-line skating, skateboarding, etc. The Fresno

TR-D.1) Regional ATP is an important document that will help each
jurisdiction in the County identify needed bicycle and pedestrian
projects and help the agencies qualify for new funds to
implement the projects. The Active Transportation Plan (ATP) is
a comprehensive guide that creates a vision for a network of
trails, bike lanes, sidewalks, and other elements to support safe
walking and bicycling. The consultant worked with all COG
member jurisdictions in developing the Regional ATP. The ATP
includes a chapter (Chapter 6) that describes the existing bicycle
and pedestrian facilities in the unincorporated communities of
Fresno County.

TR-D.B

The County shall encourage implementation PW&P Ongoing The County continues to encourage implementation and use of

and use of bikeways by use of Transportation
Development Act Article 1l bicycle and
pedestrian funds to implement and maintain
bikeways or bike trails. The County shall
continue to identify and pursue appropriate
new funding sources for bikeway
implementation. Grant funds from regional,
State, and Federal agencies should be pursued
and utilized when compatible with the General
Plan policies and long-term local funding
capabilities. (See Policy TR-D.1)

bikeways and trails by implementing the goals and policies of the
Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master
Plan that was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on
September 24, 2013. Since then, the bicycle portion has been
integrated into the Fresno County Regional Active Transportation
Plan (FCRATP). The Recreational Trails portion is currently
under development and upon completion will also be integrated
into the FCRATP. The Recreational Trails portion is anticipated
to be completed by the end of 2020 with full integration of both
the bike and trails portions in 2021.
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provide facilities that help link bicycles to other
modes, including provision of bike racks or
space on buses and parking or lockers for
bicycles at transportation terminals. (See Policy
TR-D.8)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

TR-D.C

The County shall require that sufficient PW&P Ongoing The County requires sufficient pavement width for bikeways

pavement width for bikeways shown on the shown on the Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational

Regional Bikeway Plan be constructed in Trails Master Plan that was adopted by the Board of Supervisors

conjunction with road construction projects, on September 24, 2013.

and that adequate right-of-way and/or

pavement width for bicycle facilities be included

in frontage improvements required of new

development. Implementation through signing

and striping is an operational decision, and

may not coincide with initial construction. (See

Policies TR-D.4 and TR-D.5)

TR-D.D

The County shall use California Department of PW&P Ongoing The Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails

Transportation (Caltrans) bikeway design Master Plan that was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on

standards as guidelines for construction of September 24, 2013, specifies California Department of

Class I, Il and 11l bicycle facilities. (See Transportation (Caltrans) bikeway design standards as

Policies TR-D.1 and TR-D.3) guidelines for the construction of Class I, Il and Il bicycle
facilities.

TR-D.E

The County shall work with other agencies to PW&P Ongoing The Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails

Master Plan that was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on
September 24, 2013, provides information on facilities that help
link bicycle riders to other modes, including the provision of bike
racks or space on buses and parking or lockers for bicycles at
transportation terminals.
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Fresno County Governments Rail Committee
to support improvement, development, and
expansion of rail service in Fresno County.
(See Policies TR-E.1 through TR-E.6)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

TR-E

Rail Transportation

TR-E.A

The County shall work with other agencies to PW&P Ongoing The County continues to work with other agencies including the
plan line-designated railroad corridors to California High Speed Rail Authority for rail expansion to facilitate
facilitate the preservation of important railroad the railroad rights-of-way for railroads and other transportation
rights-of-way for future rail expansion or other facilities.

appropriate transportation facilities. (See

Policies TR-E.3 and TR-E.4)

TR-E.B

The County shall use appropriate zoning in PW&P Ongoing The County continues to use appropriate zoning classifications in
designated rail corridors to ensure preservation designated rail corridors.

of rail facilities for future local rail use. (See

Policy TR-E.4)

TR-E.C

The County shall participate in the Council of PW&P Ongoing The FCOG Rail Committee was dissolved in 2012 when the

San Joaquin Valley Joint Powers Authority (SJVJPA) was
formed. A Board of Supervisors member represents Fresno
County by participating in the SIVJPA. This program will be
removed.
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PROGRAM

RESPONSIBLE
DEPARTMENT

TIME FRAME

STATUS

Public Facilities and Services Element

PF-A
General Public Facilities and Services

PE-A.A

The County shall ensure that infrastructure
plans or area facilities plans are prepared in
conjunction with any new or expanded
community or specific plans and are reviewed
and updated as needed. Such plans shall
contain phasing and facility improvement time
lines.

CAO

PW&P

Annually

When a new community or specific plan is prepared or updated
in conjunction with a proposed development, infrastructure plans
or area facilities plans must be prepared to address the
adequacy of the existing infrastructure or expansion of the
infrastructure to accommodate the proposed development.

PF-B
Funding

PF-B.A

The County shall prepare and adopt a Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) for designing and
constructing County facilities. Roadways shall
be included in the separate Roadway
Improvement Plan (RIP). The CIP should be
updated at least every five (5) years, or
concurrently with the approval of any significant
amendments to the General Plan.

CAO
Board of Supervisors

PW&P

FY 01-02; every
five years
thereafter

The CIP was last updated in 2006. However, update of the CIP
has been suspended by the Board with the suspension of impact
fees until November 9, 2017 based on Board action which
occurred on February 2, 2015.

On March 20, 2018, the Board of Supervisors received and
approved the proposed update to the adopted County Capital
Improvement Plan to enable expenditure of public facility impact
fees collected under the 2008 program.

October 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors conducted the second
public hearing to consider adopting an Ordinance amending Title
17 — Division of Land, Chapter 17.90 — Public Facilities Impact
Fees and Schedule of Fees of the Fresno County Ordinance
Code. The Board voted to discontinue public facilities impact fees
established in 2008, but maintain authorization to establish new
public facilities impact fees in the future.
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RESPONSIBLE

ordinances specifying acceptable methods for
new development to pay for new capital
facilities and expanded services. Possible
mechanisms include development fees,
assessment districts, land/facility dedications,
county service areas, and community facilities
districts. (See Policies PF-B.1 and PF-B.3)

Board of Supervisors

PW&P

03

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
PF-B.B
The County shall develop and adopt CAO FY 01-02; 02- |On October 8, 2013, the Board of Supervisors considered

potential options to the County’s Public Facilities Impact Fee
Ordinance and Schedule of Fees and associated Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP) and any other actions related to the
previously collected, unspent fees, and budgetary impacts
resulting from those actions. The potential options included: 1)
Continue the temporary suspension of collecting Public Facilities
Impact (PFI) Fees through November 9, 2015, as approved by
the Board on June 19, 2012; 2) Engage a consultant to prepare
an updated PFI Fee Report and direct staff to prepare an
associated CIP; 3) Engage with the consultant to study and
prepare a report to reduce the number of categories and areas
they serve; and, 4) Adopt an ordinance repealing the PFI and
adopt a resolution to terminate the associated CIP and refund
fees collected to the property owners of record.

On February 2, 2015, the Board of Supervisors conducted a
second public hearing to consider an amendment to repeal the
Public Facilities Impact Fees Ordinance in its entirety. At the
conclusion of the hearing, the Board decided to continue
suspension of the impact fees until November 9, 2017 and
directed Staff to return to the Board in two years.

On March 20, 2018, the Board of Supervisors received and
approved a proposed update to the adopted County Capital
Improvement Plan to enable expenditure of public facility impact
fees collected under the 2008 program.

October 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors conducted the second
public hearing to consider adopting an Ordinance amending Title
17 — Division of Land, Chapter 17.90 — Public Facilities Impact
Fees and Schedule of Fees of the Fresno County Ordinance
Code. The Board voted to discontinue public facilities impact fees
established in 2008, but maintain authorization to establish new
public facilities impact fees in the future.
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resolution of water supply problems and apply

the process when areas of need are identified.

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

PF-C

Water Supply and Delivery

PF-C.A

The County shall develop a process for PW&P FY 01-02 The Water and Natural Resources Division of the Department of

Public Works and Planning reviews all discretionary permits and
provides recommendation for requirements and mitigation
measures as necessary. The County, prior to consideration of
any discretionary project related to land use, requires a water
supply evaluation as outlined in General Plan Policy PF-C.17.

In addition, the County is currently working to implement the
requirements of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) which will further address the resolution of water supply
problems. During 2018, one SGMA working group meeting was
held, which was co-chaired by members of the Board of
Supervisors, during which membership was re-aligned to reflect
GSA representatives within the County. Meeting frequency of the
SGMA working group was limited during the 2018 calendar year
as membership focused on the preparation and coordination of
their respective GSPs. Members of the Board of Supervisors
actively participate on four of the GSA’s governing boards within
the three high-priority basins within Fresno County, as well as
County staff’'s annual participation in over 250 Board, policy,
technical, and outreach committee meetings. Groundwater
Sustainability Plans are required to be submitted by the GSAs to
the State of California, Department of Water Resources on
January 31, 2020. Failure to prepare and submit a GSP in a
groundwater basin could result in the State Water Resources
Control Board asserting its power to manage local groundwater
resources.
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tiered water pricing structure for County
Service Areas and Waterworks Districts. (See
Policy PF-C.29)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

PF-C.B

The County shall adopt a well construction and PW&P FY 02-03 The County Environmental Health Division has developed a

destruction ordinance that will include among procedure to ensure the abandoned wells are properly

other requirements the mapping of location Public Health destroyed. This program will be removed.

information on abandoned wells in the County

GIS database and which includes a procedure

for ensuring that abandoned wells are properly

destroyed.

PF-C.C

The County shall prepare or cause to be PW&P As Needed |Updates of water master plans and implementation schedules

prepared water master plans for water delivery are required for areas experiencing urban-type growth. Millerton

systems for areas undergoing urban growth. Specific Plan area, Shaver Lake area and Friant Specific Plan

The County shall have approved such plans area have approved plans. As an example, in 2010, a Water

prior to implementation. (See Policy PF-C.8) Supply Assessment was completed for the Millerton Specific
Plan as part of the approval process for Tentative Tract Map No.
5430.

PF-C.D

The County shall develop and implement a PW&P FY 02-03 Tiered water rate structures have been implemented in recent

developments. Due to recent drought conditions, CSA and
WWD water rate structures are being modified to a flat rate
(operational costs) plus a consumption rate (cost of water).
Tiered consumption rates are being utilized in CSAs and WWDs
where the supply or treatment of water is limited. All new
developments are required to provide water rate structures
prepared by an engineer and comprised of a flat rate and
consumption rate.
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RESPONSIBLE

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

PF-C.E

The County shall establish water demand PW&P FY 01-02 |Although specific standards have not been established, water

standards based on types and sizes of uses to supply and proposed water use are evaluated on a per-project

serve as a basis for determining the adequacy basis by Public Works and Planning staff to determine adequate

of a proposed water supply for new water supply. Further, in regard to landscaping, the County is

development. (See Policy PF-C.14) implementing the State required Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) which applies to both
residential and commercial projects. The MWELO was part of
the Governor’s Drought Executive Order of April 1, 2015. The
revised ordinance was approved on July 15, 2015.
As part of the General Plan Review process which is currently
underway, policies and programs of all elements of the General
Plan are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted.

PF-C.F

The County shall establish a review and/or PW&P FY 00-01 This program has been implemented with the adoption of the

regulatory process for proposed transfers of
surface water to areas outside of the County
and for substitution of groundwater for
transferred surface water. (See Policy PF-
C.23)

Groundwater Transfer Ordinance and will be deleted.
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prepared a sewer master plan for wastewater
treatment facilities for areas experiencing
urban growth. The County shall have
approved such plans prior to implementation.
(See Policy PF-D.7)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

PF-C.G

The County shall develop a list of water PW&P FY 01-02 The County enforces the State Model Water Efficient Landscape

conservation technologies, methods, and Ordinance as a means to promote the values and benefits of

practices that maximize the beneficial use of landscapes while recognizing the need to invest water and other

water resources. The County shall review and resources as efficiently as possible, to establish a structure for

update the list periodically to eliminate planning, designing, installing maintaining and managing water-

practices that no longer prove beneficial and efficient landscapes in new and rehabilitated projects, to

add new technologies that become available. establish provisions for water management practices and water

(See Policy PF-C.28) waste prevention for established landscapes, and to use water
efficiently without waste by setting a Maximum Applied Water
Allowance (MAWA) as an upper limit for water use and reduce
water use to the lowest practical amount. These standards are
enforced for any residential, commercial, or industrial projects
that require a permit, plan check or design review and that have
a 500 square-foot or more landscaping area.

PF-D

Wastewater Collection, Treatment and Disposal

PF-D.A

The County shall prepare or cause to be PW&P As Needed |Areas that experience urban growth are required to prepare a

sewer master plan or update the current master plan. The Public
Works and Planning Department is responsible for implementing
the policies and implementation programs in the plan. This
program is being implemented on an as needed basis.
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RESPONSIBLE

control agencies to pursue adoption of
appropriate regulations and programs as
necessary and appropriate to implement
required actions under State and Federal storm
water quality programs. (See Policy PF-E.13)

Board of Supervisors

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

PF-E

Storm Drainage and Flood Control

PF-E.A

The County shall work with responsible flood PW&P Ongoing The County coordinates with the Fresno Metropolitan Flood

Control District (FMFCD) who is the Lead Agency for the
Municipal Storm Water Permit held by FMFCD, the cities of
Fresno and Clovis, Fresno County, and California State
University Fresno. The County also requires developments to
file storm water permits with the State Water Resources Control
Board when the project meets the minimum threshold for
permitting.

PF-F

Landfills, Transfer Stations, and Solid Waste Processing Facilities

PF-F.A

The County shall require new commercial,
industrial, and multi-family residential uses to
provide adequate areas on site to
accommodate the collection and storage of
recyclable materials. (See Policy PF-F.1)

PW&P

FY 01-02

The Public Works and Planning staff reviews and comments on
Initial Studies/Environmental Assessments and, when
appropriate, provide comments recommending that new
commercial, industrial, and multi-family residential uses provide
adequate areas on site for the collection and storage of
recyclable materials. The County implemented a mandatory
hauler program in the mid-2000s to mandate refuse and
recycling collection for all unincorporated areas.
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RESPONSIBLE

further evaluate these locations in the regional
and unincorporated community plan updates.
(See Policy PF-G.1)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

PF-G

Law Enforcement

PF-G.A

The County shall prepare and adopt a master Sheriff As Needed |The Sheriff's Department has established substations in

plan to identify locations for sheriff substations unincorporated County areas to be able to provide faster
and community offices. The County should PW&P response to service calls. Although no master plan has been

prepared, when Community Plans are updated, a location is
identified for a Sheriff's substation. Further, the Sheriff's
Department actively works with Public Works and Planning staff
on land use matters pertinent to their facilities.

As an example, during the Laton Community Plan Update, Public
Works and Planning Department staff worked with Sheriff's
Department staff to identify a potential location for a future
Sheriff's substation.
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RESPONSIBLE

departments to maximize the use of resources
to develop functional and/or operational
consolidations and standardization of services
and to maximize the efficient use of fire
protection resources. (See Policy PF-H.1)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

PF-H

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

PF-H.A

If a Fire Protection Master Plan has not been PW&P As Needed |The Public Works and Planning staff routes all projects to the
prepared for the area and the County Director appropriate fire district for review and comment. The District

of Planning & Resource Management then identifies appropriate fire protection measures to
Department determines that additional fire accommodate the project. Upon consultation with the District,
protection facilities are needed, the County staff will include the fire district requirements as conditions of
shall not approve discretionary development approval for each project.

until such time as a Master Plan has been

adopted or other facilities acceptable to the As part of the General Plan Review process which is currently
Director are provided, with appeal rights as underway, policies and programs of all elements of the General
provided by County Ordinance. The Fire Plan are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
Protection Master Plan must contain the purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones have
following information: identification of water served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
supply; delineation of the service area deleted.

boundary; designation of an appropriate fire

protection entity; determination of structural,

equipment, and personnel needs and costs;

and a financing plan based on shared benefit.

(See Policy PF-H.2)

PF-H.B

The County shall work with the California CAO Ongoing The County works cooperatively with the California Department
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, of Forestry and Cal Fire on various land use and permit matters.
local fire protection agencies, and city fire County Fire The County contracts with the California Department of

Forestry/Cal Fire for the Amador Plan during the non-fire season
to provide additional protection.
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Policy OS-A.1)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

PF-I

School and Library Facilities

PF-1.LA

The County shall coordinate the updating of PW&P Ongoing The County involves the respective school district in the update

regional, community, and specific plans of each regional, community and specific plan to identify the

necessitated by the general plan with need for and potential location of new or expansion of existing

applicable school districts to identify the need facilities. Further, through the General Plan Conformity (GPC)

for and potential location of new or expanded findings process, potential school site acquisitions are evaluated

school facilities. (See Policies PF-1.3, PF-1.4, for consistency with the General Plan. This is required per Public

and PF-1.5) Resources Code 21151.2 and Government Code 65402. Three
General Plan Consistency requests were processed for proposed
school sites in 2018.

PF-1.B

The County shall coordinate the updating of PW&P Ongoing The County involves library administration in the update of each

regional, community, and specific plans regional, community and specific plan to identify the need for and

necessitated by the general plan with potential location of new or expansion of existing libraries.

applicable library districts and library interest

groups to identify the need for and potential

location of new or expanded library facilities.

(See Policy PF-1.9)

Open Space and Conservation Element

OS-A

Water Resources

OS-AA

The County shall develop, implement and PW&P FY 01-02; |In June 2006 the County adopted a Fresno Area Regional

maintain a water sustainability plan. (See Ongoing Groundwater Management Plan. Also, with the passage of the

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, local agencies within
the Kings, Westside, and Delta Mendota basins in the County will
be required to form Groundwater Sustainability Agencies which
will in turn create Groundwater Sustainability Plans. The plans
are required to be adopted by January 31, 2020.
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Information from this program shall be provided
to the Board of Supervisors during the annual
General Plan review. (See Policy OS-A.9)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

OS-A.B

The County shall establish and maintain a PW&P FY 01-02; |Water budget development and maintenance will be required

centralized water resource database for Ongoing through the implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater

surface and groundwater that includes the Management Act in areas with aquifers identified as being in a

water budget, groundwater monitoring data, condition of critical overdraft. The County has completed a study

and the groundwater recharge site inventory. through the AB 303 Local Groundwater Assistance Grant

(See Policies OS-A.7 through OS-A.10) funding, to identify potential recharge sites northeast of the City
of Fresno and City of Clovis. As development occurs, the County
will use this information to attempt to preserve those areas
identified as prime recharge areas.
As part of the General Plan Review process which is currently
underway, policies and programs of all elements of the General
Plan are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted.

0S-A.C

The County shall develop, implement and PW&P FY 01-02; Groundwater monitoring and reporting will be a key component

maintain a groundwater monitoring program. Ongoing of the implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater

Management Act. By January 31, 2020, Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies within the County will be required to
adopt a Groundwater Sustainability Plan for implementation.

As part of the General Plan Review process which is currently
underway, policies and programs of all elements of the General
Plan are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted.
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Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,
shall conduct a careful evaluation of the Forest
Practice Rules with regard to: clearcutting and
other forest management practices with
potential visual impacts; use of prescribed
burning; protection of biological, soil, and water
resources; and protection of old growth forest
in Fresno County. If the Forest Practice Rules
are determined to be inadequate, a compilation
of Special Forest Practice Rules for Fresno
County shall be proposed to the Board of
Forestry to address those inadequacies. (See
Policies OS-B.2 and OS-B.3)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

0OS-A.D

The County shall develop, implement, and PW&P FY 02-03 The County has completed a study through the AB 303 Local

maintain land use plans to preserve for Groundwater Assistance Grant funding to identify potential

recharge purpose those lands identified as recharge sites northeast of the City of Fresno and City of Clovis.

suitable for groundwater recharge in the water As development occurs, the County will use this information to

resource database inventory. (Policy OS-A.10) attempt to preserve those areas identified as prime recharge
areas.
As part of the General Plan Review process which is currently
underway, policies and programs of all elements of the General
Plan are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted.

0S-B

Forest Resources

0S-B.A

The County, in consultation with the California PW&P FY 03-04 The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection enforcement

authority granted under the Forest Practice Act and Rules is only
applicable when conversion of land from a use other than
growing a commercial crop of trees, or commercialization of
forest products occurs and is only applicable on private land.
Forested stands within Fresno County that may be characterized
as “Old Growth” may exist in extremely limited acreages and
most likely exist exclusively on national forest land.

As part of the General Plan Review process which is currently
underway, policies and programs of all elements of the General
Plan are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept/modified and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

0S-B.B

The County shall encourage the California PW&P FY 03-04 The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has no mandate

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to or authority to enter private timber lands unless enforcement of

complete an inventory of existing and residual the Forest Practice Act and rules have been triggered.

stands of ancient and old growth forest on

private timberlands in Fresno County. The Forested stands within Fresno County that may be characterized

results of this inventory shall be incorporated as “Old Growth” may exist in extremely limited acreages and

into the County’s biological resources database most likely exist exclusively on national forest land.

for use in future land use planning decisions. . o

(See Policy OS-B.2) As part of the General Plan Review process, pohmgs and _
programs of all element of the General Plan are being reviewed
to determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted.

0S-B.C

The County shall encourage the U.S. Forest PW&P FY 03-04 The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection is

Service and the California Department of required by law to identify potential impacts to a wide variety of

Forestry and Fire Protection to identify potential natural and cultural resources when engaging in a discretionary

impacts on, and the need for preservation of, project that triggers compliance with the California Environmental

old growth forest in Fresno County. (See Policy Quality Act (CEQA).

0S-B.2

) Forested stands within Fresno County that may be characterized

as “Old Growth” may exist in extremely limited acreages and
most likely exist exclusively on national forest land.

0S-B.D

The County shall formally request that the PW&P FY 03-04 A “Notice of Intent to Harvest Timber” (NOI) is a specific

California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection include educational materials for
residents in its Notice of Intent to Harvest
Timber. Such materials should include
information concerning the Forest Practice Act,
Forest Practice Rules, and Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection Timber Harvest
Plan review process. (See Policy OS-B.2)

requirement of the Forest Practice Act and Rules and is required
for a wide variety of timber harvest documents. A modification of
the NOI would require rule change by the Board of Forestry
(BOF).
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PROGRAM

RESPONSIBLE
DEPARTMENT

TIME FRAME

STATUS

OS-D
Wetland and Riparian Areas

OS-D.A

The County shall work toward the acquisition
by public agencies or private non-profit
conservation organizations of creek corridors,
wetlands, and areas rich in wildlife or of a
fragile ecological nature as public open space
where such areas cannot be effectively
preserved through the regulatory process.
Such protection may take the form of fee
acquisition or protective easements and may
be carried out in cooperation with other local,
State, and Federal agencies and private
entities. Acquisition shall include provisions for
maintenance and management in perpetuity.
(See Policies OS-D.2 and OS-D.8)

PW&P

Ongoing

The County works with public agencies and private non-profit
organizations toward acquisition of areas rich in wildlife or of
fragile ecological nature as public open space where such areas
cannot be protected and preserved through regulatory process.

0S-D.B

The County shall adopt an ordinance for
riparian protection zones identifying allowable
activities in riparian protection zones and
allowable mitigation techniques. (See Policy
0S-D.4)

PW&P

FY 02-03

Due to budgetary constraints, a specific ordinance has not been
adopted. The County continues to coordinate with resource
agencies for projects located within sensitive habitat areas and
applies mitigation measures to reduce any potential impacts to a
less than significant level.
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RESPONSIBLE

ecologically-significant resource areas,
including unique natural areas, wetlands,
riparian areas, and habitats for special-status
plants and animals from existing data sources.
The inventories shall be presented when area
plans, specific plans, or other project
development proposals are considered by the
County. The classification system shall be
based on the California Wildlife Habitats
Relationships (WHR) system and shall identify
appropriate buffer zones around the identified
resource areas in order to account for periodic,
seasonal, or ecological changes. The maps
shall be revised on a regular basis to reflect the
availability of new information from other
agencies, changes in definition, or any other
changes. (See Policies OS-E.1, OS-E.2, and
OS-E.5)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

OS-E

Fish and Wildlife Habitat

OS-E.A

The County shall compile inventories of PW&P Ongoing Development projects that may have a potential impact on

wetlands, riparian areas and habitats for special-status plants
and animals are referred to the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and United States Fish and Wildlife Service for review
and comment. Recommended mitigation measures proposed by
these agencies will be considered during the environmental
review of development projects and may be imposed on
proposed projects if warranted.

As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of all element of the General Plan are being reviewed
to determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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indicate the extent of significant habitat for
important fish and game species as these
maps are made available by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The
relative importance of these game species
shall be determined by the County, in
consultation with CDFW, based on relevant
ecological, recreational, and economic
considerations. These maps shall be used by
the County to evaluate proposed area plans,
specific plans, and any other project
development proposals to determine the
compatibility of development with maintenance
and enhancement of important fish and wildlife
species. (See Policy OS-E.2)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS
OS-E.B
The County shall maintain current maps that PW&P Ongoing The County provides development projects for comment to the

United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife for review and comment as to
any potential impact on sensitive species of plants or animals.
County staff also has access to State-maintained software which
provides updated maps containing biological data in an electronic
mapping database.

As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of all elements of the General Plan are being reviewed
to determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

OS-F

Vegetation

OS-F.A

The County shall prepare and maintain an PW&P FY 00-01; every|The County provides development projects for comment to the
updated list of State and Federal rare, two years U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of
threatened, and endangered plant species thereafter Fish and Wildlife (formerly CDFG) for review and comment as to
known or suspected to occur in the County. any potential impact on sensitive species of plants or animals.
The following other uncommon or special- County staff also has access to State-maintained software which
status species which occur or may occur in the provides updated maps containing sensitive species of plants
County should also be included on the list: 1) and animals in an electronic mapping database.

plant species included in the California Native

Plant Society's Inventory of Rare and As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
Endangered Vascular Plants of California; and programs of all elements of the General Plan are being reviewed
2) species of special concern as designated by to determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
In addition to updating the list, as new no longer relevant and should be deleted.

information becomes available, the list should

be reviewed and amended at least once every

two years. (See Policy OS-F.5)

OS-F.B

The County shall make the Fresno County Oak PW&P Ongoing The boundaries of the oak woodland habitat area have yet to be

Management Guidelines and other educational
resources available to landowners located in
oak woodland habitat. (See Policy OS-F.11)

established; when they are, a handout will be prepared and
distributed with every permit that is issued within these areas.
Individual projects in oak woodland areas are evaluated for
buffering or tree preservation requirements depending on the
sensitivity of the habitat and relative health of tree growth as
indicated by independent studies provided by project applicants.
Further, Policy OS-F.11, which contains the County’s Oak
Woodlands Management Guidelines, is considered.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

0S-G

Air Quality

0S-G.A

The County shall review the Guide for PW&P FY 02-03 The County provides development projects for comment to the
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts SJVAPCD for review and comment on potential air quality
published by the SJVAPCD and adopt impacts and requires development projects to comply with
procedures for performing air quality impact SJVAPCD rules to mitigate any impact on air quality. For
analysis and mitigation measures with any discretionary projects, County staff will review SIVAPCD
modifications deemed appropriate. (See Policy comments and require district requirements as warranted (i.e.,
0S-G.1) indirect source review, etc.) as part of the CEQA review process.
0S-G.B

The County shall adopt a package of programs CAO FY 02-03 The County commonly promotes and utilizes telephone

to reduce its employees’ work-related vehicular conference calling in lieu of physical meetings so as to minimize
trips. PW&P travel-related impacts. The County has begun to use video

conferencing for both inter-County and intra-county meetings,
with the resultant reduction in employee work-related vehicular
trips. The County is also in the planning and development
stages of countywide e-government programs that will impact the
number of vehicular trips required to conduct business.
Additionally, given the increasing quality of current aerial photos
and the available historical imagery which allows comparative
analysis, County staff can in some instances use aerial
information rather than conducting field visits.

The County encourages employee participation in FCOG’s car
and van pool program.
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RESPONSIBLE

Federal agencies to complete a comprehensive
inventory of all parks and recreation areas and
services in the County and to identify other
areas suitable for park acquisition and
development as funds permit. The County
shall consider preparation of a County park and
recreation master plan to provide a policy
framework for independent implementation by
the cooperating agencies. (See Policies OS-
H.1 through OS-H.3)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

0S-G.C

The County shall amend its Subdivision and PW&P FY 02-03 All development projects must comply with the SIVAPCD

Grading Ordinances and Development regulations for dust control and project conditions or mitigation

Standards to address dust control measures for discretionary land use permits may require additional levels of

for new development, access roads, and dust control.

parking areas. (See Policies OS-G.13 and OS-

G.14) As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of all elements of the General Plan are being reviewed
to determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted.

OS-H

Parks and Recreation

OS-H.A

The County shall work with local, State, and PW&P FY 01-02; 02-03 |Funds have not been available to prepare a comprehensive

inventory of all parks and recreation areas and to identify other
areas suitable for park acquisition and development.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

OS-H.B

As new development occurs, the County shall PW&P Ongoing Public Works and Planning staff considers the need for an entity

consider contracting with existing entities or to hold and maintain parkland, open space, and trails as a part of

forming County Service Areas (CSAs) that the project review. The Department considers these service

have the authority to receive dedications or needs when a CSA is being formed or expanded. It should be

grants of land or funds, plus the ability to noted that due to limitations of the Proposition 218 process,

charge fees for acquisition, development, and which allows residents within a CSA to vote on or consider

maintenance of parks; open space; and riding, discontinuation of service, the use of CSAs for Services beyond

hiking, and bicycle trails. (See Policy OS-H.4) basic services (i.e., sewer and water) can become problematic
and has limited the use of CSAs in more recent developments.

oS-

Recreational Trails

OS-I.A

The County shall prepare a Recreational Trails PW&P FY 02-03 This program has been implemented; the Fresno County

Master Plan for a countywide trail system that Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan was

identifies appropriate corridors and the design adopted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 2013.

of the trails in the corridors based on the Since then, the bicycle portion has been integrated into the

criteria listed in the policies of this section. The Fresno County Regional Active Transportation Plan (FCRATP).

Recreational Trail Corridor Map (Figure OS-1) The Recreational Trails portion is currently under development

and Conceptual Recreational Trail List shall be and upon completion will also be integrated into the FCRATP.

used as a starting point for the master plan The Recreational Trails portion is anticipated to be completed by

process. (See Policies OS-1.1 and OS-1.10) the end of 2020 with full integration of both the bike and trails
portions in 2021.

0s-1.B

The County shall investigate the potential of PW&P FY 02-03 This program has been implemented. It is included in the Fresno

various land use controls for reserving areas
for trails such as the acquisition of easements,
open space and floodplain zoning, and
subdivision control. (See Policies OS-I.3 and
0S-1.4)

County Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan
that was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24,
2013. This program will be deleted.
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RESPONSIBLE

the use of recreational trails by all motorized
vehicles except maintenance vehicles, regulate
users on multiple purpose paths, and protect
the interests of property adjacent to trails. (See
Policy OS-1.5)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS
0os-I.C
The County shall enact an ordinance to prohibit PW&P FY 01-02 This program has been implemented. It is included in the Fresno

County Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan
that was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24,
2013. The County uses the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) approved sign R44A on Class | bike paths.
This program will be deleted.

0S-J

Historical, Cultural, and Geological Resources

0S-J.A

The County shall adopt and implement an
ordinance to protect and preserve significant
archaeological, historical, and geological
resources. The ordinance shall provide for
implementation of applicable development
conditions, open space easements, tax
incentives, related code revisions and other
measures as needed. (Policy 0S-J.1)

PW&P

FY 02-03

Development projects are referred to the State Historic
Preservation Officer, the Fresno County Historical Landmarks
and Records Advisory Commission and the Fresno County
Historical Society for potential impact on significant archeological
and historical and geological resources. However, no ordinance
has been developed.

As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of all elements of the General Plan are being reviewed
to determine which policies still serve a purpose and should be
kept/modified and which ones have served their purpose or are
no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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PROGRAM

RESPONSIBLE
DEPARTMENT

TIME FRAME

STATUS

OS-L
Scenic Roadways

OS-L.A

The County, in cooperation with the Fresno
Council of Governments and the Association
for the Beautification of Highway 99, shall
participate in establishing a landscape master
plan and design guidelines for the Highway 99
corridor. The plan and guidelines shall unify
the design features of the Highway 99 corridor
while recognizing the individuality of each
community. (See Policies OS-L.7 and OS-L.8)

PW&P

CAO

FY 03-04

This program has been implemented via adoption of Amendment
to Text (AT) No. 361 on July 8, 2008, and has been incorporated
into the Zoning Ordinance. This program will be deleted.

OS-L.B

The County shall work with the California
Department of Transportation to apply for
scenic highway designation for the State
highway segments eligible for such
designation, and take necessary steps for
approval, including adoption of scenic corridor
protection programs for eligible segments. (See
Policy OS-L.9)

PW&P

FY 03-04

County staff collaborated with the Sierra Gateway Trust, Inc. and
Caltrans in pursuit of a State Official Scenic Highway designation
for segments of SR 180. Staff of the County and Caltrans with
the Sierra Gateway Trust worked together to complete the Visual
Assessment and Corridor Protection Program in support of a
State Official Scenic Highway designation status for
approximately 60.7 miles of the eastern segments of SR 180.

On October 15, 2015, the Caltrans Director approved designation
of the two sections of eastern SR 180 from the Alta Main Canal
near Minkler to near the General Grant Grove section of Kings
Canyon National Park, and the General Grant Grove section of
Kings Canyon National Park to Kings Canyon National Park
boundary near Cedar Grove as a State Scenic Highway.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
Health and Safety Element
HS-A
Emergency Management and Response
HS-A.A
The County shall maintain agreements with Sheriff Ongoing On November 14, 1995, the Fresno County Board of Supervisors
other local, State, and Federal agencies to adopted the State's Standardized Emergency Management
provide coordinated disaster response. CAO System (SEMS), established the geographic area of the County
of Fresno as the Fresno County Operational Area, and
PW&P designated Fresno County as the Operational Area Lead
Agency. Inthe County's role as the Operational Area Lead
County Fire Agency, the County Office of Emergency Services (OES)

County Office of
Emergency Services

maintains ongoing communication with local government
agencies (County Departments, Incorporated Cities, Special
Districts, and Public School Districts), as well as many State and
Federal agencies and nonprofit organizations to maintain and
enhance the communities’ capability to respond to and recover
from disasters.

HS-A.B

The County shall continue to monitor and
periodically evaluate County emergency

planning, operations, and training capabilities.

(See Policy HS-A.1)

County Office of
Emergency Services

Ongoing

The County Office of Emergency Services (OES) implements this
program on an ongoing basis. OES is located within the
Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division and
coordinates planning, preparedness, response and recovery
efforts for disasters occurring within the unincorporated areas of
Fresno County. Fresno County OES coordinates the
development and maintenance of the Fresno County Operational
Area Master Emergency Services Plan, which is updated
periodically.
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evaluate County-owned safety and emergency
management facilities and public utility systems
for susceptibility to damage due to flood
inundation or seismic or geologic hazards and
implement corrective actions should problems
be identified. (See Policies HS-A.2 and HS-
A.3)

County Office of
Emergency Services

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS
HS-A.C
The County shall continue to periodically PW&P Ongoing The County Department of Internal Services evaluates County

facilities in conjunction with concerns raised by the occupying
department. Facility issues or any damage resulting from events
are inspected with the assistance of Risk Management staff and
qualified consultants or sub-consultants. Modifications,
improvements or construction of new structures to replace
existing facilities are also evaluated with the assistance of staff
from the Department of Public Works and Planning. A more
comprehensive inventory of existing facilities is targeted as
budgeting and staffing permit.

buildings and structures to ensure they are
designed and constructed to State and local
regulations and standards as part of the
building permit plan check process. (See Policy
HS-B.2)

HS-A.D

The County shall continue to conduct programs| County Office of Ongoing The County Office of Emergency Services (OES) implements this

to inform the general public of emergency Emergency Services program on an ongoing basis. The County OES maintains

preparedness and disaster response contact and emergency information on the County’s website.

procedures. (See Policy HS-A.4) The Fresno County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan provides
additional details regarding County hazards and responses to
mitigate damage or injury. In addition, the Public is also
encouraged to obtain family and business preparedness
information at websites maintained by The American Red Cross
and FEMA.

HS-B

Fire Hazards

HS-B.A

The County shall review the design of all PW&P Ongoing The Department of Public Works and Planning continues to

review all proposed developments to ensure they are designed
and constructed to meet the State and local regulations as part of
the building permit and plan check processes.
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review relevant dam failure evacuation plans
and continue to provide public information on
dam failure preparedness. (See Policy HS-
C.13)

County Office of
Emergency Services

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME [STATUS

HS-C

Flood Hazards

HS-C.A

The County shall continue to participate in the PW&P Ongoing The Department of Public Works and Planning maintains the
Federal Flood Insurance Program. The most current FEMA flood hazard maps and updates the
County shall maintain flood hazard maps and information as necessary or as new data/maps are released by
other relevant floodplain data and shall revise FEMA. All submitted projects are reviewed to determine

or update this information as new information proximity to the 100-year floodplain during the grading permit
becomes available. In the County’s review of process.

applications for building permits and

discretionary permits and proposals for capital

improvement projects, the County shall

determine whether the proposed project is

within the 100-year floodplain based on these

maps. (See Policy HS-C.7)

HS-C.B

The County shall continue to implement and PW&P Ongoing The Department of Public Works and Planning reviews all
enforce its Floodplain Management submitted projects for conformance with floodplain requirements
Ordinance. (See Policy HS-C.8) through the grading permit process.

HS-C.C

The County shall continue to develop and PW&P Ongoing There are 23 dams within Fresno County that pose a significant

risk to people and/or property. The Fresno County Office of
Emergency Services has developed dam failure evacuation
plans for each of these 23 dams. The Fresno County Multi-
Hazard Mitigation Plan (2009) Section 4.2.9 evaluates dam
failure in Fresno County. According to this document, there were
14 dam failures between 1976 and 1983, but all were earthen
dams on private property. Although there remains a risk of dam
failure in Fresno County, there have not been any failures of
major dams.
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program to aid in the identification and
mitigation of unreinforced masonry structures.
(See Policy HS-D.6)

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

HS-D

Seismic and Geological Hazards

HS-D.A

The County shall regularly review readily PW&P Ongoing The County reviews material published by the California Division
available information published by the of Mines and Geology and updates the maps and the General
California Division of Mines and Geology and Plan Background Report as necessary. Further, County staff
other agencies and use the information to actively engages with and discusses proposed mining projects
update County maps and the General Plan with State Mining and Geology Board staff.

Background Report. (See Policies HS-D.1 and

HS-D.2)

HS-D.B

The County shall inventory unreinforced PW&P FY 02-03; 03-04 |A survey was conducted in 1991 to identify all unreinforced
masonry structures, including emergency masonry buildings in the unincorporated areas of Fresno County.
facilities and other critical facilities constructed The survey did not identify any building to be below acceptable
prior to 1948, used for human occupancy standards. Since unreinforced masonry buildings are not
(excluding single-family residential structures), allowed within the unincorporated areas, this program will be
and evaluate the facilities for seismic safety. deleted as part of the ongoing General Plan Review process.

If found below acceptable standards, the

County shall implement a program to mitigate

potential hazards.

HS-D.C

The County shall develop a public awareness PW&P FY 02-03 Because no unreinforced masonry buildings have been located

within the unincorporated areas of the County, a public
awareness program has not been developed. This program will
be deleted as part of the ongoing General Plan Review process.
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Airport Land Use Commission for review of
projects within the Airport Review Area
requiring amendments of general, community
and specific plans, airport master plans,
rezoning applications, zoning ordinance text
amendments, and building code amendments
for consistency with the appropriate Airport
Land Use Policy Plan.

County Airport Land
Use Commission

PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

HS-E

Airports Hazards

HS-E.A

The County shall refer to the Fresno County PW&P Ongoing All applicable land use applications are referred to the Airport

Land Use Commission (ALUC) that is administered by FCOG, for
evaluation of consistency with the appropriate Airport Land Use
Policy Plan. Recommendations of the ALUC are incorporated
into staff's evaluation and forwarded to the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors.

alternatives for site acquisition, development,
and operation for a permanent household
waste facility.

HS-F

Hazardous Materials

HS-F.A

The County shall review discretionary uses PW&P Ongoing The County Health Department continues to review discretionary

which involve use of hazardous materials or uses that generate hazardous materials. The Department of

generate hazardous wastes in regulated Public Health Public Works and Planning routes discretionary permit

quantities. (See Policy HS-F.2) applications to the Health Department for review and comment.
Any proposed project that may generate hazardous material will
be required to comply with the recommended conditions or
mitigation measures.

HS-F.B

The County shall investigate funding PW&P FY 01-02 On March 14, 2013, the County received Planning Commission’s

approval to permit the establishment of a 15,000 square-foot
household hazardous waste facility at the American Avenue
Landfill. This Facility has since been constructed and is
operational.

CUP Application No. 3629 — in process — proposes to allow a
new Regional Environmental Compliance Center to dispose of
waste items generated by business participants and households
that are not allowed for regular disposal.
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PROGRAM DEPARTMENT TIME FRAME |STATUS

HS-F.C

The County shall review the plans to mitigate PW&P Ongoing Development projects are referred to the County Health

soil or groundwater contamination for Department for review and comment. If the subject site is

redevelopment or infill projects. (See Policy Public Health identified as a contaminated site, Health Department staff

HS-F.4) recommends mitigation measures to address soil or groundwater
contamination. Further, as part of the environmental review
process, staff has the ability to access State and Federal
databases for contaminated sites and can apply appropriate
mitigation to discretionary land use projects via comments from
State, Federal or local agencies.

HS-G

Noise

HS-G.A

The County shall amend and enforce the PW&P FY 01-02 The County Health Department will continue to enforce the

Fresno County Noise Ordinance as Fresno County Noise Ordinance and amend its policies as

necessary, consistent with the policies and Public Health necessary. Discretionary land use permits which may potentially

standards within this element. (See Policies generate excessive noise levels are often required to complete a

HS-G.1 through HS-G.9) noise analysis, and proposals within designated noise areas of
airports are evaluated or limited to avoid conflicts with General
Plan noise standards.

HS-G.B

The County shall develop an effective noise PW&P FY 01-02 All land use projects are evaluated for potential noise impacts as

control program that includes: A) An required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and

ordinance (1) defining acceptable noise levels Public Health appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated as necessary.

based on land use, (2) setting forth monitoring
methodology and determination of violations,
(3) defining exemptions and variance
procedures, and (4) delineating enforcement
and abatement procedures; and B) A public
information program to inform County
residents of the impact of noise on their lives.

As stated in response to HS-G.A above, staff coordinates with
the County Health Department regarding discretionary land use
permits, and additional evaluation may be required for projects
that may potentially generate excessive noise levels. However, a
noise control program that addresses all components of this
Implementation Program has not been developed.
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Appendix B
Housing Element Progress Report

Fifth-Cycle Update

California Housing Element law requires every jurisdiction to prepare and adopt a Housing
Element as part of their General Plans. In California, itis typical for each city or county to
prepare and maintain its own separate General Plan and Housing Element. However,
Fresno County and 12 of the 15 cities in Fresno County prepared a Multi-Jurisdictional
Housing Element (MJHE) for the fifth round of Housing Element updates. The MJHE provides
an opportunity for countywide housing issues and needs to be more effectively addressed at
the regional level rather than just at the local level. Regional efforts also provide the
opportunity for the local governments inthe County to work together to accommodate the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) assigned to the Fresno County region. In
addition, economies of scale resulted in significant cost savings to jurisdictions who
participated in preparing the MJHE.

The primary objective of the MJHE was to prepare a regional plan addressing housing
needs through a single certified Housing Element for all 13 participating jurisdictions. The
Fresno County MJHE represents an innovative approach to meeting State Housing Element
law and coordinating resources to address the region's housing needs. The regional
Housing Element approach, while tested in a few counties with fewer jurisdictions, was a
major undertaking for the 13 Fresno County jurisdictions. The following jurisdictions
participated in the effort: Fresno County, Clovis, Coalinga, Fowler, Huron, Kerman,
Kingsburg, Mendota, Parlier, Reedley, San Joaquin, Sanger, and Selma.

Although State law allows local governments to decide when to update their General
Plans, State Housing Element law mandates that Housing Elements be updated every
eight years. The MJHE covers the planning period of December 31, 2015 through
December 31, 2023.

The Housing Element includes: 1) an identification and analysis of existing and projected
local housing needs; 2) an identification of resources and constraints; and 3) goals,
policies, and implementation programs for the rehabilitation, maintenance, improvement,
and development of housing for all economic segments of the population.

The Fifth-Cycle MJHE includes an Appendix (Appendix 2) which is organized into separate
appendices for each of the participating jurisdictions.

On March 15, 2016, the Fresno County Board of Supervisors adopted the Fifth-Cycle
Housing Element, and the document was forwarded to HCD for certification on April 29,
2016. The Fifth-Cycle Housing Element Update was certified by the State Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) on July 22, 2016.

The Fresno County MJHE received the 2016 Outstanding Planning Award in the Best
Practices Category from the American Planning Association Central Section, and was
awarded the 2016 Merit Award for Best Practices by the American Planning Association
California Chapter.

The 2018 Housing Element Annual Progress Report (APR) includes reporting on the



County's residential permit activities for various income categories, as well as activities on
various programs such as Home Affordable Refinance Program (HARP), Rental
Rehabilitation Loan Program and Homebuyer Assistance Program (HAP). This information
is provided on the new forms developed by HCD, which were distributed to local
governments on January 17, 2019. The new forms must be used for the 2018 Housing
Element APR. The Housing Element APR also includes a matrix that provides information
on implementation of the programs of the Fifth-Cycle Housing Element.
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General Information

Jurisidiction Name Fresno County - Unincorporated
Reporting Calendar Year 2018
Contact Information
First Name Mohammad
Last Name Khorsand
Title Senior Planner
Email mkhorsand@fresnocountyca.gov
Phone (559) 600-4230
Mailing Address
Street Address 2220 Tulare Street, 6th Floor
City Fresno
Zipcode 93721

Annual Progress Report

Submittal Instructions

Housing Element Annual Progress Reports (APRs) forms and tables must be
submitted to HCD and the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) on
or before April 1 of each year for the prior calendar year; submit separate reports
directly to both HCD and OPR pursuant to Government Code section 65400.
There are two options for submitting APRs:

1. Online Annual Progress Reporting System (Preferred) - This enters your
information directly into HCD’s database limiting the risk of errors. If you would
like to use the online system, email APR@hcd.ca.gov and HCD will send you the
login information for your jurisdiction. Please note: Using the online system only
provides the information to HCD. The APR must still be submitted to OPR. Their
email address is opr.apr@opr.ca.gov.

2. Email - If you prefer to submit via email, you can complete the excel Annual
Progress Report forms and submit to HCD at APR@hcd.ca.gov and to OPR at
opr.apr@opr.ca.gov. Please send the Excel workbook, not a scanned or PDF
copy of the tables.

January 2019



ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT

Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202)

Fresno County -
Jurisdiction Unincorporated Note: + Optional field

Reporting Year 2018 (Jan. 1 - Dec. 31) Cells in grey contain auto-calculation formulas

Table A
Housing Development Applications Submitted

Total Total
Date A d | Di d
Project Identifier Unit Types Application Proposed Units - ility by Hi hold pprove isapprove Streamlining Notes
N Units by Units by
Submitted " "
Project Project

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Total Was APPLICATION
" Tenure Very Low- Low- Moderate- DISAPPROVED SUBMITTED
UniCateg o Dats VeryLow- | | omeNon | Income |LoWincoms | Moderate- Income Above | 1. i | PROPOSED ffotal Units by Project | Pursuant to GC .
(SFA,SFD,2 to - Application |Income Deed Non Deed |Income Deed| Moderate- . | APPROVED Notes’
45+ADUMH) | RERenter | o bmitted | Restricted Dsad Deed | peostricted | Restricted | NOmDeed | Tjcome | Units by Proect |, b project| (Auto-calculated | 65913.4(b)?

o : 0=Owner Restricted | Restricted Restricted Can Be (SB35

‘Overwritten) Streamlining)

Local Jurisdiction

Prior APN* Current APN Street Address Project Name* "
Tracking ID’

Summary Row: Start Data Entry Below

MH O] 1 1 1
A used 1458 squarq
foot MH not on permanent
3765 McCall 2018-100009 foundation, secondary
residence, low valuation of
$8,748, and located in
309-022-49 i Zone District.
MH [e] 1 1 1 A used 1440 square-foot MH,
309-022-49 17473 Parkcliffe 2018-100027 low valuation of $8,640, and
location within Trailer Park.

MH O] 1 1 1

A used 750 square-foot MH nof

329-110-04 3360 Cherry 2018-100520 on permanent foundation, low

valuation of $4,500, issued for
F Housing.

MH O] 1 1 1
A used 720 square-foot MH nof
309-021-06 9272 Dakota 2018-101051 on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, and locate
in agri Zone District.
MH [e] 1 1 1 A used MH not on permanent
foundation, secondary
residence, and low valuation of
$4,000.
MH 0 1 1 1 A used MH not on permanent
308-340-02 5687 McCall 2018101476 foundation, secondary
residence, and low valuation of
$8,640.
MH| [e] 1 1 1 A used 1080 square-foot MH
and low valuation of $6,480.

327-210-23 3387 Central 2018-101370

128-450-65 33699 SJ&E 2018-102806

MH [¢] 1 1 1
A used 672 square-foot MH nof
335-170-14 8741 Chestnut 2018-103305 on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for
Housing.

MH [¢] 1 1 1
A used 672 square-foot MH nof
335-170-14 8751 Chestnut 2018-103307 on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for
Housing.

MH [¢] 1 1 1
A used 672 square-foot MH nof
335-170-14 8761 Chestnut 2018-103331 on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for
Housing.

MH 0 1 1 1
A used 672 square-foot MH no
335-170-14 8771 Chestnut 2018103334 on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for
Housing.

2016103335 MH o) 1 1 1
A used 672 square-foot MH no
335-170-14 8781 Chestnut on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for
Housing.

2016103340 MH o) 1 1 1
A used 672 square-foot MH no
335-170-14 8791 Chestnut on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for
Housing.




335-170-15

8825 Chestnut

2018-103489)

MH

A used 672 square-foot MH not
on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for

Housing.

334-180-32

126 Fantz

2018-103532]

A used 672 square-foot MH notf
on permanent foundation,
secondary residence, low

valuation of $4,000, and locate

in agri Zone District.

020-230-10s

19133 Central

2018-103864]

MH|

A used 720 square-foot MH nof
on permanent foundation, low
valuation of $4,000, issued for

F Housing.

020-200-46

3854 Butte

2018-104875|

MH|

A used 784 square-foot MH nof

on permanent foundation, low

valuation of $4,000, and locate
in agri Zone District.

309-380-17s

3186 Isabella

MH|

A used 1488 square-foot MH

not on permanent foundation,

secondary residence, and low
valuation of $8,640.

190-430-57

50246 Greenhill

MH

A used 1440 square-foot MH
and low valuation of $8,640.

511-050-07s

5822 Hampton

MH|

A used 720 square-foot MH not
on permanent foundation and
low valuation of $4,000.

312-121-55

4213 Dennett

MH|

A used 1386 square-foot MH

not on permanent foundation,

secondary residence, and low
valuation of $8,640.

043-170-09s

13580 Henderson

MH

A used 1500 square-foot MH
and low valuation of $9,000.

035-260-02s

8880 Henderson

MH|

A used 960 square-foot MH nof

on permanent foundation, low

valuation of $4,000, and locate
in agri Zone District.

190-180-14s

38372 Cardinal

2018-107822]

MH|

A used 1584 square-foot MH
not on permanent foundation
and low valuation of $8,640.

128-450-62

33661 SUAE

2018-108908|

MH!

A used 1624 square-foot MH
and low valuation of $8,640.

313-082-39

412 Maine

2018-100542]

MH!

A used 1492 square-foot MH

not on permanent foundation,

low valuation of $10,560, and
secondary residence.

309-280-52

3815 Zediker

2018-101923|

MH!

A used MH and low valuation o|
$11,424.

120-222-09

42159 Buckeye

2018-100496|

SFD!

Note: Median price for SFD in
Fresno County is approximately
$270,000. Small unit size of
912 square feet and low
valuation of $101,915.

310-100-57s

8096 Hedges

2018-101219]

ADU unit type and small unit
size of 1200 sqaure feet.

309-220-25

10134 McKinley

2018-101989]

Small unit size of 1250 square|
feet, low valuation of $139,490,
and lovated in agricultural Zong

District.

331-061-71

4239 Highland

2018-104214|

SFD:

Small unit size of 900 square
feet, secondary residence, low|
valuation of $125,940, and
located in agricultural Zone
District.

316-080-25s

5196 Drummond

2018-107608|

Small unit size of 1198 square|
feet, low valuation of $137,631
and located in agricultural Zong

District.

053-514-03s

3923 Wilda

2017-108388|

SFD!

Deed Restricted.

053-513-10s

3890 Wilda

2017-108387|

SFD!

Deed Restricted.

057-160-05

20618 Pio Pico

2017-106868|

SFD!

[e][e][e]

Small unit size of 1370 square|
feet and valuation of $149,610|

331-172-08

3650 Calvin

2018-103826

Small unit size of 1385 square|
feet and valuation of $154,799 |

348-160-01

5049 Huntsman

2018-100222|

Small unit size of 1625 square|
feet, secondary residence, and
valuation of $179,875.

348-250-01

9840 Leonard

2018-101596

Valuation of $160,000 and
Zone District.

053-512-06s

20636 Troutdale

2018-101673|

SFD!

Valuation of $198,707.

138-330-19

16073 Morgan
Canyon

2018-102292|

SFD:

[e][e]

Small unit size of 1512 square
feet, valuation of $166,536, an
located in agricultural Zone
District.




053-516-04s

20714 Troutdale

2018-103043|

SFD!

Unit size of 1820 square feet
and valuation of $198,707

043-250-64s

2890 Charleston

2018-103432]

SFD!

Unit size of 1700 square feet
and valuation of $186,664.

043-250-54s.

2879 Indiana

2018-103433]

SFD!

Unit size of 1700 square feet
and valuation of $186,000

053-120-24s

20648 Garfield

2018-103553|

Unit size of 1642 square feet
and valuation of $178,656.

300-684-20s

20063 Sunset

2018-104093|

Unit size of 1515 square feet
and valuation of $168,328

118-020-61

26562 TwinPonds

2018-105215|

Ol O O O o ©

Unit size of 1700 square feet,
valuation of $183,449, and
located in agricultural Zone

District.

312-030-87

6689 McKinley

2018-107101

SFD!

o

Unit size of 1527 square feet
and valuation of $167,298

057-021-37

4810 Riverdale

2018-107340

SFD!

[e]

Unit size of 1650 square feet,
valuation of $175,434, and
located in agricultural Zone

District.

043-250-39s

13697 Vandenburg

2018-108025

Unit size of 1495 square feet
and valuation of 172,453

053-513-06s

3846 Wilda

2018-108239

Unit size of 1548 square feet
and valuation of $168,091

300-684-13s

20103 Sulmona

2018-109462|

Unit size of 1515 square feet
and valuation of $168,328

312-330-53

2461 Grantland

2018-105900

O]l o o ©

A used 1478 square-foo
MH not on permanent
foundation, secondary
residence, low valuation of
$8,868, and located in
Zone District.

158-161-07

2523 Pederson

2017-108787|

SFD!

Unit size of 1257 square
feet, secondary residence, low|
valuation of $40,668, and
located in agricultural Zone
District.

028-041-11

28013 Clayton

2018-104239]

Unit size of 1900 square feet,
secondary residence, and
located in agricultural Zone
District.

554-052-07

1563 Leonard

Unit size of 1700 square feet,
secondary residence, located i
i Zone District.

350-190-09

12675 Jefferson

Unit size of 2000 square feet,
secondary residence, located i
i Zone District.

035-190-31

8472 Hayes

MH!

A used 1040 square-foot
MH, secondary residence, and
located in agricultural Zone
District.

345-050-19

7486 Kenneth

MH!

A used 800 square-foot MH nof
on permanent foundation,
secondary residence, and
located in agricultural Zone

District.

393-122-22

13568 Caruthers

SFD!

A small unit size of 1497
square feet, secondary
residence, located in
i Zone District.

309-140-26

11482 McKinley

2018-107452|

MH!

A used MH not on
permanent foundation, low
valuation of $11,424, and

secondary residence.

308-081-26s

11810 Ashlan

SFD!

A small unit size of 1059
square feet and secondary
residence.

158-450-10

19188 Trimmer
Springs

SFD!

A small unit size of 1422
square feet, secondary
residence, located in

Zone District.

385-042-15

8058 Nebraska

MH!

A used 1152 square-foof]
MH not on permanent
foundation, secondary
residence, located in

i Zone Dsitrict.

333-310-05

20143

MH!

A used 1125 square-foot MH,
secondary residence, located i
i Zone District.

309-251-61s.

3680 Lindsey

SFD:!

393-280-59

10563 Kamm

SFD!

Secondary residence located i
Zone District.

Note: Affordability is based on the unit type and size, valuation and the Fresno County’s Median Income for each income category.
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202)
Fresno County - This table is auto-populated once you enter your jurisdiction name and current year
Jurisdicti Unincorporated data. Past year information comes from previous APRs.
Reporting Year 2018 (Jan. 1 - Dec. 31) Please contact HCD if your data is different than the material supplied here
Table B

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress

Permitted Units Issued by Affordability
2

[ 1 3 4
: : Total Remaining
Income Level o On 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total Units t0 | oy s by income
by Income Level Date (all years) Lol
Deed Restricted 2
460 28 432
Very Low Non-Deed Restricted 26
Deed Restrlcted. 527 9 =6
Low Non-Deed Restricted 9
Deed Restricted
589 237 352
Moderate Non-Deed Restricted 102 63 54 18
Above Moderate 1146 162 38 14l 271 875
Total RHNA 2722
Total Units 44 264 [ 101 [ 125 [ 55 [ [ 545 [ 2177 ]

Note: units serving extremely low-income households are included in the very low-income permitted units totals

Cells in grey contain auto-calculation formulas
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(CCR Title 25 §6202)
Note: + Optional field
Year 2018 (Jan. 1 - Dec. 31) Cells in grey contain auto-calculation formulas
Table C
Sites Identified or Rezoned to A Shortfall Housing Need
Project Identifier Date of Rezone Affordability by Household Income Type of Shortfall Sites Description
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11
Local
. Very-Low 'Above Moderate { Type of Shortfall Parcel Size General Plan . Minimum Maximum Realistic Description of Existing
APN Street Address Project Name' ::I;‘I;:rl‘tzl;l: Date of Rezone =D Low-Income | Moderate Income — (Acres) Designation Zoning Density Allowed | Density Allowed Capacity Vacant/Nonvacant e
Row: Start Data Entry Below
[ [
I I I I




ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202)

Jurisdiction

Fresno County - Unincorporated

Reporting Year

2018

(Jan. 1 - Dec. 31)

Table D

Program Implementation Status pursuant to GC Section 65583

Housing Programs Progress Report
Describe progress of all programs including local efforts to remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development of housing as identified in the housing element.

Name of Program

Objective

Timeframe in H.E

Status of Program Implementation

1. Regional Collaboration
on Housing
Opportunities

Relevant Policies: 1.3, 1.4,
1.7,4.2,4.3,4.6

The County of Fresno Public Works
and Planning Department, with
assistance of the Fresno COG, will
take the lead in coordinating the
Countywide Fifth Cycle Housing
Element Committee meetings.

Continue to participate in the
Countywide Housing Element
Technical Committee to collaborate
on housing program implementation
and regional issues including
disadvantaged unincorporated
communities (SB 244), infrastructure
challenges, farmworker housing,
homelessness, and fair housing.

The Committee will meet at least
biannually to evaluate successes in
implementation of programs and to
identify gaps and additional needs.

The Committee will meet annually
with the California Department of
Housing and Community
Development (HCD) to discuss
funding opportunities and challenges
in implementation of programs, and

All ongoing

During the 2018 calendar year, representatives of the local governments
who participated in the Fifth-Cycle Housing Element Update
(Representatives) met biannually including meeting with the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) staff.

Regarding implementation of SB 244, Representatives realized that
implementation of SB 244 is the obligation of individual local
governments.

Regarding infrastructure issues, the consensus of the Representatives
was that this is an issue that is unique to each jurisdiction and needs to
be addressed by individual local governments.

Regarding collaboration on housing for Low-Income populations, as in
prior years, the County and the cities are working together to develop
housing for Low-Income populations at appropriate locations. The County
of Fresno has collaborated with the cities of Sanger, Kerman and Fowler
in developing housing for Low-Income populations. The County and the
cities are also working together to address the homeless population.




Name of Program

Objective

Timeframe in H.E

Status of Program Implementation

seek technical assistance from HCD
and other State agencies in the
implementation of housing programs
and the pursuit of grant funding.

The Committee will meet periodically
with Fair Housing of Central California
to discuss fair housing issues and
opportunities for education.

An official from the Fair Housing of Central California made a
presentation to Representatives in 2017.

Ongoing Representatives are committed to advocate for grant funding for
The Committee will advocate on affordable housing and improvement of infrastructure.
behalf of the Fresno County region
for more grant funding for affordable
housing and infrastructure
improvements.

In 2018, the Representatives, as in prior years, committed to work with

Continue to seek partnerships with each other and individually work with other agencies and housing
other jurisdictions in the region and developers, stakeholders and agricultural employers regarding
other agencies (such as the Housing development of affordable housing, including farmworker housing. In
Authority), housing developers, 2018, the County of Fresno worked with the cities of Sanger, Kerman, and
community stakeholders, and Fowler for development of affordable housing. The County has also
agricultural employers/employees to worked with developers of affordable housing and stakeholders to
explore viable options for increasing explore options for development of affordable housing.
the availability of farmworker housing
in suitable locations in the region.

2. Review Annexation During the Housing Element planning The County works with cities on any proposed revision to the Standards
Standards in period, the County of Fresno and the for Annexation contained in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
Memorandum of cities within the County will work either at the time of renewal of MOUs or upon a request by a city. The
Understanding together to review and revise, as Ongoing County works with cities on annexation of land to allow the cities to meet

Relevant Policies: 1.1, 1.3, 1.4

deemed appropriate by all parties,
the standards for annexation
contained in the Memorandum of
Understanding between the County
and the cities.

their share of Regional Housing Needs Allocation.

3. Adequate Sites Program
The County will provide
for a variety of housing
types and ensure that
there are adequate sites

Complete General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance technical amendments in
2016 to achieve internal consistency.

2016/ In process

The General Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance Update projects are
moving forward. The public review draft of the General Plan documents
and the Zoning Ordinance were released in January of 2018. County staff
and the consultants are addressing comments that were received from
the public and agencies regarding the General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance
and the EIR.
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Objective
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Status of Program Implementation

available to meet its
RHNA

Relevant Policies: 1.1, 1.2,
1.3,14,1.5,16,1.7,1.8,1.9

Maintain and annually update the
inventory of residential land
resources.

Monitor development and other
changes in the inventory to ensure
the County has remaining capacity
consistent with its share of the
regional housing need.

Continue to designate and zone
adequate sites to meet special
housing needs as required.

Continue to encourage a variety of
housing types for all income levels
such as mixed use and higher density
housing through implementation of
the General Plan and community
plans, through incentives or other
mechanisms encouraging
affordability, maintaining existing
zoning and upzoning where
appropriate. These efforts will also
consider promoting development
within existing communities, active
transportation and access to services
and amenities.

Direct interested residential
developers, especially affordable
housing developers throughout the
County, to Community Plan and
Specific Plan areas where amenities
are or can be located and where
water and sewer service providers
have or can provide capacity and
potential for the expansion of
infrastructure (see Program 12), such
as the Shaver Lake Forest Specific

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

The County annually monitors inventory of lands identified in the Housing
Element to ensure the County maintains the capacity to accommodate its
share of RHNA obligations. The County’s Fifth-Cycle RHNA obligation
consisted of 460 units for Very Low, 527 units for Low, 589 units for
Moderate, and 1,146 units for Above Moderate-Income populations.
After accounting for the number of units for which permits have been
issued up to December 31, 2017, the monitoring of the inventory
revealed that the County has a surplus capacity of 1,161 units in the Very
Low-Income and Low-Income categories, 3,045 units in Moderate-Income
category, and 7,489 units in the Above Moderate-Income category.

The Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the Zoning Ordinance
in November of 2015, which among other things, identified zones that
can accommodate populations with special needs. There has been no
change regarding the designated zones that can accommodate
populations with special housing needs in 2018.

The County will continue to promote development of housing for all
income groups within existing unincorporated communities. The General
Plan Review and Revision project includes increasing the density for lands
designated and zoned for multi-family residential development to 20
units per acre to lower the cost of affordable housing. The Zoning
Ordinance Update includes Density Bonus provision to lower the cost of
housing development and to encourage development of affordable
housing. Also, the County has suspended collection of impact fees to
lower the cost of housing, including housing for low income population.

The County continues to direct interested residential developers,
including affordable housing developers, to unincorporated communities
with community or specific plans where amenities or infrastructure exist
or can be provided to accommodate proposed developments.
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Plan, Millerton Specific Plan, Sierra
North Regional Plan, Laton, and
Tranquility areas.

Meet with developers to discuss
constraints and opportunities on TP-
zoned sites and address constraints
and establish incentives, procedures
or other mechanism by 2017 to
promote development.

Actively participate in the
development of the next RHNA Plan
to better ensure that the allocations
are reflective of the County’s General
Plan policies and are realistic based
on land use patterns in the
unincorporated areas of the County.

Ongoing

The County periodically meets with residential developers to discuss
constraints and opportunities for development of housing for all income
groups, including Low-Income populations. Lack of available funding and
lack of interest by developers to develop in unincorporated communities
are considered constraints. To address these issues, the County has
committed to support housing developers and agencies who are active in
development of affordable housing such as the Fresno Housing Authority
and Self-Help Enterprises, in the application of funds for affordable
housing, including State HCD and USDA Rural Development loans and
grants, and other funding sources that may become available. The
Revised General Plan Policy Document proposes to increase the density
of land designated and zoned for multi-family development to 20 units
per acre and the County’s Zoning Ordinance Update includes density
bonus provisions as incentive for development within unincorporated
communities. The suspension of impact fees by the Board of Supervisors
is another incentive for development of affordable housing in
unincorporated communities.

The County has actively participated in development of RHNA and will
participate in development of the next RHNA methodology.

4,

Monitoring of
Residential Capacity (No
Net Loss)

Relevant Policies: 1.1, 1.2,
1.3,1.4,15,1.6

Develop and implement a formal
evaluation procedure pursuant to
Government Code Section 65863 by
2016.

Annually monitor the effectiveness of
non-residential zones to facilitate
residential development.

If rezoning/upzoning is required to
replenish the sites inventory for
meeting the RHNA shortfall, the sites
shall be adequate in size to
accommodate at least 16 units per
site at a minimum density of 20 units

Completed

Ongoing

The County has developed a procedure to review all actions that may
result in reduction of inventory of available land included in the County’s
Housing Element to accommodate housing for various income categories.
The County will perform a quantitative analysis pursuant to Government
Code Section 65863 to determine whether the remaining sites identified
in the inventory are adequate to meet the remaining County’s share of
RHNA obligation for each income category. If the quantitative analysis
reveals that such action results in a reduction of inventory of land
identified in the Housing Element for a certain income category and the
remaining sites are not adequate to meet the County RNHA obligations,
the County will identify and will take appropriate actions to ensure
adequate sites with an equal or greater residential density are available
to meet the County’s RHNA obligation for that income category.

The County monitors and evaluates its inventory of vacant sites available
for residential developments on an ongoing basis to ensure sufficient
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per acre, and shall be rezoned within
two years.

lands are available to accommodate the County’s share of the Fifth-Cycle
RHNA.

The County monitors the effectiveness of non-residential zones to
facilitate residential development. No non-residential site has been
proposed for residential development since the adoption of the Fifth-
Cycle Housing Element.

5. Lot Consolidation and Assist interested developers/property
Lot Splits owners in |de_nt|fY|ng opportu.nl'Fles Ongoing

for lot consolidation or lot splitting.

Relevant Policies: 1.1, 1.2,

1.3,1.4,1.5,1.6 Continue to streamline the processing The County will assist interested landowners and developers with lot

of requests for lot consolidation and consolidation or lot splitting to accommodate sites of adequate size to

lot splitting concurrent with other Ongoing accommodate residential development for all income groups. If lot

development reviews. consolidation or lot splitting is necessary, the County will process them
concurrently with review of the proposed development. However, there

Annually monitor lot consolidation has not been any proposed housing development that required lot

activities as part of the County’s consolidation or lot splitting in 2018.

annual report to HCD on Housing

Element progress and evaluate if Ongoing

County efforts are effective in

facilitating lot consolidation of small

sites for residential development. If

appropriate, make necessary changes

to facilitate lot consolidation.

Encourage the use of master

plans/specific plans to provide a The County encourages/requires the use of master plans/specific plans

cohesive development strategy for Ongoing for development of large lots.

large lots.

6. Coordination of Continue to coordinate with County staff continues to coordinate with water and sewer service
Infrastructure and independent service providers to providers to assess development trends, needs for infrastructure and
Services assess development trends, needs for services and plans for expansion of services. Staff regularly communicates

infrastructure and services, and plans | Ongoing with the independent service providers to identify community

Relevant Policy: 1.7

for expansion. Communicate with the
service providers at least semi-
annually or as major development
applications are received to discuss
and pursue plans for future expansion
to ensure adequate infrastructure

infrastructure needs and available resources. The County encourages
water and sewer service providers to improve infrastructure in
communities with service deficiencies. County staff annually publishes
and sends out notices to service providers and community groups
regarding the application period to apply to the County’s program that
provides grant funding for public facility and infrastructure improvement




Name of Program

Objective

Timeframe in H.E

Status of Program Implementation

and services are available to meet the
County’s RHNA, consistent with
housing development trends.

As part of coordination and
communication with CSDs, provide
assistance as appropriate to
encourage infrastructure
improvements in communities with
infrastructure and service
deficiencies.

Seek (at least annually and ongoing)
and support funding applications by
CSDs for infrastructure and service
expansions that are consistent with
the County’s General Plan and
Community Plan policies.

As funding permits, CDBG and/or
HOME funds provide gap financing to
affordable projects as a means to
reducing the costs of development,
including infrastructure
improvements. At least annually
meet with developers and community
stakeholders to discuss and pursue or
support additional funding resources.

Annually explore and pursue funding
opportunities for community plan
updates as necessary to promote
development within existing
communities with active
transportation and access to services
and amenities.

Provide a copy of the adopted
Housing Element to the various
service providers serving the
unincorporated communities.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Completed

projects in the eligible unincorporated areas of Fresno County. In 2018,
26 notices were mailed to CSDs and community groups, along with
publication, website posting and direct email response. In addition, a
public workshop was held to provide assistance on preparing applications
and the funding process. County staff disseminates information about
other funding opportunities for CSDs for infrastructure and service
expansions when they become available. The majority of infrastructure
and service expansion funding available focuses on urban areas. In 2018,
County staff explored applying for funding through the State’s
Transformative Climate Communities grant for disadvantaged
communities, but unfortunately this program’s assistance focused on
specific large cities. As funding permits, the County continues to consider
use of CDBG and/or HOME funds as gap financing to eligible affordable
projects as a means to reducing the costs of development. In 2018, two
affordable housing projects were under construction in Sanger and
Fowler using County HOME funds. The cooperation between the County
and cities within the County to address the housing needs at the regional
level was the chief reason for collaboration between the County and
twelve cities within the County to prepare a Multi-Jurisdictional Housing
Element to address the housing needs of all income groups at the
regional level as well as the local level.

County staff published two Notices of Funding Availability (NOFA) in 2018
to provide gap financing to develop affordable housing. $800,000 was
tentatively awarded to build Gateway Apartments in the City of Kerman,
but unfortunately the development was not successful in receiving State
Tax Credits. The application deadline for the 2nd NOFA was in January
2019.

In 2018, Fresno County did not utilize any HOME Investment Partnerships
Program (HOME) funds as gap financing loans for the development of
affordable housing in the unincorporated area. The County completed
one HOME-funded affordable housing project during 2018, which
expanded the supply of affordable housing for lower-income households
in the partner City of Sanger by 48 units. The County also had one
HOME-funded affordable housing project under construction as of the
end of 2018 (not yet completed) in the partner City of Fowler. The
cooperation between the County and the cities within the County to
address the housing needs at the regional level was the chief reason for
collaboration between Fresno County and twelve cities in the County to
prepare a Multi-Jurisdictional Housing Element to address the housing
needs of all income groups at the regional level. The County continues its
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efforts to provide HOME funds as gap financing to develop new
affordable housing projects in the unincorporated area and its partner
cities, as its Federal HOME funding permits. County staff seeks
partnerships and regularly meets with other agencies, housing
developers, and community stakeholders to discuss and pursue viable
opportunities to provide affordable housing.

During 2018, these meetings included: Fresno Housing Authority, Self-
Help Enterprises, Habitat for Humanity — Greater Fresno Area, Willow
Partners, and Integrated Development Inc. The County continues to
monitor the State Department of Housing and Community
Development’s (HCD’s) and HUD’s websites for Notices of Funding Ability
(NOFA) for affordable housing for lower-income households. No
opportunities for funding of affordable housing development in the
unincorporated areas of Fresno County were identified in 2018, but the
County was awarded a State Housing Preservation Grant in 2017. The
HPG funds were used in 2018 to assist eligible Low-Income homeowners
in Fresno County who required assistance for housing repairs and
rehabilitation. The County offers assistance to other agencies in accessing
local, state, and federal funding for affordable housing. In 2018, County
staff provided a Letter of Funding to support Gateway Apartments’
application for State Tax Credits. In addition, County Staff published two
Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) in 2018 to provide gap financing to
develop affordable housing. $800,000 was tentatively awarded to build
Gateway Apartments in the City of Kerman, but unfortunately the
development was not successful in receiving State Tax Credits. The
application for the 2nd NOFA was due in January 2019. In 2018, the
County was instrumental in facilitating the collaboration between Habitat
Fresno County, Self-Help Enterprises and USDA Rural Development to
build two new single-family homes in the community of Riverdale. The
County provided a development loan for the construction and down
payment assistance for the new low-income homeowners. County Staff
continues to support and encourage its partner agencies, cities and
housing developers, such as the Fresno Housing Authority and Self-Help
Enterprises, in applying for funds, including State HCD and USDA Rural
Development loans and grants and other funding sources, to develop
affordable housing in Fresno County.

The County explores funding opportunities for community plan updates
including the SB 2 Planning Grants.
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7. Affordable Housing
Incentives

Relevant Policies: 1.2, 2.1,
2.2,2.3,2.4,25,2.6,2.7

The County will provide loan funds as
gap financing to eligible affordable
housing developers to expand the
supply of units affordable to lower-
income households, including
extremely-low-income households
and households with special needs,
such as seniors, disabled (including
persons with developmental
disabilities), the farmworkers, the
homeless, and those at risk of
homelessness. The County will offer
assistance to other agencies in
accessing local, state, and federal
funding for affordable housing by
adopting and sending resolutions and
letters of support for these agencies’
efforts.

Continue to offer incentives such as
gap financing, density bonus,
streamlined processing (such as pre-
application consultation to identify
potential issues early on and
concurrent processing of required
permits to the extent feasible) to
facilitate the development of
affordable housing, with an emphasis
on housing opportunities for very-low
and extremely-low-income
households, as well as special needs
populations, such as the elderly,
disabled (including developmentally
disabled), farmworkers, the
homeless, and those at risk of
becoming homeless.

Continue to seek partnerships and
regularly meet, at least annually, with
other agencies (such as the Housing
Authority), housing developers,

Ongoing

Ongoing

In 2018, Fresno County did not utilize any HOME Investment Partnerships
Program (HOME) funds as gap financing loans for the development of
affordable housing in the unincorporated area. The County completed
one HOME-funded affordable housing project during 2018, which
expanded the supply of affordable housing for lower-income households
in the partner City of Sanger by 48 units. The County also had one
HOME-funded affordable housing project under construction as of the
end of 2018 (not yet completed) in the partner City of Fowler. The
cooperation between the County and the cities within the County to
address the housing needs at the regional level as well as the local level
was the chief reason for collaboration between the County and twelve
cities in the County to prepare a Multi-Jurisdictional Housing Element.
The County continues its efforts to provide HOME funds as gap financing
to develop new affordable housing projects in the unincorporated area
and its partner cities, as its Federal HOME funding permits. County staff
seeks partnerships and regularly meets with other agencies, housing
developers, and community stakeholders to discuss and pursue viable
opportunities to provide affordable housing. During 2018, these meetings
included: Fresno Housing Authority, Self-Help Enterprises, Habitat for
Humanity — Greater Fresno Area, Willow Partners, and Integrated
Development Inc. The County continues to monitor the California
Department of Housing and Community Development’s (HCD’s) and
HUD’s websites for Notices of Funding Ability (NOFA) for affordable
housing for lower-income households. No opportunities for funding of
affordable housing development in the unincorporated areas of Fresno
County were identified in 2018, but the County was awarded a State
Housing Preservation Grant in 2017. The HPG funds were used in 2018 to
assist eligible Low-Income homeowners in Fresno County who required
assistance for housing repairs and rehabilitation. The County offers
assistance to other agencies in accessing local, state, and federal funding
for affordable housing. In 2018, County Staff provided a Letter of
Funding to support Gateway Apartments’ application for State Tax
Credits. In addition, County Staff published two Notice of Funding
Availability (NOFA) in 2018 to provide gap financing to develop affordable
housing. $800,000 was tentatively awarded to build Gateway
Apartments in the City of Kerman, but unfortunately, the development
was not successful in receiving State Tax Credits. The application for the
2nd NOFA was due in January 2019. In 2018, the County was
instrumental in facilitating the collaboration between Habitat Fresno
County, Self-Help Enterprises and USDA Rural Development to build two
new single-family homes in the community of Riverdale. The County
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community stakeholders and
employers to discuss and pursue
viable opportunities for providing
affordable housing

Monitor the State Department of
Housing and Community
Development’s (HCD’s) and HUD's
websites at least semi-annually for
Notices of Funding Ability (NOFA)
and, where appropriate, prepare or
support applications for funding for
affordable housing for lower-income
households (including extremely-low-
income households), such as seniors,
disabled (including persons with
developmental disabilities), the
homeless, and those at risk of
homelessness.

Continue to support and encourage
other agencies and housing
developers, such as the Fresno
Housing Authority and Self-Help
Enterprises, in the application of
funds, including State HCD and USDA
Rural Development loans and grants
and other funding sources that may
become available.

Continue current efforts to
streamline and improve efficiencies in
planning and permit approval and
building inspection service.

Establish to the extent feasible, a
program that accommodates

submittal and issuance of certain
permits via the Internet by 2020.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

provided a development loan for the construction and down payment
assistance for the new Low-Income homeowners. County Staff continues
to support and encourage its partner agencies, cities and housing
developers, such as the Fresno Housing Authority and Self-Help
Enterprises, in applying for funds, including State HCD and USDA Rural
Development loans and grants and other funding sources, to develop
affordable housing in Fresno County.

The County continues its efforts to streamline and improve efficiencies in
processing permits and building inspections. Currently, certain permit
requests as well as inspections can be submitted online.
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8. Farmworker Housing

Relevant Policies: 1.2, 2.1,
2.3,2.4,25

The farming industry is the
foundation of the County’s economy
base. According to the USDA,
National Agricultural Statistics Service
(NASS) 2012, about 58,600 workers
were employed in farm labor
throughout the County, indicating a
significant need to provide housing
for farmworkers and their families,
particularly during peak harvest
seasons.

Continue to seek partnerships and
regularly meet, at least annually, with
other agencies (such as the Housing
Authority), housing developers,
community stakeholders, and
agricultural employers/employees to
discuss opportunities for farmworker
housing. Contact agricultural
stakeholders and the nonprofit
developers annually to discuss viable
options for locating suitable
farmworker housing starting at the
end of 2016.

Continue to support and encourage
other agencies and housing
developers, such as the Fresno
Housing Authority and Self-Help
Enterprises, in the application of
funds for farmworker housing,
including State HCD and USDA Rural

Ongoing

Ongoing

The County continues to seek partnerships with cities and other agencies
to discuss opportunities for affordable housing development, including
farmworker housing. The County will continue to support and encourage
other agencies and housing developers, such as the Fresno Housing
Authority and Self-Help Enterprises, in the application of funds for
affordable housing development, including farmworker housing. Funding
sources include State HCD and USDA Rural Development loans and grants
and other funding sources that may become available. In 2018, County
staff met with housing development partners to identify areas of possible
development in the unincorporated communities of Fresno County.
County Staff is working to facilitate a partnership between County
partners such as Self-Help Enterprises and Fresno Housing Authority to
explore the possibility of building an affordable housing development in
the community of Del Rey, which includes many residents who are in the
Very Low and Low-Income categories, including farmworkers. In 2018,
30% of the households that received direct assistance from the County’s
Affordable Housing Program were farmworkers (residents of partner
cities and unincorporated communities). In 2018, the County issued nine
permits for mobile homes to serve as farmworker housing in the Very
Low-Income (Non-Deed Restricted) category. The County monitors the
status of farmworker housing as part of the APR. The County issued more
permits for affordable housing, including housing for farmworkers, in
calendar year 2018 compared to previous calendar years.
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Development loans and grants and
other funding sources that may
become available.

Annually monitor the status of
farmworker housing as part of the
County’s annual report to HCD on
Housing Element progress and
evaluate if County efforts are
effective in facilitating the provision
of farmworker housing. If
appropriate, make necessary changes
to enhance opportunities and
incentives for farmworker housing
development.

Ongoing

9.

Preserving Assisted
Housing

Relevant Policy: 3.6

Continue to monitor status of
affordable housing projects. If
projects become at risk of converting
to market-rate housing:

1. Monitor the status of any Notice of
Intent and Plan of Action filed by
property owners to convert to
market-rate units;

2.ldentify nonprofit organizations as
potential purchasers/managers of at-
risk housing units;

3. Explore funding sources available
to purchase affordability covenants
on at-risk projects, transfer
ownership of at-risk projects to public
or nonprofit agencies, purchase
existing buildings to replace at-risk
units, or construct replacement units;
4. Ensure the tenants are properly
noticed and informed of their rights
and eligibility to obtain special
Section 8 vouchers reserved for
tenants of converted HUD properties.

Ongoing

The Housing Authority of Fresno County (HAFC) manages, monitors,
improves, and creates assisted housing in the unincorporated Fresno
County area. No affordable housing rental projects in the unincorporated
area are considered at risk of converting to market-rate housing.
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10. Zoning Ordinance
Amendments

Relevant Policies: 4.1, 4.2,
43,4.4,45,4.6

Complete comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance update in 2017 to address
the density bonus provisions,
increase the allowable density at R2,
R2-A, R3, R3-A, R4, C4 and RP to 20
units per acre.

Address the provision of Single-Room
Occupancy (SRO) housing as part of
the comprehensive Zoning Ordinance
update in 2016.

Examine, in 2016, alternatives to
requiring discretionary approval for
the development of multi- family
housing in the C-4 Zone District and
adopt appropriate actions to expedite
the review and processing of multi-
family housing development
applications.

Consider establishing a discretionary
permit requirement for new
agricultural operations in residential
zones and addressing farm labor
housing in those zones in a similar
manner.

Annually review the effectiveness and
appropriateness of the Zoning
Ordinance and process any necessary
amendments to remove or mitigate
potential constraints to the
development of housing.

Ongoing

In process

In process

Ongoing

As part of the General Plan Review and the Zoning Ordinance Update that
is underway, the County is addressing the Density Bonus provision,
Single-Room Occupancy (SRO), alternative to discretionary approval for
multi-family housing in C-4 Zone, farm labor housing, and increasing
density for R2, R2A, R3, R3A, R4, C4 and RP zones. The County continues
reviewing the effectiveness of the Zoning Ordinance and amends the
Ordinance to mitigate potential constraints to development of housing.

11. Monitoring of Planning
and Development Fees

Relevant Policies: 4.1, 4.2,
4.3,44,45,4.6

Should the Board decide to reinstate
impact fees, monitor the fees
annually to ensure they do not unduly
constrain housing development.

Ongoing

At the public hearing of October 31, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
conducted a public hearing to consider an amendment to the County
Ordinance for Public Facilities Impact Fees. At the conclusion of the
hearing, the Board decided to continue suspension of the impact fees to
November 10, 2018. At the public hearing of October 9, 2018, the Board
of Supervisors conducted a public hearing to consider another
amendment to the County Ordinance for Public Facilities Impact Fees. At
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the conclusion of the hearing, the Board decided to continue suspension
of the impact fees indefinitely.

12. Housing Assistance
Rehabilitation Program
(HARP)

Relevant Policies: 3.2, 4.1

This program provides loans to
qualifying homeowners in the
unincorporated County and
participating cities for the
rehabilitation of their homes. Eligible
improvements include energy
efficiency upgrades and installations,
health and safety and hazard
corrections, and accessibility
modifications. Loan terms under this
program vary according to household
income and the improvements and
repairs that are needed.

Provide rehabilitation assistance to

Fresno County provided one HARP loan to one Very Low-Income
household in the unincorporated area during 2018. This loan is a no-
interest affordable payment loan for eligible housing rehabilitation. The
County continues to market HARP to all unincorporated area
homeowners, and continues to meet with community groups to provide
information on the program.

households in the unincorporated Ongoing
area as federal funding is available
and applications are received.
13. Rental Rehabilitation This program provides no interest Fresno County did not provide any Rental Rehabilitation Program loans
Program (RRP) loans to qualifying property owners for housing rehabilitation projects in the unincorporated area during
for making improvements to their 2018, but did provide one loan in a partner city. The cooperation
Relevant Policies: 3.2, 4.1 rental properties occupied by eligible between the County and the cities within the County to address the
tenants. Eligible improvements housing needs at the regional level was the chief reason for collaboration
include repairing code deficiencies, between the County and twelve cities in the County to prepare a Multi-
completing deferred maintenance, Jurisdictional Housing Element to address the housing needs of all
lead-based paint and asbestos income groups at the regional level as well as the local level. The County
abatement, HVAC repairs, energy continues to market the Rental Rehabilitation Program to eligible rental
efficiency upgrades, accessibility property owners.
modifications, and kitchen and
bathroom upgrades.
Provide assistance for the
rehabilitation of four rental housing
units as federal funding is available Ongoing

and applications are received.
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14. Code Enforcement

Relevant Policies: 1.8, 2.5,
3.1,3.2,3.3,3.4,3.5,4.1

The Department of Public Works and
Planning is responsible for the
enforcement of County Zoning
Ordinance and Building Code
violations and applicable State codes.
One of the main goals of the Code
Enforcement program is to bring to
the attention of residential owners
any existing ordinance or code
violation which could have a negative
impact on their neighborhood.
County staff investigates violations of
property maintenance standards and
encourages property owners to seek
assistance through available housing
rehabilitation programs.

Continue to enforce property
maintenance standards and abate
substandard structures through Code

One of the main goals of the Code Enforcement Program is to bring to the
attention of residential owners any existing Ordinance or Code Violation
which could have a negative impact on their neighborhood. County staff
investigates violations of property maintenance standards and
encourages property owners to seek assistance through available housing
rehabilitation programs.

The County continues to enforce zoning and building codes to ensure
compliance with land use regulations and building codes. The County
continues to enforce property maintenance standards and to abate
substandard structures.

Ongoing

Enforcement and various housing
rehabilitation programs.

15. Homebuyer Assistance | This program assists lower-income

Program (HAP) families with purchasing their first

home by providing a zero interest,

Relevant Policy: 2.8 deferred payment loan that does not
exceed 20 percent of the purchase
price of the single-family residence
(plus loan closing costs). Households The County provided two HAP loans to two Very Low-Income
earning up to 80 percent Area homebuyers to purchase homes in the unincorporated area during 2018.
Median Income (AMI) in Additional four HAP loans were made (one Low-Income homebuyer and
unincorporated Fresno County and three Moderate-Income homebuyers) for home purchases in
participating cities are eligible for this participating cities during this period. The cooperation between the
program. County and the cities within the County to address the housing needs at

the regional level as well as the local level was the chief reason for

Provide assistance to income-eligible collaboration between the County and twelve cities in the County to
households to purchase a home in prepare a Multi-Jurisdictional Housing Element to address the housing
the unincorporated areas as federal | Ongoing needs of all income groups at the regional level. The County continues to

funding is available and applications
are received.

market HAP to eligible first-time homebuyers, and works closely with
lenders and the real estate community to ensure the program is made
available whenever possible to qualified applicants.




Name of Program

Objective

Timeframe in H.E

Status of Program Implementation

16. First-Time Homebuyer
Resources

Relevant Policy: 2.8

Fresno County residents have access
to a number of homebuyer assistance
programs offered by the California
Housing Finance Agency (CalHFA):
Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC):
The MCC Tax Credit is a federal credit
which can reduce potential federal
income tax liability, creating
additional net spendable income
which borrowers may use toward
their monthly mortgage payment.
This MCC Tax Credit program may
enable first- time homebuyers to
convert a portion of their annual
mortgage interest into a direct dollar
for dollar tax credit on their U.S.
individual income tax returns.
CalPLUS Conventional Program: This
is a first mortgage loan insured
through private mortgage insurance
on the conventional market. The
interest rate on the CalPLUS
Conventional is fixed throughout the
30-year term. The CalPLUS
Conventional is combined with a
CalHFA Zero Interest Program (ZIP),
which is a deferred-payment junior
loan of three percent of the first
mortgage loan amount, for down
payment assistance.

CalHFA Conventional Program: This is
a first mortgage loan insured through
private mortgage insurance on the
conventional market. The interest
rate on the CalHFA Conventional is
fixed throughout the 30-year term.




Name of Program

Objective

Timeframe in H.E

Status of Program Implementation

Promote available homebuyer
resources on the County website and
public counters by 2016.

Annually review funding resources
available at the state and federal
levels and pursue as appropriate to
provide homebuyer assistance.

Ongoing

The County continues to provide information on its Homebuyer
Assistance Program to first-time homebuyers via flyers and its website, as
well as through meetings with lenders, realtors, and community groups,
to ensure the program is made available whenever possible to qualified
applicants. During meetings with lenders and community groups, other
non-County sources of available financing are also discussed. The County
continues to review funding resources available from the State and
Federal government to pursue as appropriate to provide homebuyer
assistance.

17. Housing Choice Voucher
Rental Assistance

Relevant Policy: 2.2

The Housing Choice Voucher Program
extends rental subsidies to
extremely-low and very-low-income
households, including families,
seniors, and the disabled. The
program offers a voucher that pays
the difference between the current
fair market rent (FMR) as established
by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) and
what a tenant can afford to pay (i.e.
30 percent of household income). The
Fresno Housing Authority administers
the housing choice voucher program
in Fresno County. Given the
continued need for rental assistance,
the County supports and encourages
the provision of additional subsidies
through the Housing Choice Voucher
Program.

Continue to support and encourage
the provision of vouchers to
qualifying Fresno County households.

Continue to refer interested
households and homeowners to the
Fresno Housing Authority and
encourage landlords to register their
properties with the Housing Authority
for accepting HCVs.

Ongoing

The County supports the efforts of the Housing Authority of Fresno
County (HAFC) in offering Section 8 and other rental assistance programs
in the unincorporated area. The County reviews and certifies the HAFC’s
five-year and annual plans for consistency with the County’s Consolidated
Plan. The County does not provide rental assistance directly, but does
assist the Housing Authority in publicizing the opening of the Section
8/Housing Choice Voucher waiting list by disseminating the information
to County partners and clients.




Name of Program

Objective

Timeframe in H.E

Status of Program Implementation

Work with the Housing Authority to
disseminate information on
incentives for participating in the HCV
program throughout the County
areas with varying income levels to
promote housing opportunities for all
unincorporated community residents.

18. Energy Conservation

Relevant Policies: 6.1, 6.2, 6.3

Continue to promote and implement
the County’s Go Green initiatives.

Consider inclusion of design
standards for new development that
encourage alternative transportation
(for example, bicycle lanes, bus
turnouts, and direct pedestrian
connections to transit lines) as a part
of the update of the County Zoning
Ordinance to conserve energy and
improve air quality.

Continue to promote and support
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
programs that provide energy-
efficiency rebates for qualifying
energy-efficient upgrades.

Continue to incorporate conservation
measures in housing rehabilitation
programs.

Expedite review and approval of
residential alternative energy devices.

Ongoing

The County makes every effort to incorporate "green building" and
energy-efficient components in housing being rehabilitated when
practical and acceptable to the client. The County’s rehabilitation
standards adhere to the HOME Program requirements to ensure the
longevity of the major components of the home and improve the energy
efficiency as much as possible. The County promotes design standards for
new developments that encourage alternative transportation modes
such as walking and riding bicycles to promote physical activities and
improve air quality. The County continues to promote and support Pacific
Gas and Electric Company programs that provide energy-efficiency
rebates for qualifying energy-efficient upgrades.

19. Fair Housing

Relevant Policies: 5.1, 5.2

Impediments to fair housing in Fresno
County are identified in the County’s
Analysis of Impediments (Al) to Fair
Housing, which was most recently
submitted and accepted by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) in May 2010. It




Name of Program

Objective

Timeframe in H.E

Status of Program Implementation

was most recently reviewed in May
2015, and was found to continue to
reflect accurate fair housing
conditions in the County. The
geographic area covered by this
document includes the
unincorporated areas and partner
cities participating with the County in
its HUD grant programs.

Conduct outreach and education
workshops at least annually and on
an ongoing basis for lenders, real
estate professionals, housing
providers, community stakeholders,
and the community at large. Provide
information and written materials on
fair housing rights, available services,
and responsible agencies in English
and Spanish. Place materials at
County libraries, Community Services
Districts offices, and public counters,
and on the County’s website by 2016.
Refer fair housing complaints to HUD,
State Department of Fair
Employment and Housing (DFEH), Fair
Housing Council of Central California
(FHCCC), and other housing agencies.
Conduct Fair Housing Assessment as
required by HUD on a regular basis
(every five years).

Ongoing

Fresno County focuses available resources toward mitigating obstacles
through its affordable housing programs and services. Information on
fair housing rights and responsibilities is available at public counters, and
is provided during outreach efforts around the County. During 2018, two
outreach and education workshops were conducted on fair housing for
lenders, real estate professionals, housing providers, community
stakeholders and the community at large. In 2018, County staff served as
a guest speaker on the local fair housing radio program “Fair Housing is
the Law” twice, educating County residents about their rights and the
various Fresno County affordable housing programs. No complaints were
received regarding fair housing during 2018. The County provides fliers,
referrals and education to the residents of Fresno County utilizing various
vehicles. The County continues to provide information to the County
libraries, Community Services District offices, partner cities, and at public
counters throughout various County offices. The County also mailed over
3,677 fliers in 2018 to various residents throughout the County and its
partner cities. The County will begin holding community meetings in the
summer of 2019 as part of the Fair Housing Assessment process to be
completed in 2020.

General Comments:
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Fresno County -
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2018 (Jan. 1 - Dec. 31)

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
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Jurisdiction

no County - Unincorporated

Reporting Year

2018

(Jan. 1 - Dec. 31)

Permitted Units Issued by Affordability Summary

Income Level Current Year

Deed Restricted 2
. 30

Very Low Non-Deed Restricted
Deed Restricted 0
. 10

Low Non-Deed Restricted
Deed Restricted 0
. 23

Moderate Non-Deed Restricted
Above Moderate 1
Total Units 44 66

Note: units serving extremely low-income households are included in the

very low-income permitted units totals

Entitlement Summary

Total Housing Applications Submitted: 0
Number of Proposed Units in All Applications Received: 66
Total Housing Units Approved: 66
Total Housing Units Disapproved: 0
Use of SB 35 Streamlining Provisions

Number of Applications for Streamlining 0
Number of Streamlining Applications Approved 0
Total Developments Approved with Streamlining 0
Total Units Constructed with Streamlining 0
Units Constructed - SB 35 Streamlining Permits

Income Rental Ownership Total

Very Low 0 0 0
Low 0 0 0
Moderate 0 0 0
Above Moderate 0 0 0
Total 0 0 0

Cells in grey contain auto-calculation formulas
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COMMENTARY by the LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF FRESNO

March 30, 2019

State law requires that the Fresno County Planning Commission prepare an annual progress report
(APR) on the implementation of the General Plan. In preparing that report, the Commission must
adhere to guidelines adopted by the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), which support effective
public participation and informed decision-making based on an accurate assessment of the degree to
which the General Plan is being implemented in accordance with adopted goals, policies, programs and
mitigation measures. Because the County’s 2017 APR did not adhere to these guidelines or to
directives in the General Plan itself, the League of Women Voters of Fresno (League) has drafted this

2017 ARP as a way to demonstrate the critical need for complete and accurate reporting.

The County’s General Plan was adopted October 3, 2000 with a new flagship Economic Development
Element designed to end the county’s chronic poverty and generate funding sufficient to protect the
environment and provide adequate facilities and services for all county residents. But plan
implementation did not go well. Fresno County remains one of the most impoverished areas in the

nation, and a lack of available funding prevents the County from fully implementing the plan.

The County’s first APR (2002), underscored the County’s determination to implement the General
Plan as written, even though a lack of funding had already caused some delays in plan
implementation. According to a League study published September 1, 2016, although the 2002 APR
reported good progress toward implementing 86 of 121 programs for the first six elements of the plan,

by 2015, the County could only demonstrate successful implementation of 47 of those same programs.

For reasons unknown to the League, following preparation of that first APR, the County’s enthusiasm
for plan implementation waned. The County stopped preparing annual progress reports. But with
the urging of the League and other community organizations, a decade later, in 2013, the County
resumed the preparation of APRs. That said, unlike the County’s 2002 APR, subsequent APRs were
much less forthright in their appraisal of the County’s ability to implement the plan. As a result,

APRs from 2013 onward have not been of much value either to planners or the reviewing public.

In the summer of 2018, based on information provided by the County in its 2017 APR, the League
recalculated the success rate for plan implementation. (For a list of program deliverables and the
calculation of the success of implementation, please see Appendix E, pp. 187-197.) The League’s
assessment, which also evaluated implementation of the plan’s Housing Element, found that the
County was able to report successful implementation of only 33% of its General Plan programs. The
League’s finding contrasted sharply with the conclusion in the County’s 2017 APR that 130 of 140

programs had been satisfactorily implemented —affording the County a 90% success rate.




What accounts for the discrepancy in the two calculations: 33% vs. 90%?2

The League focused on the deliverable(s) for each program, thoroughly searching the County record
for evidence to substantiate the degree to which each deliverable had been realized. As a result, the
League’s 2017 APR is a precise, accurate record of the County’s ability to demonstrate successful

implementation of the program portion of the General Plan.

In contrast, the County’s 2017 APR generally sidestepped the assessment of program deliverables. In
lieu of demonstrating successful plan implementation, the County’s 2017 APR frequently included
superfluous information that had little bearing on actual program objectives. As a result, the County’s
2017 APR shrank from its principal objective, which was to accurately assess the degree to which the
County had been able to implement its General Plan as written, and not as County staff might have

wished it had been written.

The League took great care to make its version of the 2017 APR as complete and useful as possible.
Even so, due to an inability to obtain all desired information, the League acknowledges that some areas

are not as complete as wished. The League respectfully asks readers to report any errors in content.

The format of the League’s 2017 APR mirrors that of the County’s 2017 APR, the most significant
differences being a more detailed explanation of program implementation and the inclusion of
recommended amendments to the plan. Just as with the APR prepared by the County, the League has
forwarded its 2017 APR to the Board of Supervisors, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

and the Department of Housing and Community Development.

Importantly, the County’s General Plan is both a constitution for future development and a plan for
addressing the economic and environmental hardships that have challenged Fresno County for some
time. The plan embodies a set of goals that represent not the way Fresno County is but the way
residents want it to be — a county with better paying jobs, equitable distribution of limited resources,
sustainable agriculture, cleaner air and water, and much more. The Plan is comprehensive and

specific — and county residents have entrusted its implementation to County personnel.
The League sincerely hopes its 2017 APR will motivate the County to improve future reporting.
Sincerely,

s

Marianne Kast, President

League of Women Voters of Fresno




COMPLETENESS OF THE COUNTY’S 2017 APR

The 2017 APR approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 8, 2018 was not prepared in complete
accordance with Government Code Section 65400, nor was it prepared in complete accordance with
requirements specified in the County’s own General Plan Policy Document. (The County’s 2017 APR
contained quantities of information that were not directly applicable to or dispositive of the General

Plan matters under review.)

Missing was information required by Government Code Section 65400, including...
The “progress” made in implementing the General Plan.

The degree to which the General Plan complied with the General Plan Guidelines published by
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR).

Missing was information required by the General Plan itself, including...
* Information that satisfied the statutory requirements for a mitigation monitoring program.

* Results of the County’s Groundwater Monitoring Program.

Also missing from the report was acknowledgement of a major breakdown in plan implementation,
the fact that the County had been unable to implement (as prescribed) the majority of the plan’s 140

programs.

In addition, the County’s 2017 APR did not report on whether the County was achieving General Plan
goals. Significantly, at a February 22, 2018 meeting with County planning staff, League members were
informed that while the County’s APRs would continue to report the “status” of the plan’s many

implementation programs, it would not assess the degree to which General Plan goals were being met.

(For a list of the 52 goals of the General Plan, please see Appendix C, pp. 182-184.)

In point of fact, the County’s 2017 APR did not contain a single comment on progress toward
reaching any of the goals of the plan, nor did it discuss whether adopted General Plan mitigation

measures were successfully protecting the environment.

Furthermore, the County’s 2017 APR did not provide information sufficient to identify necessary
course corrections for the General Plan or identity ways to improve its implementation. In short, the
County’s 2017 APR was far from complete, offering very little in the way of useful information for

review by the Board of Supervisors and the public.




ACCURACY OF THE FRESNO COUNTY 2017 ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT

In adopting its 2017 Annual Progress Report, the Board of Supervisors did not heed the well-known

admonition to report “the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth.” For example,
(A) The report regarding the planning horizon for the General Plan was not the truth;
(B) The report of the ongoing review of the General Plan was not the whole truth; and

(C) The report of the status of General Plan programs was anything but the truth.
(A) Planning Horizon for the 2000 General Plan

The County’s 2017 APR misreported the planning horizon for the General Plan, incorrectly stating
that the plan horizon extended to the year 2025. In truth, the planning horizon is to the year 2020.
This is known from statements in the General Plan itself and from statements in the accompanying
2000 EIR.

“The timeframe for the updated General Plan will be the year 2020.” (EIR, p. 2-22)
“...the Policy Document has a planning horizon of 20 years....” (2003 Housing Elem, p. 7-10)

“During the life of the General Plan, which extends to 2020,...” (EIR, p. 4.15-9)

Although 2020 is the horizon year, four years ago, in a December 9, 2014 report to the Board of
Supervisors, County planning staff stated that “the current General Plan was updated in 2000 with an
estimated 25-year planning horizon. As a result, the next anticipated update should commence
sometime within the next 10 years (the last General Plan Update took approximately four to five years
to complete).” In other words, County staff misreported to the Board of Supervisors that the planning

horizon for the General Plan was five years beyond the actual date, which may have caused the Board

to think that an update of the plan was five to ten years into the future and not of immediate concern.'

Alarmed that the County was attempting to defer by five years its responsibility to timely update the
General Plan, League members carefully read through the 2000 General Plan Policy Document and
accompanying EIR. The year “2020” appeared in those documents nearly 300 times. The year “2025”

did not appear once.

' Had the County acknowledged at its December 9, 2014 Board meeting that the planning horizon for the General
Plan was the year 2020, then given the fact that “the last General Plan Update took approximately four to five

years to complete,” the County would have been expected to initiate a General Plan update in either 2015 or
2016.




On October 17, 2017, the League — along with other organizations — appeared before the Board of
Supervisors and requested a public hearing to, among other things, set the record straight regarding
the plan’s horizon date, but rather than hold a public hearing, the County sent the League a letter
dated November 14, 2017 stating that the planning horizon did, indeed, extend beyond the year 2020.

“Pursuant to the Fresno County General Plan Vision Statement, the planning horizon for the
General Plan is for the period 2000 to 2020 and beyond.” (Underlining is added.)

The County’s response was disappointing, for while the vision of the General Plan does extend far into

the future, its planning horizon does not. It extends to a specific year — the year 2020.

On February 22, 2018, League members met with County Planning staff to discuss what the League
saw as inaccuracies in a first draft of the County’s 2017 APR, including a misstatement regarding the

planning horizon for the General Plan. At that time, the County’s draft 2017 APR read as follows:

“Fresno County’s General Plan has a planning horizon of 15 to 25 years.”

The League asked the County Planning Department to acknowledge in its 2017 APR that the planning
horizon for the General plan was, in fact, the year 2020. Staff agreed to make the necessary correction
to the draft APR; however, when a revised draft APR was presented to the Board of Supervisors, the
League discovered two erroneous sentences where there had been one before. The County left the

original sentence in place and added a second erroneous statement.

“Fresno County’s General Plan has a planning horizon of 15 to 25 years. The planning horizon
for the 2000 General Plan is through the year 2020 and beyond.” (Underlining is added.)

On the day the Board of Supervisors approved the County’s 2017 APR, League members asked the
Board to correct the inaccuracy, but the League’s request went unanswered. Hopefully, the County’s

next APR — for 2018 — will correctly identify the General Plan horizon as the year 2020.

(B) Ongoing Review of the General Plan

The County’s 2017 APR contained a very brief history of the County’s lengthy process for reviewing

the General Plan. That account is reprinted below.

“In June 2006, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to initiate a Review of the General Plan
Policy document along with the comprehensive update of the Zoning Ordinance. The purpose of
the General Plan Review was to evaluate goals, policies and implementation programs of all the
General Plan elements to reflect the current conditions, reflect Board priorities, delete policies
and programs that have served their purpose or are obsolete, and add policies and programs to

address new laws that affect the General Plan since its adoption in 2000.”




While the information was accurate, it was not the whole truth. Below is what the County’s 2017 APR

did not report.

General Plan Program LU-H.E and General Plan Policy LU-H.14 require the County to “conduct a

major review of the General Plan, including General Plan Policy Document and Background

. 2 ..
Report, every five years” and revise it as deemed necessary.”

In compliance with the requirements of Program LU-H.E, on November 8, 2005, the Board of
Supervisors authorized $600,000 for the review of the General Plan Background Report and Policy
Document. The project was made a bit more complex with the decision to simultaneously update
the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance. (These two tasks were packaged together and given the
project title: Five-Year Review and Revision of the General Plan and Comprehensive Review, Revision
and Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance.) But what began as a five-year review in 2005, over the
length of a decade, morphed into a comprehensive update of the plan. That transformation

occurred in two stages.

1. Downscale of the Five-Year Review begun in 2005

In July 2007, the Board of Supervisors expended $100,000 of the $600,000 allocated for the General
Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance Update to complete an update of the Laton Community Plan.
That same month, on July 22, the Board reduced the remaining $500,000 to $380,000, directing staff to
concentrate on the update of the Zoning Ordinance and to “reduce funding and emphasis primarily
for the General Plan Review, especially in areas of Policy Update and public review.” As part of the

economizing, the County eliminated the five-year review of the General Plan Background Report.

Seven years later, on September 30, 2014, County staff reccommended that the Board of Supervisors
approve the scaled-down project: the revision of the General Plan Policy Document only. (The
update of the Zoning Ordinance and Background Report would wait.) County staff also
recommended that the Board adopt a Negative Declaration® for the abridged project. But the Board
decided otherwise, directing staff to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR). (For reference,
the unavoidable adverse impacts stemming from the adoption of the current 2000 General Plan are
listed in Appendix D, pp. 185-186.)

% The first five-year review should have been completed in 2005 or 2006, and the County should have completed
similar reviews every five years thereafter — in 2010 and 2015, but none of these reviews were realized. Instead,

the review begun in 2005 is ongoing and in its 14" year.

3 The adoption of a Negative Declaration would have constituted a legal finding on the part of the County that an
EIR was not needed and that the approval of a revised General Plan Policy Document would not have resulted in

adverse impacts to the environment.




2. Reincorporation of the Zoning Ordinance and General Plan Background Report into the

Project and Transformation of the Five-Year Review into a Comprehensive Plan Update

On December 9, 2014, minus an initial study demonstrating the need for an EIR, the Board of
Supervisors allocated $850,000 for the preparation of an EIR to analyze the environmental impact of
approving both the five-year review of the General Plan and the update of the Zoning Ordinance.
And although the Board did not reauthorize the review of the General Plan Background Report at
that time, a year later, on October 13, 2015, the Board approved a scope of work that included, as
well, the update of that report.

It is important to note that 18 months earlier, on July 26, 2012, County staff made it clear to the
Planning Commission that the review of the General Plan was not a plan update but was, instead, a

limited scope review of the 2000 General Plan.

“Staff would like to emphasize that the Five-Year Review that was undertaken in 2006 is not a

comprehensive update of the County General Plan, similar to the year 2000 update. This is a

limited scope project....” (Underlining is added.)

However, three years later, on October 13, 2015, the County included in the consultant agreement for
the preparation of the EIR a direction to extend the planning horizon to the year 2040.* With that

direction to extend the planning horizon to 2040, the County effectively initiated the transformation

of the five-year review into a General Plan update.

Not only did the County’s 2017 APR fail to report the direction to extend the planning horizon to
2040, it also did not report that beginning in the summer of 2016 and continuing into January 2018,
the County removed from its website all mention that the County was in the process of revising the
General Plan, which meant that for 18 months, including all of 2017, there was no information
available to the public regarding the County process for updating the plan. Concerned that the
County was quietly turning a 5-year review of the General Plan into a comprehensive 20-year update,
county residents raised the issue at a May 16, 2017 Board hearing for Item #15 — General Plan Review
and Zoning Ordinance Update Status Report. At that hearing, County Counsel suggested that the

Board of Supervisors clarify whether the County was conducting a five-year review or a plan update.

Counsel: “...as to whether it is a review or an update. I think that this Board needs to define with
staff at this stage...That was asked but I don’t think we got the answer just yet as to exactly where
the Board wants to go with that review versus update because that can change legal opinions...that

our office gives in terms of some of the things that might, you know, need to be included....”

* The agreement read in part: “The Consultants will revise the...General Plan Policy Document... to reflect a revised

planning horizon (e.g., 2040).” That direction is found on page 25 of the agreement. It is important to note that

the October 13, 2015 staff report to the Board made no mention that the planning horizon was being revised.




The Board of Supervisors did not heed County Counsel’s advice, and to this day, the Board has never

declared whether the County is conducting a 5-year review or a 20-year update of the General Plan.

That said, there were indications from other sources that enabled a few members of the public to piece

together the fact that the County was, indeed, updating the General Plan. Below are four such clues.

1. In response to a 2016 planning survey conducted by the Governor’s Office of Planning and

Research, the County reported it planned to complete an update of its General Plan in 2018.

2. The County’s draft December 2017 Background Report contained this statement: “The
horizon year for Fresno County’s General Plan Update is 2040....”

3. In the County’s 2016-17 and 2017-18 annual budgets, on pages 189 and 203, respectively,
there were statements that the County’s Department of Public Works and Planning would

“continue to be involved in the...comprehensive review and update of the County’s General

Plan....”

4. And the County’s 2016 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy reported on page 63
as follows: “The 2000 General Plan Economic Development Element describes the County’s
goals and policies, which are in the process of being updated but not yet available for public
review...The General Plan is being updated with a new Economic Development Element that
is not yet ready to be incorporated into the CEDS report.” (Underlining is added.)

It is disappointing that the County chose not to include in its 2017 APR information that during 2017
(at the time information about the review of the General Plan was removed from the County website)
the County worked to transform a decade-long five-year review of the General Plan into a plan update
to the year 2040 without informing residents it was doing so and without giving residents an
opportunity to provide input regarding planning challenges and community needs for the next twenty
years — from 2020 to 2040.

(C) Implementation of General Plan Programs

The County’s 2017 APR is awash with information that does not address the degree to which the
County was able to successfully implement General Plan programs during 2017. In this respect, the
APR is misleading. A good illustration of this is the County’s report on the very first program in the
General Plan. Program ED-A.A required the County to create a staff position to facilitate

implementation of the County’s Economic Development Strategy. Program ED-A.A reads as follows:

“The County shall create an economic development staff position(s) in the County Administrative
Office and the Planning & Resource Management Department to serve as liaison/facilitator and

support for the economic development implementation program and the Action Team.”




In 2017, that staff position did not exist, and the County’s 2017 APR should have reported that fact.
Instead, the APR reported in full as follows:

“As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and programs of the Economic
Development Element are being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept and which ones have served their purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted or revised. With respect to this Program, a new policy and program are proposed for
development of an Economic Development Action Team consisting of members of the Board of

Supervisors, County staff and city representatives.”

The County’s 2017 APR did not address the purpose of Program ED-A.A — the creation of an
economic development staff position. Instead, the APR focused on the creation of an Economic
Development Action Team (EDAT) — and even that information was inaccurate. The obligation to
create an EDAT already existed in the General Plan as a separate requirement under a different
program — Program ED-A.B. Importantly, the County’s APR did not report that on September 12,
2017, the Board of Supervisors created an action team, albeit in violation of specifications outlined in
General Plan Policy ED-A.3, which required the County to include as members of that team the
County’s Agricultural Commissioner and regional organizations engaged in various facets of

economic development in the county.

Because this type of misreporting was widespread in the County’s 2017 APR, the League decided to
draft its own APR for 2017 — one that would be more informative.” For comparative purposes, shown
below in blue is the League’s 2017 assessment of the implementation of Program ED-A.A. (See pages

26 and 27 of the League’s APR for a complete report on the implementation of this program.)

Reprint from the League’s 2017 APR — Implementation of Program ED-A.A

“The County does not currently have a liaison/facilitator staff position, but it did some years ago.
According to the County’s first APR (dated May 2003), on April 23, 2002, the Board of
Supervisors ‘created the position of Assistant County Administrative Officer for Economic
Development.” A few years later, the Board of Supervisors reversed itself and eliminated the

position.

The County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs stated that in 2011 the County entered into a contractual
arrangement with the Economic Development Corporation (EDC) ‘for implementation of the

Economic Development Element programs.” (That contract is renewed annually.)

> For the sake of clarity, the League incorporated into its 2017 APR information from each of the County’s five

APRs (for 2002, 2013/2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017). The League’s 2017 APR is contained in Appendices A and B
of this document. Its full report on the implementation of Program ED-A.A is found on pages 26 and 27.




The County’s 2017 APR stated that a ‘new policy and program’ were being proposed for an
Economic Development Action Team. (That proposal was not directly applicable to the program

under review. It was, however, applicable to Program ED-A.B.)

On March 28, 2017, the Board of Supervisors directed County staff to evaluate the possibility of
reestablishing the position of economic development liaison/facilitator. (The County’s 2017 APR

provided no evidence that staff followed through on that directive.)

The County has proposed (through its December 2017 draft of the Policy Document) to amend
Program ED-A.A to read that the County will allocate resources toward economic development
rather than establish a staff position to serve as liaison/facilitator and support for the County’s

economic development programs and Economic Development Action Team.

Conclusion: Currently, as required by Program ED-A.A, the County does not have a staff
position to serve as liaison/facilitator and support for the County’s economic development

programs and Economic Development Action Team.

Evidence of the successful implementation of Program ED-A.A during 2017: None.”

Hopefully, the County’s next APR — for calendar year 2018 — will focus directly on program
implementation. The County should include all relevant information in its APR — even if that
information shows implementation of the plan in less than favorable light. Otherwise, the purpose of
the APR will not be realized. According to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the APR
should “provide enough information to allow local legislative bodies to assess how the general plan is
being implemented” and “to identify necessary course adjustments or modifications to the general

plan as means to improve local implementation.” (General Plan Guidelines, 2017, p. 259).

THE NEED TO ASSESS PROGESS TOWARD ACHIEVING GENERAL PLAN GOALS

The County does not use annual progress reports (APRs) to assess the achievement of General Plan
goals. It is the County’s position that such analysis is not required because it is not mandated by
statute or by the General Plan itself. It’s important to note, however, that this limitation is self-
imposed. State law does not preclude the County from including an analysis of the achievement of
General Plan goals — and neither does General Plan Program LU-H.D (the General Plan program

that codifies the statutory mandate to prepare annual progress reports).

For the reasons presented below, the League has come to the conclusion that the County’s APRs must
assess progress toward achieving General Plan goals. This conclusion is based on a review of state law,
the structure and content of the General Plan, as well as the positions taken by the Planning

Commission and Board of Supervisors following adoption of the plan in 2000.
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California Government Code 65400 stipulates that once an agency has adopted a general plan, it must
provide to the state an annual report on progress made toward implementing that plan. Admittedly,
the statute does not specifically state that an APR must assess progress toward achieving general plan

goals. Below is the relevant portion of that code.

California Government Code 65400

(a) After the legislative body has adopted all or part of a general plan, the planning agency
shall do...the following:

(2) Provide by April 1 of each year an annual report to the legislative body, the Office of
Planning and Research, and the Department of Housing and Community Development that

includes all of the following:

(A) The status of the plan and progress in its implementation. (Underlining is added.)

Closer to home, General Plan Program LU-H.D states that in preparing APRs the County will focus
principally on actions taken to implement General Plan programs. The inclusion of the word
“principally” leaves room for the County to consider other aspects of the implementation of the
General Plan, including the degree to which policies are being executed and the extent to which goals

are being met. The opening sentence of Program LU-H.D reads as follows.

Program LU-H.D

“The Planning Commission shall review the General Plan annually, focusing principally on
actions undertaken in the previous year to carry out the implementation programs of the plan.”

(Underlining is added.)

Although the County’s first APR (2002) focused primarily on the County’s efforts to implement
General Plan programs, the APR also stated that through the use of an “indicators” program
subsequent APRs would assess the achievement of General Plan goals.® On the following page are
citations from pages III-1 and V-1 of the 2002 APR, which state clearly the county’s strategy for

monitoring the achievement of General Plan goals.

® In 2010, as part of the first proposed draft of the five-year revision of the General Plan Policy Document, the

County recommended adding new Program LU-H.C for an indicators program; however, with the release of the

sixth draft in December 2017, that program was lined out. Below is a copy of what the County had proposed.
Proposed Program LU-H.C from the August 2010 Draft Revision of the General Plan — now lined out.

The County shall develop an Indicators Program that monitors the success of the County in achieving the goals

of the General Plan. The County shall conduct an annual review of the Indicators Program and report the

findings to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. (Underlining is added.)
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“Progress toward attainment of the General Plan goals can be measured in various ways including
formal actions on applications, completion of implementation programs, and through ‘indicators.’

Indicators can serve as a tool with which to evaluate or assess progress toward attainment of the

goals of the General Plan. Indicators can suggest that the desired progress is occurring or being

made, or they may indicate that additional or more definitive action is needed to bolster, accelerate

or redirect an activity to show the desired results....It is intended that the set of indicators will be

keyed to the vision statement and the major themes for purposes of assessing overall progress

toward attainment of the individual goals of the various elements of the general plan....

The County is making progress in the implementation of the General Plan as adopted in
October 2000....Although it is too early to draw conclusions from the indicators provided in
Section III, it is expected that over a period of time the indicators can be used to determine the
effectiveness of implementation and/or identify the need to amend the General Plan or bolster

programs to achieve the goals of the plan. It is also anticipated that additional indicators for

other themes of the General Plan will be developed for future annual reports.”
(Underlining is added.)

As demonstrated above, although state law and General Plan Program LU-H.D do not specifically
mention the need to assess progress toward achieving General Plan goals, the County’s 2002 APR
clearly stated that subsequent APRs would assess progress toward achieving plan goals through the use
of an indicators program. On August 26, 2003, the Board of Supervisors affirmed the need to assess

General Plan goals by directing staff to develop an indicators program “for use on a regular basis.”

But that is where the focus on General Plan goals ended. The County did not prepare an APR for
2003, nor did it prepare any APRs for the next ten years. When the preparation of APRs was resumed
in 2013, the APRs made no mention of an indicators program, nor did they assess whether the County

was achieving General Plan goals.

Of note, despite the County’s choice not to evaluate the achievement of General Plan goals, two General
Plan programs (printed below) require the County to do just that — the first being the five-year
evaluation of economic goals and the second an annual assessment of agricultural goals. The County’s

APRs have not provided evidence sufficient to show that these two programs are being implemented.

Program ED-A.C
“The County shall retain an independent and qualified institution to conduct an evaluation at least

every five (5) years of success in achieving the goals and targets of the Economic Development

Strategy.” (Underlining is added.)

Program LU-A.D
“The County shall periodically review agricultural land preservation programs and assess their

effectiveness in furthering the County's agricultural goals and policies.” (Underlining is added.)
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In a related matter, it’s important to note that certain sections of the General Plan Policy Document are
not supported by implementation programs. It stands to reason, therefore, that because the County

limits its plan review to program implementation, some portions of the General Plan escape evaluation.

Listed below are the six sections of the 2000 Policy Document — each with its own General Plan goal

— that are not supported by specific implementation programs.

ED-E Non-Agricultural Rural Development PF-]  Utilities
TR-C Transportation Systems Management OS-C Mineral Resources
TR-F Air Transportation OS-K  Scenic Resources

According to the December 2017 draft revision of the General Plan, the County proposes to eliminate

existing implementation programs for seven additional sections.

LU-D Westside Freeway Corridor OS-E Fish and Wildlife Habitat
PF-A General Public Facilities and Services OS-I  Recreational Trails
PF-B Funding (of public facilities and services) PF-G Law Enforcement

HS-B Fire Hazards

Should the Board of Supervisors adopt the draft December 2017 revision of the Policy Document as
drafted, future APRs may fail to assess 25% of the General Plan Policy Document in that 13 of the 52

sections of the plan would not be supported by implementation programs.

The County’s 2018 APR must assess progress toward implementing every section of the General Plan

Policy Document. It must evaluate, as well, the County’s ability to achieve the goals of the plan.

CONCLUSION

Developed in the late 1990s with input from a broad range of community interests, the Fresno County
2000 General Plan was cutting edge for its time — a blueprint for future development that promised
to end the county’s chronic poverty, protect the environment and provide adequate facilities and
services for all county residents. But the plan was only as good as the County’s ability to implement it.
Today we realize that the County has had considerable difficulty implementing the plan as written and

that the County’s annual progress reports misrepresent that fact.

It is with a sincere interest in the future well-being of the county and its residents that the League of
Women Voters of Fresno presents this 2017 APR to the Fresno County Planning Commission.
Hopefully, this APR will serve as a catalyst for improving the County’s annual reporting. Enhanced
reporting will provide the information needed to improve plan implementation, and it will help ensure

that General Plan goals are achieved.

13




Prepared by

The League of Women Voters of Fresno

March 2019




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Purpose of the Annual Progress REPOIT.........uue i 2
(o] g Ir=T oo I @] 1= o | SRR PPPPPPPPPPPP 2
State Guidelines and REQUIFEMENTS ........ccoiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e 2
Fresno County REQUITEMENTS.......ccciiiiiiiiiie e et e et s s e e e e e et e e e e e e e e aaraaaas 3
Overview of the 2000 General PIAN............ooiiiiiiiiii e 4
A Look at the 2000 Economic Development Element ............cooouiiiiiiiiieeeeiieiiiiiiee e, 5
A Look at the 2015-2023 HOuSING EIEMENT ..........ummiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6
Work Required by the General Plan............oooo 7
Implementation of the General Plan DUring 2017 .........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 8
Activity Of the Board Of SUPEIVISOIS .......uuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieii e beeeennnnnee 8
Activity of the Planning CoOmMMISSION ...........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e eeeaaeees 11
Activity of the Planning DepartmMent............cooiieiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e enaees 12
YT a1 (0T (T To IS YA (=0 11 TP 13
ANNUAl ProgreSS REPOIMS. .....ouuiiiiii et e e e et e s e e e e e e e e aataa e e e eeaeeeannes 13
FIVE-YEAI REVIBWS ...ttt 14
Environmental Mitigation MONITOTING ..........uuuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 14
Recommendation to the Board Of SUPEIVISOIS ..........ceuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 16
Addition of an INdICAtOrS PrOgram...........uuuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiib bbb eeeeeeeeeeeenne 16
Update of Regional and Community PIANS ..............uuuiiiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeiieeeees 17
Identification of a Dedicated Revenue Stream for General Plan Implementation ........... 18
Establishment of an Effective Economic Development Action Team (EDAT) ................ 19
A Year’s Postponement in the Update of the General Plan .............cccccccoiiiiiiiiiiininnnnn. 22
Appendix A: 2017 APR — Implementation of the First Six Elements of the General Plan ....... 24
Appendix B: 2017 APR — Implementation of the General Plan Housing Element................. 137
Appendix C: List of General Plan GOalS...........cooooiiiiiiiiii 182

Appendix D: List of Significant & Unavoidable Adverse Impacts of the 2000 General Plan ...185

Appendix E: List of Program Deliverables and Calculation of Successful Implementation ....187



PURPOSE OF THE ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT

Government Code Section 65400 mandates that every county prepare an annual report on the
implementation of its general plan and submit it to its legislative body, to the Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research (OPR) and to the Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) by April 1 of each year.

The purpose of the APR is to provide enough information for decision makers to assess how
well the general plan was implemented during the previous 12 months. More specifically, the
APR explains how land use decisions relate to adopted goals, policies, and implementation
programs. The APR should provide enough information to enable the legislative body (Board of
Supervisors) to identify necessary course adjustments or modifications to the plan to improve its
implementation.

FORM AND CONTENT — STATE GUIDELINES AND REQUIREMENTS

OPR has prepared General Plan Guidelines to assist in the preparation of an annual progress
report. These guidelines allow maximum flexibility in the form and content of the report. The
report need not incorporate all of the components recommended by OPR, and it need not be an
elaborate and time-consuming task. The APR may make use of existing documents that contain
information pertinent to general plan reporting, such as performance reports and budget reports,
as long as they specifically address plan implementation. This approach to reporting enables
general plan implementation to be discussed in the broader context of a jurisdiction's overall
programs and activities, including economic development and other matters of local concern.

While each county must determine for itself the information that is most important to include in
its APR, OPR nonetheless recommends that an APR contain the following components:

1. An introduction.

2. A table of contents.

3. The date the APR was accepted by the local legislative body.

4. Specific implementation measures associated with individual elements of the general plan.

5. Housing element reporting as required by Government Code Sections 65583 - 65584 and
HCD’s housing element guidelines. *

6. The degree to which the general plan complies with OPR’s General Plan Guidelines. *
7. The date of the last update to the general plan. *

8. Priorities for land use decision-making as established by the local legislative body.

9. Goals, policies, objectives or standards that were added, deleted or amended.

10. Lists of the following activities with brief comments on how each advanced the
implementation of the general plan:

a) Planning initiated (e.g., master plans, specific plans, master environmental assessments).
b) General plan amendments.
c) Major development applications.

* These components are mandated by Government Code Section 65400 (2).



Most importantly, as directed by the State Legislature, the APR must address the status of the
General Plan and progress toward its implementation.

Although the word “status” is not defined in the statute, the term most certainly refers to the
degree to which a general plan remains an effective planning tool, given that laws, environmental
conditions and social mores change over time. And although the term “progress” is also
undefined in the Government Code, the word unquestionably refers to the degree to which a
jurisdiction has been able to successfully implement general plan programs and policies and to
make progress toward achieving the goals of the plan.

The OPR guidelines note that if a jurisdiction has the resources, it may want to make its APR a
more comprehensive tool for undertaking planning and development activities. As
recommended by OPR, a jurisdiction can do this by incorporating the following components into
its APR:
1. Reviewing and reporting on...

a) Interagency or intergovernmental coordination efforts and partnerships.

b) The implementation of mitigation measures from the general plan final EIR.

¢) Equity planning and impacts on particular ethnic or socioeconomic population groups.

2. Summarizing efforts to...
a) Promote infill development and redevelopment in underserved locales.
b) Protect environmental and agricultural resources, as well as other natural resources.
¢) Encourage efficient development patterns.

3. Describing strategies for...
a) Economic development (e.g., approaches to job creation and tax revenue enhancement).
b) Monitoring growth (e.g., data on land use development, services and infrastructure).

4. Other actions:
a) Outline department goals, activities and responsibilities related to land use planning.
b) Perform a regional assessment of population changes, housing needs, job generation, etc.
c) Summarize comments on general plan implementation.
d) Identify and monitor methods to encourage public involvement in planning activities.
e) Review and summarize the administration of grant funding for land use planning activities.
f) Provide technological reviews, such as those for websites and geographic information systems).

FORM AND CONTENT — FRESNO COUNTY REQUIREMENTS

The Fresno County General Plan Policy Document also prescribes the contents of an APR.
According to the General Plan, at a minimum, every Fresno County APR must include...

- A review of the actions undertaken to implement General Plan programs.

- Information that satisfies the statutory requirements for a mitigation monitoring program.

- Information from the County’s Groundwater Monitoring Program.

- An inventory of lot size exceptions granted for agricultural lands and rangelands.

- Information on the County’s Road Improvement Program.



OVERVIEW OF THE 2000 GENERAL PLAN
The 2000 General Plan was adopted October 3, 2000. It has a planning horizon of 20 years.

There are three components to the General Plan. The most familiar of these components is the
Policy Document, which, for Fresno County, consists of the following seven elements:

- Economic Development Element - Open Space and Conservation Element
- Agriculture and Land Use Element - Health and Safety Element
- Transportation and Circulation Element - Housing Element

- Public Facilities and Services Element

These seven elements contain a total of 52 goals. Examples of such goals include enhanced
farmland preservation, job creation, wetlands protection and affordable housing. (The goals of
the General Plan are listed in Appendix C, pp. 182-184.)

To achieve these goals, the plan includes a large number of policies. To help execute these
policies, the plan contains a set of implementation programs. At present, the General Plan
Policy Document contains 639 policies and 140 implementation programs. Almost half of the
policies are environmental mitigation measures. (Appendix D, pp. 185 — 186, lists the General
Plan polices that serve as environmental mitigation measures.) The entire set of programs and
the vast majority of the policies constitute an obligatory work plan. Nearly every policy and
program contains the word shall, which is defined in the General Plan as an “unequivocal
directive.”

The second component of the General Plan is a 778-page Background Report, which describes
the physical features, economic characteristics and social conditions that were in existence just
prior to the adoption of the plan in 2000.

And the third component is a collection of over 40 land use plans that are applicable to certain
areas of the county, three examples being the Kings River Regional Plan, the Easton
Unincorporated Community Plan and the Quail Lake Estates Specific Plan.

What sets the 2000 General Plan apart from its predecessor (the County’s 1976 General Plan)
is the inclusion of a new Economic Development Element. This new element, which grew out of
an Economic Development Strategy developed in 1999, is the mainspring of the plan.

While the General Plan Policy Document itself does not contain a vision statement, the
accompanying Economic Development Strategy most certainly does. That vision, paraphrased
below, expresses the principal mission of the 2000 General Plan.

By 2020, Fresno County shall become a center for a wide variety of high value-added
agricultural farming operations. This, along with job growth in emerging industrial clusters,
will provide Fresno County residents with greater employment opportunities. A higher rate
of employment in better paying jobs will increase consumer spending and decrease the cost
of services for the unemployed. The resultant increase in revenues for the public sector and
the mitigation of negative impacts associated with economic growth will result in an
impressive quality of life for all county residents.

The General Plan embraces these eleven themes:
Agricultural Land Protection e Economic Development e Enhanced Quality of Life
Resource Protection e Service Efficiency e Efficient and Functional Land Use Patterns
Growth Accommodation e Affordable Housing e Health and Safety Protection
Urban-Centered Growth e Recreational Development



A LOOK AT THE 2000 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT

The Economic Development Element, which was added to the General Plan in 2000, took four
years to create.

In late 1996, the Board of Supervisors initiated a comprehensive update of the General Plan.
The first step in that process was the May 1997 Board acceptance of a draft General Plan
Background Report, which described physical characteristics and social and economic
conditions in the county. Two months later, the Board released the results of a survey
conducted by U.C. Davis entitled Fresno County and the Future: Residents’ Views of Growth,
Resources and Jobs. The survey reported that the top issues for Fresno County residents were
job creation and economic development. That 1997 survey was followed in 1998 by a County
report entitled Economic & Growth Scenarios: Perspectives on the Year 2020. Based on that
report, the Board directed that the update of the General Plan should promote (1) a shift in
agricultural production to higher value crops, (2) an increase in value-added agricultural
industries and (3) the diversification of the economy to create more non-agricultural jobs.

In 1998, the County published a technical report entitled Fiscal and Financial Analysis, which
examined the costs and benefits associated with development under the existing 1976 General
Plan and under the proposed update of the plan.

Fresno County stipulated in its RFP (request for proposals) for the update of the General Plan
that the consultant team begin the update process by preparing a General Plan Economic
Development Strategy to guide the revision of the General Plan. The adopted Strategy
envisioned that by the year 2020 Fresno County would be a center for a wide variety of high
value-added agricultural firms in a dynamic and globally-oriented economy with average
incomes in line with other regions of the state.

This Economic Development Strategy was the prototype for the County’s new 2000 Economic
Development Element. In fact, nearly every policy in the Economic Development Element was
taken directly from the County’s Economic Development Strategy. In like manner, the three
goals of the Economic Development Element mirrored those in the Strategy document: (1)
increased job creation, (2) diversification of the county’s economic base, and (3) improved labor
force preparedness. Not surprisingly, the accompanying 2000 EIR focused on changes to the
environment that were likely to result from the implementation of the County’s new Economic
Development Strategy.

The coordination of countywide economic development was to be the responsibility of an
Economic Development Action Team composed of County departments and regional
organizations engaged in various facets of economic development within the county. However,
on April 23, 2002, and in conflict with directives in General Plan Policy ED-A.3, the Board
appointed itself as the action team to oversee economic development. That decision was flawed,
especially since subsequent Boards did not function as an economic development action team.

Over time the Board’s enthusiasm for supervising economic development began to wane. According

to the County’s APRs for calendar years 2013 through 2016, beginning in 2011, the County
contracted annually with the Economic Development Corporation (EDC) — a 501(c)(6) private
nonprofit membership corporation — to implement the policies and programs of the County’s

Economic Development Element. That said, in a March 2014 letter to the League of Women Voters
of Fresno, the EDC stated that it was “not directly involved in the economic development element of
the County’s General Plan.” Even so, the County’s 2017 contract with the EDC stated that the EDC,
in coordination with the County, was “also responsible for implementing policies and programs of the
Economic Development Element.” These seemingly contradictory statements suggest the possibility
of a misunderstanding with regard to these shared responsibilities, and it may be that neither party is

taking the steps needed to fully implement the County’s Economic Development Element.



A LOOK AT THE 2015-2023 HOUSING ELEMENT

Although state law allows local governments to decide when to update their respective general
plans, Government Code Section 65580 — 65589 requires that housing elements be updated every
eight years. Fresno County’s current Housing Element, adopted March 15, 2016, covers the
planning period of December 31, 2015 through December 31, 2023. Although the County’s Housing
Element need not be updated until 2023, because state law requires that general plan elements be
consistent with one another, the Housing Element must be reviewed for conformity with the rest of
the General Plan whenever other elements of the plan are updated. (It should be noted that the
County did not prepare an environmental impact report for the 2015-2023 Housing Element.)

Cities and counties typically work independently to develop their own housing elements;
however, the development of the County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element was an interagency
project spearheaded by the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG). The participating
agencies were the County of Fresno and these twelve cities: Clovis, Coalinga, Fowler, Huron,
Kerman, Kingsburg, Mendota, Parlier, Reedley, San Joaquin, Sanger, and Selma.
Development of the 2015-2023 Housing Element was coordinated to save costs and to provide
an opportunity for local governments to cooperatively address countywide housing needs. As a
result, the County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element is labeled “multi-jurisdictional.”

Each county must accommodate its fair share of regional housing needs, as determined through
a process called a Regional Housing Needs Allocation. The California Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD) has identified the total housing needs for the Fresno
region, and FCOG has determined that the housing allocation for unincorporated Fresno County
for 2015 through 2023 is an additional 2,722 units, 987 of which (36%) must accommodate
families with extremely low, very low and low incomes.

The 2015-2023 Housing Element contains 6 goals and 35 policies that are shared by the
County and the 12 cities. The goals address these needs:

New housing.

Affordable housing.

Neighborhood conservation.

Special-needs housing.

Fair and equal housing opportunities.

Energy conservation and sustainable development.

Appendix 2 of the County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element contains 19 programs and 63
objectives that are specific to the unincorporated areas of Fresno County. (It should be noted
that despite subject headings in Appendix 2 indicating that each of the 63 objectives includes a
time frame for implementation, not all do. And, unlike the situation with the other six elements in
the County’s General Plan, the Housing Element does not use the word “shall” to indicate that
program implementation is obligatory.)

Government Code Section 65400 mandates that counties include in their annual general plan
progress reports a special report on the implementation of their housing elements. (The
housing report for Fresno County is included as Appendix B beginning on page 137.) Each year
the County must complete several forms provided by the HCD, which summarize...

Construction of very-low-, low- and mixed-income multifamily projects.
Construction of above-moderate income units.

Rehabilitation and preservation of existing housing units.

Progress made in meeting regional housing needs.

Implementation of the County’s housing programs.
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WORK REQUIRED BY THE GENERAL PLAN

The 2000 General Plan Policy Document is a massive work plan describing hundreds of tasks
to be undertaken primarily by the Department of Public Works and Planning, the Board of
Supervisors and the County Administrative Office.

Approximately 170 different verbs (e.g., access, acquire, adopt) describe the actions needed to
implement the 140 programs and 639 policies in the General Plan Policy Document. These action
words can be grouped into 12 work categories.

As illustrated below, 26% of the 140 General Plan programs and 9% of the 639 General Plan policies
all require the County to perform tasks encompassing some level of evaluation. The action verbs in
this category include words such as these:

amend analyze assess compare compile determine

discuss evaluate examine explore identify inventory

investigate monitor plan prioritize review revise
Action Words in Programs Categories of Work Action Words in Policies

2 2 2
267 NN cvaluate [N 9%

18% [N Develop NN 157
11% [  Encourage [ 15%
12% [ mplement | 8%

13% [ workwith | 6%
5% N Govern B 0%
5% I cCommunicate [l 3%
3% Enforce | NG 9%
1% B Require B 10%
1% l Conserve | 6%
1% |  Enhance | 6%
4% N Other l 1%

The modal verbs shall, should and may play an important role in the implementation of the
General Plan. The word shall is defined in the Policy Document as an “unequivocal directive,”
and the word should is defined as a less rigid directive that must be honored in the absence of
countervailing considerations. The word may is not defined.

The word shall is written into every General Plan program (excepting those in the Housing Element),
making implementation of these programs mandatory. Over 90% of General Plan policies also
contain the word shall, making them mandatory as well. (Of note is the fact that while the County’s
APRs routinely assess the implementation of General Plan programs, they have never analyzed the
implementation of the policy side of the work plan — shown in red above.)
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GENERAL PLAN IN 2017

ACTIVITY OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

The information below was taken from the minutes of the 28 Board meetings held in 2017.
Importantly, at no time in 2017 did the Board discuss any specific General Plan goals, nor did it
hold hearings on the implementation of any specific General Plan policies or programs. That
said, the Board did discuss a couple of matters related to General Plan policies, concluding that
there was a need to review policies pertaining to the siting of solar facilities and flood control
basins.

General Plan Amendments

The Board amended the General Plan once during 2017. General Plan Amendment 548
changed the designation of a half-acre parcel from Agriculture to Industrial.

Modifications to Zoning

The Board approved four Amendment Applications that modified zoning.

Application Number Modification of Zone Districts Acreage Affected
Amendment Application 3819 Uses Allowed in M-3(c) 19 acres
Amendment Application 3813 AL-20 to M-1(c) 5 acres
Amendment Application 3808 AL-20 to M-3(c) 22 acres
Amendment Application 3822 AL-20 to M-1(c) 7 acres

Total: 53 acres

(Acreage figures are rounded to the nearest whole unit.)
Parcel Splits
The Board heard four appeals of Planning Commission decisions denying parcel splits on

acreage zoned Exclusive Agriculture (AE-20). In each case, the Board overturned the Planning
Commission decision and granted the variance. The approvals created 4 new parcels.

Application Number New Parcels Original Parcel
Variance 4013 2.00 acres 11.82 acres 13.82 acres
Variance 4016 2.35 acres 2.42 acres 4.77 acres
Variance 4025 2.30 acres 2.55 acres 4.85 acres
Variance 3998 1.50 acres 17.36 acres 18.86 acres

Discussion of the Ongoing Review / Revision of the General Plan

On May 16, 2017, County staff presented a status report to the Board regarding the ongoing
review of the General Plan. As a result of that hearing, the Board gave direction to staff as
follows: keep current policies regarding the Rural and Foothill Rural Residential designations,
eliminate the Planned Urban Village designation, keep current policies regarding homesite
parcels and modify Goal ED-A, Goal LU-D and the theme for economic development.
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Actions in Conflict with the General Plan

Four Board decisions in 2017 conflicted with policies and programs in the General Plan. The
Board had the option to avoid the conflict by amending the General Plan but did not do so.
Below is a brief description of those four decisions along with the policies with which the Board
decisions conflicted.

Date Board Decision Conflicted with...
06-06-171 Approval of the 2016 Annual Progress Report Policy OS-A.9
09-12-17 %2  Structure of the Economic Development Action Team (EDAT)  Policy ED-A.3
10-31-17* Dissolution of the Water Advisory Committee Policy OS-A.5
10-31-17 4 Continued suspension of public facilities impact fees Policy PF-B.1

1 The approved APR failed to include information on the implementation of General Plan environmental
mitigation measures, as well as information from the County’s groundwater monitoring program.

The structure of the new EDAT did not meet the requirements of Policy ED-A.3.

Policy OS-A.5 required that the Water Advisory Committee to remain in effect.

Policy PF-B.1 required the County to continue to collect public facilities impact fees.

Update of Documents

In 2017, the Board revised/updated these documents, all of which were either directly or
indirectly related to the implementation of the General Plan:

Date Document
05-02-17 2016 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
08-08-17 2017-2022 Road Improvement Program
09-18-17 MOU with the City of Reedley that expanded the city’s sphere of influence by 120 acres
12-12-17 Annual Report of Transportation Mitigation Fee Activity

Board Retreat

In October 2017, the Board held a two-day retreat at Harris Ranch (northeast of the city of
Coalinga) to discuss the vision, mission, guiding principles and goals of the County. (These
matters were not directly related to the implementation of the General Plan. They were related
instead to the administration of county government.) As a result of the retreat, the Board
adopted the following maxims:

Administrative Vision: Working together for a quality of life for all

Administrative Mission: To provide excellent public services to our diverse community
Joint Meeting of the Board of Supervisors and Fresno City Council

On March 7, 2017, the Board approved a Working Group consisting of members of the Board of
Supervisors, members of the Fresno City Council plus staff members from both agencies. The
deliberations of the Working Group led to a joint meeting of the Board of Supervisors and the
Fresno City Council on May 30, 2017, at which time the two bodies discussed emergency
coordination, animal control and the cultivation and sale of marijuana.



Issues Raised by the Public

In 2017, the Board heard from 21 people who addressed the Board under a standing agenda
item entitled Public Presentations. That portion of each Board meeting was reserved for
individuals who wished to bring to the attention of the Board matters not calendared on
agendas. Because the minutes of Board meetings did not record the issues raised by these
individuals, their concerns are recorded here. The public addressed the implementation of the
General Plan on February 28 and October 17.

Date Item of Interest Raised by the Public

01-10-17  County employee contract; housing for the homeless

01-31-17  Tax on housing (for the homeless) constructed by nonprofit organizations

02-28-17" February 24 workshop on new General Plan Guidelines Prepared by OPR

08-22-17  Graffiti in County islands; creation of a surveillance ordinance

09-12-17  County employee health benefits and salaries; County charter

10-17-17° Continuing review and revision of the General Plan

10-19-17  Guiding principles for County administration
10-19-17 Code enforcement

1

On February 28, 2017, a member of the League of Women Voters of Fresno addressed
the Board of Supervisors, thanking the County for helping to host a workshop on the draft

update of the General Plan Guidelines prepared by the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research.

The League of Women Voters of Fresno, the Leadership Counsel for Justice and
Accountability, and California Rural Legal Assistance requested that the Board schedule a
public hearing to provide answers to a number of questions pertaining to the ongoing
review and revision of the General Plan. The County chose not to hold the requested
hearing, opting instead to provide answers by letter (sent November 14, 2017). Below is a
list of some of the questions raised by the public on October 17, 2017 together with a brief
summary of the County’s written responses (brown type).

1. Isthe year 2020 or the year 2025 the planning horizon for the current General Plan?
The planning horizon extends beyond 2020.

2. Will 2040 be the planning horizon for the revised General Plan?
Per consultant contract #15-1280, the planning horizon is potentially 2040.

3. Is the County in the process of updating the General Plan?
The term “update” has no legally defined meaning.

4. s there a record showing that environmental self-mitigation is functioning properly?

There is no single document, but all County environmental assessments can be reviewed.

Will the scope of work for the revision of the plan be revised to meet new OPR Guidelines?
The scope of work is unchanged, except for an adjustment to address Senate Bill 1000.

The public also inquired as to the County’s plan for public participation in the review of the draft
General Plan documents. The County did not respond either orally or in written form to this

inquiry.
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ACTIVITY OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

The information below was taken from the minutes of the 18 Planning Commission meetings
held in 2017. Like the Board of Supervisors, during 2017, the Planning Commission did not
discuss any specific General Plan goals, nor did it hold hearings on the implementation of any
specific General Plan policies or programs.

General Plan Amendments

The Planning Commission recommended approval of General Plan Amendment 548, which
changed the designation of a half-acre parcel from Agriculture to Industrial. The amendment
was subsequently approved by the Board of Supervisors.

Modifications to Zoning

The Planning Commission recommended Board approval of five Amendment Applications that

modified zoning. Four of the five applications are listed on page 8 under “Activity of the Board
of Supervisors.” The fifth application, below, was approved by the Board on February 6, 2018.

Application Number Modification of Zone Districts Acreage Affected
Amendment Application 3816 AL-20 to M-1(c) 30.05 acres
Parcel Splits

In addition to the four parcel splits approved by the Board on appeal of the Planning
Commission’s denial of the same, the Planning Commission approved these seven parcel splits
on acreage zoned Exclusive Agriculture (AE-20). The approvals created eight new parcels.

Application Number New Parcels Original Parcel
Variance 3987 2.00 acres, 2.50 acres, 14.26 acres 18.76 acres
Variance 4001 2.39 acres 2.39 acres 4.78 acres
Variance 4004 2.85 acres 54.31 acres 57.16 acres
Variance 4014 5.00 acres 14.68 acres 19.68 acres
Variance 4015 8.66 acres 8.67 acres 17.24 acres *
Variance 4027 2.50 acres 34.67 acres 37.17 acres
Variance 4033 1.72 acres 2.50 acres 4.22 acres

* Itis acknowledged that 8.66 acres plus 8.67 acres does not total 17.24 acres.
Issues Raised by the Public

Only once during 2017 did members of the public address the Planning Commission on matters
not on Commission agendas. On November 9, 2017, under Public Presentations, the President
of the League of Women Voters of Fresno reminded the Commission that the County’s previous
Annual Progress Report on the implementation of the General Plan did not meet state and local
standards. She informed the Planning Commission that the League hoped the County’s 2017
APR, due April 1, 2018, would meet the state and local requirements delineated on pages 2 and
3 of this report.
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Approval of the Annual Progress Report (APR) for Calendar Year 2016

On March 30, 2017, the Planning Commission held a hearing to review and recommend
approval of the County’s APR for calendar year 2016.

The day prior to the hearing, the League of Women Voters of Fresno submitted to the Planning
Commission a letter, along with a lengthy study from September 2016, asserting that the draft
2016 APR was incomplete. The letter stated, for example, that the County’s 2016 APR did not
include information from the County’s Groundwater Management Program as required by
Program OS-A.C and Policy OS.A.9.

At that hearing, some Planning Commissioners expressed displeasure with the large volume of
reading material that had been furnished to them just hours before the hearing. The meeting
ended without a recommendation from the Planning Commission. On April 13, 2017, the
Planning Commission resumed its discussion of the APR, and although the staff report for that
second hearing acknowledged that the APR was not in compliance with directives in Program
OS-A.C and Policy OS-C.9, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the APR.

On June 26, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved the 2016 APR recommended by the
Planning Commission. In a report to the Board of Supervisors that day, County staff
acknowledged that although some General Plan programs were not being implemented as
written, their implementation was nonetheless effective. The County did not identify the programs
that were not being implemented as written.

ACTIVITY OF THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Other than the Annual Progress Report for 2016, County planning staff did not prepare any reports
during 2017 regarding the implementation of the General Plan nor did it engage in any community
outreach regarding the pending revision of the plan.

During all of 2017, the County’s General Plan website did not display any information related to the
ongoing review and revision of the General Plan. In the summer of 2016, the County removed such
information from its website. Eighteen months later, in January 2018, the information was restored
to the County website with the simultaneous release of the December 2017 draft revision of the
General Plan Policy Document (6™ proposed revision), December 2017 draft update of the General
Plan Background Report and the December 2017 draft update of the Zoning Ordinance.

The public was then afforded a 69-day comment period. The 295-page draft Policy Document
was redlined to show changes to text. The draft Background Report and draft Zoning Ordinance,
which totaled 1,138 pages, were not redlined, as they were completely new documents.

Below are copies of the front pieces of the six versions of the draft revision of the General Plan
Policy Document that appeared on the County’s website beginning in 2010. The December
2017 version of the draft revision is available on the Fresno County website at this time.

August 2010 July 2012 January 2013 March 2014 September 2014 December 2017
1st Version 2" Version 3rd Version 4th Version 5th Version 6th Version

Fresno County I Fresno County Fresno County [l Fresno County [ Fresno County [ Fresno County

General Plan General Plan GenerétiPlon General Plan

General Plan ® General Plan » Policy Document|  @s Policy Document e Policy Document @ Policy Document g,
— 3
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MONITORING SYSTEMS

It's imperative that the County routinely monitor implementation of the General Plan. To that
end, the state and the County have defined three mechanisms for doing that: (1) annual
progress reports, (2) five-year reviews, and (3) environmental mitigation monitoring.

Please note: The bolded text within quotations and citations on pages 13 through 17 is
used to highlight information and is not part of any original text.

ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS (APRs)

(A State and County Requirement)

Although state law and the County’s General Plan both require annual monitoring of the implementation
of the General Plan, there is some disparity between public expectation and County practice. And even
though the 2000 General Plan does not contain a statement committing the County to routinely monitor
the plan’s implementation, the introduction to Part 3 of the County’s 2017 draft revised General Plan
Policy Document does. That paragraph is reprinted below in its entirety.

“The County is committed to annually reviewing its progress in implementing the goals
and policies of the General Plan. Since many of the factors and issues that the General Plan
addresses change from year-to-year, an annual review and reporting of implementation will
help ensure the County is moving forward to achieve the Plan’s vision. This review will
report on the status of each specific implementation program in the General Plan and take
into account the availability of new implementation tools, changes in funding sources, and
feedback from Plan monitoring activities.”

The paragraph above correctly states that the County annually reports the status of each
General Plan program. The paragraph also embellishes somewhat, for the County’s APRs do
not report on “its progress in implementing the goals and policies of the General Plan.”

The County’s first APR for the 2000 General Plan reviewed the first 21 months of the
implementation of the new plan (from the adoption of the plan on October 3, 2000 to the end of
the first fiscal year, June 30, 2002). That first APR correctly reported that the County was
seriously working to implement the General Plan as written. Importantly, the report
recommended that the Board of Supervisors establish a comprehensive “indicators program” to
track program implementation and the achievement of General Plan goals by monitoring
essential data such as population change, agricultural land conversion and changes in housing
trends. The 2002 APR also presented a way forward for the much-needed update of regional
and community plans.

Despite this good beginning, in 2003, the County stopped preparing APRs, and for the next ten
years, plan implementation was not monitored.

The preparation of APRs resumed in 2013 with the preparation of a two-year report for calendar
years 2013 and 2014, and subsequent APRs were prepared for calendar years 2015, 2016 and
2017. These APRs focused primarily on program implementation and not on progress toward
achieving General Plan goals. And unlike the 2002 APR, they did not contain recommendations
for amending the plan or improving its implementation.

As a result, the APRs from 2013 to 2017 did not provide the Board of Supervisors with sufficient

information to enable it to identify necessary course corrections or ways to improve plan
implementation.
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS

(A County Requirement)

The introduction to the 2000 General Plan explains the purpose of five-year reviews.

“A general plan is a long-term document with a planning horizon of 15 to 25 years. To
achieve its purposes, the plan must be flexible enough to respond to changing conditions
and at the same time specific enough to provide predictability and consistency in guiding
day-to-day land use and development decisions. Over the years, conditions and community
needs change and new opportunities arise; the plan needs to keep up with these changes
and new opportunities....Every five years, the County will thoroughly review the countywide
plan and update it as necessary.”

The requirement to conduct five-year reviews is codified in the Agriculture and Land Use
Element. Program LU-H.E and Policy LU-H.14 both read as follows:

“The County shall conduct a major review of the General Plan, including General Plan Policy
Document and Background Report, every five years and revise it as deemed necessary.”

The General Plan anticipated that such reviews would be prepared every five years — 2005, 2010
and 2015; however, none of those reviews were completed. The County initiated the 2005 review
in late 2005, and fourteen years later, the County is still working on that first review. Clearly, five-

year reviews have not been a good tool for monitoring plan implementation.

With the December 2017 draft revision of the General Plan, the County is proposing to alter its

commitment to conducting five-year reviews. Below is the proposed change to Program LU-H.E.
Note the change from “shall” to “should.”

“The County shall should conduct a major review of the General Plan—including-General-Plan
Peolicy-Document-and-Background-Report; every five years and revise it as deemed necessary.”
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MONITORING
(A State and County Requirement)
California Government Code 21081.6 requires the County to monitor the implementation of
adopted environmental mitigation measures.
California Government Code 21081.6

“(b) A public agency shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.”

This statutory requirement is reflected in General Plan Program LU-H.D, which reads...

“The Planning Commission shall review the General Plan annually, focusing principally
on actions undertaken in the previous year to carry out the implementation programs of
the plan. The Planning Commission’s report to the Board of Supervisors shall include, as
the Commission deems appropriate, recommendations for amendments to the General
Plan. This review shall also be used to satisfy the requirements of Public
Resources Code 21081.6 for a mitigation monitoring program.”
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The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the adoption of the 2000 General Plan
concluded that implementation of the plan would cause significant and unavoidable impacts to
the environment, including these impacts to groundwater resources:

Demand for water exceeding available supply, resulting in overdraft conditions.
Exacerbation of groundwater overdraft conditions, resulting in land subsidence.
To lessen impacts such as these, the County identified 304 General Plan policies to serve as

environmental mitigation measures. (See Appendix D, pp. 185-186, for a list of the unavoidable
adverse impacts associated with the 2000 General Plan and the polices to lessen their impact.)

Copied below is the portion of the “Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures” section of the
2000 EIR which described the significant and unavoidable impact to groundwater. This section
of the EIR also listed a set of policies to lessen that impact.

Adverse Impact 4.8-1:  “Development under the Draft [2000] General Plan could result in
the demand for water exceeding available supply, resulting in
overdraft conditions and potential adverse effects on groundwater
recharge potential.”

Mitigation Measures:  “No mitigation is available beyond Draft General Plan Policies PF-
C.1 through PF-C.9, PF-C.11 through PF-C.13, PF-C.16 through PF-
C.18, PF-C.21 through PF-C.24, PF-C.30, PF-E.14, PF-E.17, OS-A.1
through OS-A.9, 0S-A.11 through OS-A.15, OS-A.17 through OS-
A.19, 0S-A.21, and OS-A.28 for Fresno County.”

Level of Significance “Significant and Unavoidable”
after Mitigation

Policy OS-A.1 (underlined above) is one of several policies identified as mitigation to lessen the
adverse impact from the overdraft of groundwater. It reads...

Policy 0OS-A.1 “The County shall develop, implement, and maintain a plan for
achieving water resource sustainability, including a strategy to
address overdraft and the needs of anticipated growth.”

Because mitigation measures are designed to protect the environment, their implementation
must be enforced, and routine monitoring is the best way to guarantee that enforcement.

It appears the County has not routinely monitored the implementation of Policy OS-A.1 or any of
the other General Plan policies serving as mitigation measures for the 2000 General Plan. As a
result, there is little to no evidence that these 304 mitigation measures have been implemented.

Interestingly, the October 3, 2000 staff report to the Board of Supervisors for the adoption of the
2000 General Plan stated that it would not be necessary to monitor such mitigation measures. The
staff report read in part: “...the measures that would reduce environmental impacts take the form of
policies and programs that are part of the ‘project itself’ [General Plan].” And the 2000 EIR stated,
“The General Plan Update is intended to be self-mitigating; it is assumed impacts identified in this
EIR would generally be mitigated through adopted federal, State, and local laws and regulations,
through the implementation of identified General Plan policies,...or some combination
thereof....”

That assumption has proved wrong. Self-mitigation only works when policies are faithfully
implemented, and routine monitoring is the only way to substantiate that success.
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Annual progress reports (APRs) should provide the information necessary for the Board of
Supervisors to identify needed changes to the General Plan. Such information is especially
important at this time because the County is now fully engaged in a comprehensive review and
update of the plan — a revision that must serve county residents well for the next 20 years.
County planning staff is recommending that the Board of Supervisors significantly modify over
half of the programs and nearly a fifth of the policies in the General Plan Policy Document. In
addition, staff is in the process of preparing a completely new General Plan Background Report.

General Plan Program LU-H.E directs the Planning Commission to include in its annual
progress reports, as appropriate, recommendations to the Board of Supervisors for amendment
of the plan.

Program LU-H.D

“The Planning Commission shall review the General Plan annually, focusing principally on
actions undertaken in the previous year to carry out the implementation programs of the
plan. The Planning Commission’s report to the Board of Supervisors shall include, as
the Commission deems appropriate, recommendations for amendments to the
General Plan. This review shall also be used to satisfy the requirements of Public
Resources Code 21081.6 for a mitigation monitoring program.”

The Planning Commission’s 2017 APR did not recommend any revisions to the General Plan.
Neither did the Commission’s APRs for 2013/14, 2015 and 2016. However, the Commission’s
first APR in 2002 did, and it is in line with that first APR that the following eight recommendations
are made to the Board of Supervisors.

Addition of an Indicators Program

Several months prior to the adoption of the October 2000 General Plan, in a letter to the County
dated April 6, 2000, the League of Women Voters of Fresno (League) recommended that the
County develop an indicators program. Indicators are data of various types which, when
collected over a period of time, serve as a tool to evaluate progress toward the attainment of
General Plan goals. The letter read in part...

“A report on the annual status of the Plan is important, so that the County can judge the
effectiveness of the Plan, whether it is meeting Plan goals, and whether specific
amendments are appropriate. An annual assessment of indicators for the status of the
General Plan would be helpful.”

The County endorsed the concept, and the Planning Commission’s first APR in 2002 (approved
by the Board of Supervisors on June 10, 2003) devoted 12 pages to the concept. A portion of
the 2002 APR is printed below.

“Progress toward attainment of the General Plan goals can be measured in various
ways including formal actions on applications, completion of implementation programs, and
through ‘indicators.’” The concept of indicators was discussed during the General Plan
update along with the importance of the Annual Report.... In an effort to promote the use of
indicators in the annual report the Sustainability Committee (Committee) of the League of
Women Voters has initiated a ‘pilot project’ to develop a set of indicators for two elements of
the General Plan under the themes of economic development and agricultural land
protection....It is anticipated that the results of this “pilot project’ will be provided to the
County staff for its work on the next annual report. Initial indicator data has been compiled
for the themes of urban centered growth and agricultural land protection along with the
additional topic of affordable housing.”
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Two months later, on August 26, 2003, the League made a formal presentation to the Board of
Supervisors regarding a pilot indicators project. The Board meeting agenda read as follows:

“Consider presentation on Pilot Indicator Project ‘Using Indicators to Track Changes in
Implementation of the Fresno County General Plan’ by League of Women Voters, and
consensus Resolution adopted by Fresno County Planning Commission recommending use
of indicators in future Annual Reports on General Plan.”

The minutes of that hearing stated that the Board “directed staff to return to the Board with [an]
implementation plan on the indicators for use on a regular basis....”

Despite that Board direction, the County did not institute an indicators program. In 2006, as
comment on the initiation of the five-year review of the General Plan, the League again
recommended that the County adopt an indicators program. As a consequence, the County’s first
draft revision of the General Plan Policy Document (August 2010) contained a hew program
directing the County to develop an indicators program. The proposed program read as follows:

New Program LU-H.C

“The County shall develop an Indicators Program that monitors the success of the
County in achieving the goals of the General Plan. The County shall conduct an annual
review of the Indicators Program and report the findings to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.”

This same language was retained in the next four versions of the draft revision of the Policy
Document. However, the County deleted new Program LU-H.C from the most recent draft
revision of the Policy Document (December 2017).

Recommendation 1. The County should adopt a General Plan program to develop and
implement an indicators program. The data from the indicators
program can be used to annually evaluate success toward
achieving the goals of the plan.

Update of Regional and Community Plans

The General Plan contains approximately 40 regional and community plans, most of which are
seriously out of date. By way of illustration, the chart below, taken from the staff report for a
March 12, 2013 Board of Supervisors workshop on the five-year review of the General Plan,
lists the most recent updates of the County’s 10 unincorporated community plans.

Unincorporated Community Plan | Date of Adoption | Last Update Status Estimated Cost
Biola Community Plan 12/15/81 05/22/90 No progress $200,000
Caruthers Community Plan 10/31/78 06/29/93 No progress $200,000
Del Rey Community Plan 10/31/78 11/27/90 In progress $150,000
Easton Community Plan 03/24/64 12/18/89 No progress $200,000
Friant Community Plan 02/18/76 02/01/11 Complete N/A
Lanare Community Plan 12/20/77 12/21/82 No progress $150,000
Laton Community Plan 07/17/73 07/10/12 Complete N/A
Riverdale Community Plan 07/17/73 09/29/92 No progress $250,000
Shaver Lake Community Plan 10/31/78 05/27/86 No progress $550,000
Tranquillity Community Plan 02/18/76 12/18/84 No progress $200,000
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The chart on the previous page shows that, with the exception of the Friant and Laton
Community Plans, which were updated in 2011 and 2012, respectively, the average year of the
last update of the remaining 8 plans is 1988, which means that the plans have an average age
of 30 years — well beyond the commonly accepted general plan life of 15 to 25 years.

And with the exception of the Friant and Shaver Lake areas, these communities are known to
have a greater percentages of low-income households — with median incomes that are at least
20% below the state average. Some of these areas also have chronic problems associated
with inadequate water quality/supply and poor wastewater infrastructure. As long as these 8
community plans remain antiquated, residents will have difficulty upgrading their communities.

Recommendation 2. The County should add a program to the General Plan to ensure that
community plans older than 20 years are updated within five years of
the next update of the General Plan.

Recommendation 3. Since community plans have features in common, it is
recommended, as a cost-saving measure, that the County consider
the simultaneous update of such plans. There is precedent for this;
for example, the chart on the previous page shows that the
Caruthers, Del Rey and Shaver Lake Community Plans were
adopted concurrently.

It may be possible, as well, to simultaneously update the County’s
regional plans, which average 24 years since their last update.
For example, to save costs, it may be possible to concurrently
update the Sierra-North and Sierra-South Regional Plans.

Identification of a Dedicated Revenue Stream for General Plan Implementation

In 2016, based on information derived from the County’s 2015 APR, the League conducted a
study of the success of General Plan implementation. That League study, released September 1,
2016, determined that for 2015 the County could demonstrate successful implementation of only
39% of its General Plan programs. A recalculation in 2018 based on the County’s 2017 APR
showed that the County was able to implement, as designed, even fewer of those same
programs.

The 2016 study also found that one department — the Department of Public Works and Planning —
was completely or partially responsible for implementing 103 of 121 programs (85%) in the first six
elements of the plan. (It is responsible for implementing 18 of 19 programs in the Housing Element.)

The County readily acknowledges that a lack of resources is largely responsible for its inability
to fully implement the General Plan. The County’s very first APR (2002) contained this sobering
comment.

“While progress has been made for most of the programs there are some programs where
progress has not been made within the timeframe set out in the particular implementation
program. The lack of progress is principally due to the allocation of resources associated
with funding and/or staffing.”

A decade later, a similar statement appeared in the County’s 2013/2014 APR.

“In order to fully implement the County’s General Plan Implementation Programs, an on-
going dedicated funding stream is required. The various programs have not been fully
implemented for a number of reasons, including the lack of available funding. Staff will
continue to implement all outstanding Programs for which the Department is responsible as
funding and staffing resources are available.”
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The lack of a dedicated funding stream limits the County’s ability to successfully implement
General Plan programs and achieve General Plan goals.

Recommendation 4. With respect to Program LU-H.D, which calls for the preparation of
annual progress reports (APRs), the County should amend the
program to require identification of a dedicated revenue stream to
cover the cost of implementing the plan for subsequent calendar
years.

Recommendation 5. The County should augment the Planning and Land Use Section
of the Development Services Division within the Department of
Public Works and Planning with at least two staff positions
dedicated solely to implementation of the General Plan — by way
of example, one position dedicated to the development and
update of planning documents, as well as to the funding thereof,
and a second position dedicated to monitoring implementation of
existing plans, programs and policies.

Establishment of an Effective Economic Development Action Team (EDAT)

In 1997, the Board of Supervisors launched a 4-year public process to craft a new Economic
Development Element for the General Plan, which was subsequently adopted October 3, 2000.
The foundation for the new element was a document prepared a year earlier (November 15,
1999) called a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS).

The new Economic Development Element and the new CEDS (both adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on October 3, 2000) outlined a fresh and innovative role for the County — that of
strong regional leadership in the development and coordination of economic planning.

To implement the County’s new Economic Development Strategy, Program ED-A.B and Policy
ED-A.3 required the County to establish and staff an Economic Development Action Team
(EDAT) “composed of County departments, including the Agricultural Commissioner, city
representatives, and regional organizations engaged in the various facets of economic
development in the county.”

Below are citations from the 2000 CEDS that describe the function and makeup of the EDAT.

“The Action Team would be charged with the responsibility of creating the initiatives
necessary to provide the economic foundations for job growth and to ensure that the
benefits of growth are gained by local workers through workforce development activities.”
(2000 CEDS, p. 2)

“The Action Team will review all economic foundations identified in the economic strategy
and develop specific initiatives to address the requirements of the targeted industries
through redirection and/or increase in the resources currently available to participating
institutions.....” (2000 CEDS, p. 37)

“Implementation of the economic development strategy...will require the participation of
organizations in the county that have resources essential to achieving its goals and
objectives. These organizations will serve on an Action Team appointed by the Board of
Supervisors. Their responsibility will be to develop supporting initiatives in land use,
infrastructure, quality of life, labor force preparedness, capital availability and access to
technology.” (2000 CEDS, p. 39)
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“The following are examples of the type of business groups that should be included on the
Action Team.” (2000 CEDS, pp. 41, 42)

(Listed were the Fresno County Economic Development Corporation, the Fresno Business
Council, the Fresno Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce, the Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce, the Fresno County Farm Bureau, the Building Industry Association of the San
Joaquin Valley, the I-5 Business Development Corridor, and the Five Cities Consortium.)

“Both educational and training organizations must be a part of the Action Team so that
appropriate initiatives can be developed to insure that the Fresno County labor force is job
ready when employment opportunities become available. The following are some of the
key educational and training organizations that should be a part of the Action Team.” (2000
CEDS, pp 42, 43)

(Listed were the Business Center at CSU Fresno, the Training Institute at Fresno City
College, West Hills College, Fresno County Superintendent of Education, Fresno County
Workforce Development Board, and Fresno Works.)

The citations above describe an action team composed of a diverse group of highly qualified
institutions and organizations with expertise in economic development.

But that wasn’t the makeup of the County’s first EDAT. On April 23, 2002, as reported in the
County’s first APR under the new plan, “the Board of Supervisors was designated as the
Economic Development Action Team to implement the Economic Development Element of the
County General Plan.”

That Board decision was in conflict with Policy ED-A.3 (written out on the previous page), and it
ran contrary to the CEDS guidelines in that the 2002 EDAT did not include the Agricultural
Commissioner, city representatives or regional organizations engaged in various facets of
economic development in the county.

Within a few years the EDAT stopped functioning, and according to County documents, around
the year 2011, the County began contracting annually with the Fresno County Economic
Development Corporation to oversee the County’s Comprehensive Economic Development
Strategy and help with the implementation of policies and programs in the County’s Economic
Development Element.

On September 12, 2017, the Board of Supervisors reestablished the EDAT. But just as it did in
2002, the Board failed to include on the EDAT any organizations with expertise in economic
development. The Board recreated the EDAT as a standing committee composed of County
elected officials and administrators, and as occasions warranted, the mayors and city managers
of the county’s 15 cities. The new EDAT was to meet on an as-needed basis to accomplish
these three tasks:

- “Work with County staff to implement the...goals of the Economic Development Element:...
(1) Job Creation, (2) Economic Base Diversification and (3) Labor Force Preparedness;

- Assist County staff in reviewing the Economic Development Element of County General
Plan [i.e., engage in discussions on County policy]; and

- Provide direction to County staff regarding economic development projects in the
unincorporated area of Fresno County” on an as-needed basis.
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The County is proposing, through its December 2017 draft revision of the General Plan, to
incorporate into the General Plan the Board’s September 12, 2017 change in the composition of
the EDAT. The draft change appears in the 2017 draft Policy Document as redlined below.

“The County shall support and staff an Economic Development Action Team (EDAT) with
the following composition:

a. Two members of the Board of Supervisors: The Chairman or another Supervisor
designated by the Chairman and the Supervisor whose district includes the city(ies) that
the EDAT is working with at a given time.

b. County departments (County Administrative Officer and Public Works and Planning

Director).

aC.City representatives (Mayor, Council President, and City Manager for the City of Fresno

and mayor and city manaqer for the city(ies) mvolved in the project. Ihe—@eamy—shau

[Note: The confusing redlining (with some sections both underlined and lined out) is the
result of the County’s January 26, 2018 release of its December 2017 Public Review
Draft of the Policy Document in tracking mode.]

In conflict with the requirements of General Plan Policy ED-A.3, the Board of Supervisors has
never appointed an Economic Development Action Team composed of regional organizations
engaged in various facets of economic development. In 2002, the Board of Supervisors
appointed itself the Action Team to oversee countywide economic development, and in 2017,
the Board decided the EDAT should be made up of elected officials and county and city
managers. To achieve the County’s goals for economic development, the Board must appoint
people and organizations with expertise in economic development.

Recommendation 6. The County should retain Program ED-A.B and Policy ED-A.3 as
originally written and appoint an Economic Development Action
Team that includes the entities listed in Policy ED-A.3, including
regional organizations engaged in various facets of economic
development.

The County’s 2016 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy reported on page 63 that
the General Plan was being “updated with a new Economic Development Element.” It is clear
that the December 2017 draft revision of the General Plan completely reworks the County’s
Economic Development Element. The proposal is to...

Delete 50% of the County’s economic programs and significantly alter another 33%.
Delete 20% of the County’s economic policies and significantly alter another 42%.
The proposed changes are massive, and this raises questions as to whether the County is
responding to an underlying fault in the original design of the element or whether the County is

extricating itself from economic planning altogether. In either case, the situation calls for analysis
by experts in economists and a reappraisal of County engagement in economic planning.
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Recommendation 7. The County should initiate a complete reexamination of its
strategy for engaging in economic development, especially in light
of (1) County planning staff’s proposal to wholly rework the
Economic Development Element, (2) the need for assistance from
the Economic Development Corporation to implement the
Economic Development Element and (3) the continuing chronic
poverty that exists in unincorporated areas of the county. These
matters need review by experts in both economics and regional
planning.

Year’s Postponement in the Update of the General Plan

In the fall of 2005, the County launched a five-year review of the 2000 General Plan. The
purpose of the review was “to evaluate the Goals, Policies and Implementation Programs of all
General Plan Elements to ensure they reflect changed conditions, priorities, and new laws since
the adoption of the General Plan in 2000.” (December 4, 2012 staff report to the Board)

County staff was unable to complete that review, and over time the project morphed into a
comprehensive update of the General Plan with a new planning horizon to the year 2040.
Because the County failed to inform the public that the 2000-2020 review had become a 2020-
2040 update, county residents were not afforded an opportunity to comment on the planning
needs and challenges for the new planning period (2020-2040). Had county residents been
given an opportunity to comment, they would likely have underscored issues related to health
and safety — e.g., the County’s aging public facilities and infrastructure, the lack of affordable
housing, the pending impacts of climate change and the lack of a sustainable water supply.

With respect to climate change, Government Code Section 65302(g)(4) mandates that Fresno
County include a climate adaptation plan in its Health and Safety Element — either directly or by
reference — upon the next update of its Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. The County began the
process of updating its Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan in 2017, and a public review draft of the
plan was released in April 2018. That draft plan acknowledges that climate change has the
potential to exacerbate known hazards such as flooding and fire. The County’s mitigation
strategy for coping with climate change is to rely on the iteration of General Plan policies as
proposed for revision in the County’s draft 2017 Policy Document. Below is wording from page
3.16 of the Draft Fresno County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (April 2018).

“The references to the General Plan policies in Section 4.4 of this [Multi-Hazard Mitigation]
plan were reviewed by Mintier Harnish [the consulting firm that prepared the Draft 2017
Policy Document] and Department of Public Works staff to reflect recent changes that will
be in the updated General Plan.”

Importantly, the County’s draft 2018 Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan does not contain an analysis
demonstrating that the “changes that will be in the updated General Plan” will succeed in
mitigating the effects of climate change. Furthermore, the General Plan policy changes listed in
the draft 2018 Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan have not undergone environmental review, nor have
they been approved by the Board of Supervisors.

With respect to water supply, the Department of Water Resources has found that four of the five
groundwater sub-basins underlying Fresno County are in “critical overdraft,” and California
Water Code Section 10720.7 requires newly formed groundwater sustainability agencies
(GSAs) with jurisdiction over groundwater basins in Fresno County to have groundwater
sustainability plans (GSPs) in place by January 31, 2020. It is commonly believed that these
new GSPs will have profound, long-lasting impacts on land use development patterns in Fresno
County.
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The fact is that several significant planning efforts are occurring simultaneously. Sometime during
2019, the County will seek to update its Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. Also that year, the GSAs will
release their draft groundwater sustainability plans for public review, and the County will likely submit
for public review an EIR for the update of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

Recommendation 8. The County should delay the update of the General Plan for one
year — to 2020.

By the end of 2019, the groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAS)
will have completed their groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs).
The information and policies from those plans can then be
incorporated into the draft update of the General Plan Background
Report and Policy Document.

The EIR for the update of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
can then be completed. Presumably, the EIR will contain a
comprehensive evaluation of the degree to which changes to the
Policy Document will ensure better management of groundwater
use and help county residents adapt to the effects of climate
change.

Following completion of the EIR, the Board of Supervisors can
approve an update of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The
County can also concurrently adopt an updated Multi-Hazard
Mitigation Plan and incorporate it by reference into the General
Plan.

Delaying the update of the General Plan for one year will also allow
time for the County to hear from residents regarding what they see
as the planning needs and challenges for the period from 2020 to
2040.
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APPENDIX A

2017 APR — IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FIRST SIX ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN

California Government Code 65400 requires that once an agency has adopted a general plan, it
must provide to the state an annual report (APR) on progress made in implementing the plan.
Below is the relevant portion of that code.

“California Government Code Section 65400(a): After the legislative body has adopted all or
part of a general plan, the planning agency shall do...the following:

(2) Provide by April 1 of each year an annual report to the legislative body, the Office
of Planning and Research, and the Department of Housing and Community
Development that includes all of the following:

(A) The status of the plan and progress in its implementation.”

In answer to this requirement, Fresno County’s 2000 General Plan includes Program LU-H.D,
which requires the Planning Commission to “review the General Plan annually, focusing
principally on actions undertaken in the previous year to carry out the implementation of
programs of the Plan.”

Program Labels

Programs in the Fresno County General Plan are identified either by letter or by number.

- For the first six elements of the General Plan, programs are identified by a 4-letter label.
For example, the first program in the Economic Development Element is labeled ED-A.A.

- Programs in the Housing Element are labeled differently. This is because development of
the Housing Element was overseen by a different agency — the Fresno County Council of
Governments. (The report on the Housing Element is found in Appendix B, pp. 137 - 181.)

Each of the 19 programs in the Housing Element is identified by number; for example, the
first program is aptly labeled Program 1. But unlike programs in the first six elements of the
General Plan, Housing Element programs are subdivided into components labeled
“objectives.” Because these objectives are bulleted and not identified by number or letter, it
has been necessary to assign each a number. For example, the first objective of the first
program in the Housing Element has been labeled H-1.1, the second objective in the first
program H-1.2 and so on.

Employing a letter code for the first six elements of the General Plan and a number code for the
Housing Element is workable but awkward, so to make reference quick and easy, each of the
programs and objectives has been assigned a number from 1 to 184. Since there are 121
programs in the first six elements of the General Plan, those program are numbered 1 to 121,
and since there are 63 program components (objectives) in the Housing Element, those 63
components are numbered 122 through 184.

With regard to General Plan programs, this APR assesses the implementation of 184 individual
tasks, which are either programs in the first six elements of the General Plan or program
objectives in the Housing Element.
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Assessment Methodology

To help focus attention on the essential features of each program or program objective, each is
rewritten as a “deliverable.” Doing so enables the reader to hone in on the individual tasks that
require implementation.

The example below shows Economic Development Program ED-A.G rewritten as a set of
two deliverables. The original text from the General Plan is at the left; the set of deliverables
at the right.

Full Text of Program ED-A.G Program ED-A.G Expressed as Deliverables
“The County shall determine, in cooperation with existing 1. Determination of the existence of capital deficiencies
agencies, if capital deficiencies exist for farmers with the for farmers shifting to production modes that create
capital costs of shifting production modes to crops that greater employment.

create higher employment levels. If such deficiencies are

identified, the County, in partnership with existing agencies, 2. In partnership with other agencies, an effort to access
shall work to access additional funds or redirect existing or redirect existing funds should such deficiencies be

funds.” identified.

The assessment of program implementation was based primarily on information taken from the
County’s annual progress reports for 2002, 2013/2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017. (Normally an
APR focuses on a single calendar year, but for the League’s 2017 APR, the inquiry was
widened to include all that the County had reported since plan adoption in 2000.) The 2002
APR covered the period from General Plan adoption in October 2000 to the end of the first fiscal
year (June 2002). There was little information available for the years 2003 through 2012
because the County did not prepare APRs during that period. The APR approved in 2014
assessed program implementation for two calendar years: 2013 and 2014. The APRs for 2015,
2016 and 2017 reported on the calendar years for which they were named.

Secondary sources of information included various County publications, including staff reports
prepared for the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

Report on Program Status

Once available information from each of the previous County APRs was compiled and reviewed,
each program was color tagged as follows:

B Good evidence of successful implementation.

D Poor evidence of successful implementation.
Only partial evidence of implementation.

l No evidence by which to confirm successful implementation.
Evidence that implementation was delayed or not implemented per directives in the plan.

The chart beginning on the next page contains these four columns.

Column 1: Individual numbering of each program in the first six elements of the General Plan
from 1 through 121 with a color tag to indicate the degree of implementation.

Column 2: The County’s original 4-letter label for each program.

Column 3: The success of implementation, as described in the County’s APRs.

The program’s potential revision based on the December 2017 draft Policy Document.

Column 4. The success of implementation as described by the League.
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APPENDIX A

PROGRESS TOWARD THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAMS

IN THE FIRST SIX ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN

2000 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT

ED-AA

Deliverable: Creation of a staff position to serve as liaison/facilitator and support for the County’s
economic development programs and Economic Development Action Team.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that on April 23, 2002, the Board The County does not currently have a
of Supervisors created the position of Assistant County liaison/facilitator staff position, but it did some
Administrative Officer for Economic Development. years ago. According to the County’s first
APR (dated May 2003), on April 23, 2002, the
2013/2014 APR Board of Supervisors “created the position of
Assistant County Administrative Officer for
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. Economic Development.” A few years later,
the Board of Supervisors reversed itself and
2015 APR eliminated the position.
The County’s 2015 appraisal of program The County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs stated
implementation is printed in full below: that in 2011 the County entered into a
contractual arrangement with the Economic
“On August 9, 2011, the Fresno County Board of Development Corporation (EDC) “for
Supervisors entered into a contract with the Economic implementation of the Economic
Development Corporation which among other things is Development Element programs.” (That
responsible for implementation of the Economic contract was renewed annually.)
Development Element programs.”
The County’s 2017 APR stated that a “new
2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs would be identical.)

“On August 9, 2011, the Fresno County Board of
Supervisors entered into a contract with the Economic
Development Corporation which among other things is
responsible for implementation of the Economic
Development Element programs. As part of the
General Plan Review process, policies and programs of
the Economic Development Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept and which ones have

policy and program” were being proposed for
an Economic Development Action Team.
(That proposal was not directly applicable to
the program under review. It was, however,
applicable to Program ED-A.B. Furthermore,
the proposal was not for the addition of a new
policy and program but rather for the rewrite
of existing Policy ED-A.3 and for the
elimination of Program ED-A.B.)

On March 28, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
directed County staff to evaluate the
possibility of reestablishing the position of
economic development liaison/facilitator.
(The County’s 2017 APR provided no
information that staff followed through on that
directive.)
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served their purpose or are no longer relevant and
should be deleted or revised.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the deletion of the first sentence
from the 2016 APR and the addition of the underlined
text below, the appraisal of program implementation in
the County’s 2016 and 2017 APRs would be identical.)

“As part of the General Plan Review process, policies
and programs of the Economic Development Element
are being reviewed to determine which policies still
serve a purpose and should be kept and which ones

have served their purpose or are no longer relevant and

should be deleted or revised. With respect to this
Program, a new policy and program are proposed for
development of an Economic Development Action
Team consisting of members of the Board of
Supervisors, County staff and city representatives.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 = Ongoing.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program ED-A.A to read that the
County will allocate resources toward
economic development rather than establish
a staff position to serve as liaison/facilitator
and support for the County’s economic
development programs and Economic
Development Action Team.

Conclusion:

Currently, as required by Program ED-A.A,
the County does not have a staff position to
serve as liaison/facilitator and support for the
County’s economic development programs
and Economic Development Action Team.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-A.A during 2017:

None.

ED-AB

Deliverable: Creation of and support for an Economic Development Action Team (EDAT) to coordinate
countywide economic development.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that on April 23, 2002 the Board The County’s 2002 APR stated that on April
of Supervisors designated itself to be the Economic 23, 2002, the Board of Supervisors appointed
Development Action Team to coordinate countywide itself to be the County’s Economic
economic development and that, in that capacity, the Development Action Team (EDAT)
Board had initiated the regional economic development coordinating countywide economic
projects/initiatives listed in Appendix B, Part |, of that development.
APR.
Not acknowledged in any County APR since
2013/2014 APR then was the fact that some time later the
EDAT ceased to exist.
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
The County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs stated
2015 and 2016 APRs that the County works with the Economic

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

Development Corporation to coordinate
countywide economic development.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that a “new
policy and program” were being proposed for
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“The County’s Development Services Division works
with the Economic Development Corporation serving
Fresno County to coordinate countywide economic
developments.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“As part of the General Plan Review process, a new
policy and program are proposed for development of an
Economic Development Action Team consisting of
members of the Board, of supervisors, [sic] County staff
and city representatives to coordinate countywide
economic development.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 > @

an Economic Development Action Team.
(Actually, the proposal was not for the
addition of a new policy and program but
rather for the rewrite of existing Policy ED-A.3
and for the elimination of Program ED-A.B.)

The 2017 APR explained that during 2017 the
County considered a proposal to reestablish
the EDAT as part of the General Plan Review
process. On June 6, 2017, Board of
Supervisors approved the formation of a new
EDAT as a one-year pilot program to
assemble a team made up of the elected
officials, staff of the County, elected officials
and staff of the city where a development
project was proposed in order to coordinate
economic development activities between the
County and cities within the County.

On September 12, 2017, the Board of
Supervisors approved an EDAT consisting of
elected officials, County staff and the staffs of
various city planning departments.

(It should be noted that the makeup of the
new EDAT was inconsistent with General
Plan Policy ED-A.3, which required that the
EDAT also include the Agricultural
Commissioner and regional organizations
engaged in facets of economic development.)

Conclusion:

The Economic Development Action Team
created September 12, 2017 does not meet
the requirements of General Plan Policy ED-
A3.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-A.B during 2017:

Poor.

ED-A.C

Deliverable: Evaluation at least every 5 years by an independent institution of the success in achieving
the goals and targets of the County’s Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR did not review this program because the
target date for its completion was fiscal year 2005-2006.

The County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs stated
thatin 2011 the County entered into a
contractual arrangement with the Economic
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2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“On August 9, 2011, the Fresno County Board of
Supetvisors entered into a contract with the Economic
Development Corporation which among other things is
responsible for implementation of the Economic
Development Element programs. The Economic
Development Corporation regularly works to update the
County’s Economic Development Strategy.”

2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
2015 and 2016 APRs would be identical.)

“On August 9, 2011, the Fresno County Board of
Supetvisors entered into a contract with the Economic
Development Corporation which among other things is
responsible for implementation of the Economic
Development Element programs. The Economic
Development Corporation regularly works to update the
County’s Economic Development Strategy (CEDS). As
part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of the Economic Development Element are
being reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and
should be deleted or revised.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the deletion of the first sentence
from the 2016 appraisal, which stated that the EDC was
under contract with the County, the appraisal of
program implementation in the 2016 and 2017 APRs
would be nearly identical.)

“The Economic Development Corporation works with
the County to update the County’s Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS). As part of the General
Plan Review process, policies and programs of the
Economic Development Element are being reviewed to
determine which policies still serve a purpose and

Development Corporation (EDC) to
implement the County’s Economic
Development Element programs and
periodically update the County’s Economic
Development Strategy. (The contract is
renewed annually.)

Note: Unlike the County’s 2015 and 2016
APRs, the County’s 2017 APR did not
include a statement that the EDC had the
responsibility to implement programs in
the County’s Economic Development
Element.

None of the County’s APRs addressed the
deliverable required by Program ED-A.C,
namely, the evaluation every 5 years by an
independent institution of the County’s
success in achieving the goals and targets of
its County’s Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy.

(It should be noted that the EDC would not
have been considered an “independent’
institution for this purpose in that it was paid
by the County to periodically update that
document and, therefore, would have had an
economic interest in the outcome of the
assessment of the 5-year evaluations.)

Conclusion:

The County did not employ an independent
institution to evaluate, every 5 years, the
success in achieving the goals and targets of
the County’s Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-A.C during 2017:

None.
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should be kept and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted or revised.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 05-06 and every 5 years
thereafter > @

ED-AD

Deliverable: In cooperation with the county’s 15 cities, creation of criteria for the location of value-added
agricultural facilities in unincorporated areas of the County.
County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that work on this program would The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs stated that

be initiated in fiscal year 2002-2003. the program had been implemented because

General Plan Policy LU-A.3 allowed for the

2013/2014 APR establishment of value-added processing

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“This program has been implemented. The General
Plan Policy LU-A.3 allows for the establishment of
value-added processing facilities in areas designated
Agriculture through approval of a discretionary permit
Subject to established criteria which includes analysis of
service requirements for facilities and the capability and
capacity of surrounding areas to provide the services
required.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 01-04 > @

facilities in areas designated Agriculture.

The County’s explanation is problematic
because Policy LU-A.3 existed in its present
form at the time the General Plan was
adopted in 2000. The existence of the policy,
therefore, is not evidence that the County, in
cooperation with its 15 cities, created criteria
for the location of value-added agricultural
facilities in unincorporated areas of the
County subsequent to Plan adoption in 2000.

Conclusion:

The County has not created, in cooperation
with the county’s 15 cities, criteria for the
location of value-added agricultural facilities
in unincorporated areas of the County.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-A.D during 2017:

None.

ED-AE

Deliverable: Establishment of a set of guidelines in staff reports for the analysis of the economic impacts

of all discretionary decisions.

County Reporting

League Reporting
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2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County was in the
process of preparing a policy recommendation that
would define the type of agenda items where economic
analysis would be required, that the focus would be on
projects that had a significant impact on the local
economy.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“Per direction from the CAQ’s office the analysis of
economic impacts are no longer required in the staff
report for discretionary permits.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program. The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document) to amend
Program ED-A.E to read that the County will provide in
staff reports for discretionary decisions a summary of
anticipated fiscal economic impacts.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 > @

For several years following the adoption of
the General Plan in 2000, the County
included in its staff reports for discretionary
projects an analysis of economic impacts.
Based on this fact, it may be assumed that
the County had at one time fully implemented
Program ED-A.E and corresponding Policy
ED-A.11, which is copied below:

“The County shall routinely review the
economic impacts of all policy, budgetary,
and discretionary project decisions. To that
end, staff reports for all discretionary
decisions by the Board of Supervisors,
Planning Commission, and other County
decision-making bodies shall include an
analysis of economic impacts along with fiscal
impacts.”

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that at some point the County
Administrative Office brought an end to that
practice. (It must be noted that no County
office or department has the authority to
terminate a General Plan program. Only the
Board of Supervisors has that legislative
authority.)

Conclusion:

Even though, at an earlier time, the County
did analyze the economic impacts of all
policy, budgetary, and discretionary project
decisions in staff reports as per the
requirements of Program ED-A.E and Policy
ED-A.11, the CAO’s office subsequently
determined that such analysis was not
required and ended the practice.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-A.E during 2017:

None.

ED-A.F

Deliverable: Contract with the Economic Development Corporation (EDC) to develop programs for

marketing county produce.

County Reporting

2002 APR

League Reporting
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The 2002 APR stated that the Economic Development
Corporation (EDC) had developed several marketing
efforts for Fresno county produce.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“As previously mentioned, the EDC is the contracting
agency for implementing policies of the Economic
Development Element of the General Plan. The EDC
has developed several marketing efforts for Fresno
County produce.”

2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
2015 and 2016 APRs would be identical.)

“As previously mentioned, the EDC is the contracting
agency for implementing policies of the Economic
Development Element of the General Plan. The EDC
has developed several marketing efforts for Fresno
County produce. As part of the General Plan Review
process, policies and programs of the Economic
Development Element are being reviewed to determine
which policies still serve a purpose and should be kept
and which ones have served their purpose or are no
longer relevant and should be deleted or revised.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the deletion of the first sentence
from the 2016 appraisal, which stated that the EDC was
under contract with the County, the appraisal of
program implementation in the 2016 and 2017 APRs
would be identical.)

“The EDC has developed several marketing efforts for
Fresno County produce. As part of the General Plan
Review process, policies and programs of the
Economic Development Element are being reviewed to
determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept and which ones have served their

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the Economic Development
Corporation (EDC) had developed several
marketing efforts for county produce.
However, the APRs did not provide specifics
about that effort.

The APRs also stated that the EDC was
under contract with the County to implement
policies in the County’s Economic
Development Element. The policy regarding
the marketing of county produce reads as
follows:

General Plan Policy ED-A.14

The County shall encourage and, where
appropriate, assist the Economic
Development Corporation to develop new
markets for Fresno County farm produce.

Program ED-A.F required the County to enter
into contact with the EDC for the purpose of
marketing county produce. The County’s
contract with the EDC for 2017 (Agreement
No. 17-263, approved by the Board of
Supervisors on June 20, 2917) did not
address the marketing of county produce per
se, and the APRs did not state that the EDC
was actually under contract with the County
to do so.

Conclusion:

While the Economic Development
Corporation may have been helping to market
county produce in a general way, the APRs
did not identify specific contracts for that
purpose nor they did they provide
descriptions of the EDC’s efforts to help
market county produce.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-A.F during 2017:

Poor.
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purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: Ongoing > @

ED-A.G

Deliverables: Determination of the existence of capital deficiencies for farmers shifting to production modes
that create greater employment.
In partnership with other agencies, an effort to access or redirect existing funds should
such deficiencies be identified.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that progress had been stalled The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
due to a weak agricultural economy and that lending stated that the Economic Development
institutions were not investing in California agriculture at Corporation (EDC) had a future responsibility
that time. — as indicated by the use of the word “will’ —
to determine the existence of capital
2013/2014 APR deficiencies for farmers shifting to production
modes that create greater employment.
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
The County’s APRs provided no information
2015 APR to support a conclusion that the EDC had
made progress toward that end.
The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:
“The EDC that is under contract with the County will Conclusion:
identify if capital deficiencies exist for farmers with
capital costs of shifting production modes for crops that There is no indication in the County’s APRs
create higher employment levels.” that the County — either on its own or in
coordination with the EDC — has determined
2016 APR whether capital deficiencies exist for farmers

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
2015 and 2016 APRs would be identical.)

“The EDC that is under contract with the County will
identify if capital deficiencies exist for farmers with
capital costs of shifting production modes for crops that
create higher employment levels. As part of the
General Plan Review process, policies and programs of
the Economic Development Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept and which ones have

shifting to production modes that create
greater employment.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-A.G during 2017:

None.
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served their purpose or are no longer relevant and
should be deleted or revised.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The EDC in working with the County will identify if
capital deficiencies exist for farmers with capital costs of
shifting production modes for crops that create higher
employment levels. As part of the General Plan Review
process, policies and programs of the Economic
Development Element are being reviewed to determine
which policies still serve a purpose and should be kept
and which ones have served their purpose or are no
longer relevant and should be deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-04 > @

ED-B.A

Deliverable: Assemblage of a group of service providers to assess...
(@) Telecommunications infrastructure needs (present and future) demanded by high
technology firms and
(b) The role of the County in facilitating those services.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that in July 2002 the Board of The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Supervisors created the Fresno Regional e- stated that the County created a taskforce in
Government Taskforce to develop a plan for utilizing 2002 to develop a plan for utilizing electronic
electronic information technology to improve the information technology to improve the
delivery of governmental services and to expand delivery of governmental services and to
opportunities for economic development. expand the opportunity for economic
development. The APRs stated that
2013/2014 APR meetings of that taskforce were suspended in
2010 due to a lack of funding.
The 2013/2014 APR stated that this program was
among 12 others that had been delayed “for a number The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did not state
of reasons, including the lack of available funding.” that the County reconvened the taskforce or
assembled a group of service providers to
2015 APR assess the need for telecommunications

The 2015 APR stated that the program had been
delayed. The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

infrastructure demanded by high-technology
firms.
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“In July 2002 the Fresno Regional e-Government
Taskforce was created to develop a plan for utilizing
electronic information technology to improve the
delivery of governmental services and to expand the
opportunity for economic development. The group was
instrumental in improving collaboration and data sharing
between the County and the Cities of Fresno and
Clovis. In January 2010, reqular meetings were
suspended due to lack of funding.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

The 2016 APR stated that the program had been
delayed.

The 2016 and 2017 APRs contained an identical
appraisal of the implementation of the program. That
appraisal is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs would be identical.)

“In July 2002 the Fresno Regional e-Government
Taskforce was created to develop a plan for utilizing
electronic information technology to improve the
delivery of governmental services and to expand the
opportunity for economic development. The group was
instrumental in improving collaboration and data sharing
between the County and the Cities of Fresno and
Clovis. In January 2010, reqular meetings were
suspended due to lack of funding. As part of the
General Plan Review process, policies and programs of
the Economic Development Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and
should be deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-04 > @

Conclusion:

While the County worked on a plan prior to
2010 for utilizing electronic information
technology to improve the delivery of
governmental services and to expand the
opportunity for economic development
generally, the County has not assembled a
group of service providers to assess (1) the
telecommunications infrastructure needs
demanded by high technology firms and (2)
the role County would play in facilitating those
services.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-B.A during 2017:

None.

ED-B.B

The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Community
Development Division had partnered with the Rapid
Response Program of the Greater Fresno Chamber of

Deliverable: Coordination of an initiative to deliver to existing and prospective businesses a
comprehensive package of technical assistance regarding available technologies.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the Economic Development
Corporation (EDC) helped existing
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Commerce to provide technical assistance to new and
existing businesses along the I-5 Business
Development Corridor and in the Orange Cove and
Parlier Renewal Community areas for the purpose of
improving economic productivity.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“EDC works to enhance the stability and growth of
Fresno County’s existing companies by connecting
them with specific resources, information and services
with the primary objectives to assist businesses with
expansions, survive economic difficulties, and make
them more competitive in the wider marketplace.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs would be virtually identical.)

“The Economic Development Corporation (EDC) works
to enhance the stability and growth of Fresno County’s
existing companies by connecting them with specific
resources, information and services with the primary
objectives to assist businesses with expansions, survive
economic difficulties, and make them more competitive
in the wider marketplace. As part of the General Plan
Review process, policies and programs of the
Economic Development Element are being reviewed to
determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-04 > @

businesses expand, survive economic
difficulties and be more competitive in the
wider marketplace.

The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs provided no
evidence that the County had coordinated an
initiative to deliver to existing and prospective
businesses a comprehensive package of
technical assistance regarding available
technologies.

Conclusion:

While it is true that the Economic
Development Corporation aides existing
companies by providing resources,
information and services, there is no
indication in the County’s APRs that the
County — either on its own or in coordination
with the EDC — pioneered an initiative to
deliver a comprehensive package of technical
assistance regarding available technologies
to existing and prospective businesses.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-B.B during 2017:

None.

ED-B.C

Deliverable: Creation of a roundtable of financial institutions, venture capital firms and finance agencies to
determine the need for greater access to capital for existing non-agricultural businesses.
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County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated (1) that the County was part of
the San Joaquin Valley Regional Community
Development Entity, which was formed to provide
additional capital for economic development projects in
the Central San Joaquin Valley and (2) that
representatives from federal agencies, banks, local
economic development organizations, community

development organizations and non-profit organizations
had been meeting to develop a concept and model for a

new Community Development Financial Institution.
2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Economic Development Corporation (EDC)
through its Business Expansion, Attraction, and
Retention (BEAR) Action Network program works with
businesses seeking to locate or expand in Fresno
County and works to assist with financing and
microloan programs.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs would be identical.)

“The Economic Development Corporation (EDC)
through its Business Expansion, Attraction, and
Retention (BEAR) Action Network program works with
businesses seeking to locate or expand in Fresno
County and works to assist with financing and
microloan programs. As part of the General Plan
Review process, policies and programs of the
Economic Development Element are being reviewed to
determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did
not indicate whether the effort begun around
2002 to create a model for a new Community
Development Financial Institution had
succeeded.

The APRs stated that the Economic
Development Corporation provided
assistance with financing and microloan
programs for businesses seeking to locate or
expand in the county.

The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs provided no
evidence that the County had created a
roundtable of financial institutions, venture
capital firms and finance agencies to
determine the need for greater access to
capital for existing non-agricultural
businesses.

Conclusion:

There is no indication in the County’s APRs
that the County created a roundtable of
financial institutions, venture capital firms and
finance agencies or that the work of such a
group had determined the need for greater
access to capital for existing non-agricultural
businesses.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-B.C during 2017:

None.
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Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

ED-B.D

Deliverable: Initiation of a planning process to identify additional recreational opportunities in the coast
range foothills and other areas where “gateway opportunities” exist.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the Fresno County Tourism The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Committee had initiated meetings on the Westside to stated that the County had prepared and then
begin to identify potential recreational opportunities in set aside in 2016 a Friant Corridor Feasibility
the area near Coalinga. Study. (The study was highly controversial,
having been initiated and funded by
2013/2014 APR development interests for the purpose of

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County recently participated in the Friant Corridor
Feasibility Study to identify opportunities and
constraints for possible land use changes and
development activities related to recreation, resource
and cultural awareness, conservation, tourism, and
supportive commercial uses. On May 10, 2016, the
Board of Supervisors considered the study and chose
to set the study aside.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 > 2018-2.

(The question mark in the time frame above is
written in place of the year because that portion of
the County’s Draft 2017 Policy Document is
unreadable.)

determining recreational opportunities for one
specific area of Fresno County — within an
area of 5,346 acres located along a 6-mile
stretch of Friant Road running from the
Fresno City limits to the town of Friant near
Millerton Lake.)

The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did not state
that the County had initiated a “planning
process” that identified recreational
opportunities elsewhere in Fresno County,
including the coast range foothills or that
there had been any activity regarding this
program during 2017.

Conclusion:

The County has not initiated a “planning
process” to identify additional recreational
opportunities in the coast range foothills and
other areas where gateway opportunities
exist.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-B.D during 2017:

None.

ED-B.E

Deliverables: Ongoing evaluation of business marketing programs and funding of the Visitor and

Convention Bureau.

Investment, as appropriate, in programs that attract business travel to the county.

38




County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Community
Development Division and the County Administrative Office
were working with the Fresno County Tourism Committee
and with community leaders to finalize a Master Plan for
Tourism, which would include plans for the funding and
realignment of the Convention and Visitor's Bureau (now
referred to as the Fresno/Clovis Convention and Visitors
Bureau.)

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County has contracted with the Fresno Economic
Development Corporation to work with the Visitor and
Convention Bureau to develop and implement effective
marketing programs that attract business and travel to
the county.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained nearly identical appraisals of the
implementation of the program. The 2017 APR
appraisal is printed in full below:

(Note: Were it not for the addition of the underlined text
below, the appraisal of program implementation in the
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs would be virtually identical.)

“The Fresno Economic Development Corporation in
cooperation with the Visitor and Convention Bureau
works on developing effective marketing programs that
aftract business and travel to the County. As part of the
General Plan Review process, policies and programs of
the Economic Development Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a
purpose and should be kept and which ones have
served their purpose or are no longer relevant and
should be deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did
not indicate whether the Master Plan for
Tourism identified in the 2002 APR had been
finalized and implemented.

The County’s 2015 APR stated that the
Economic Development Corporation (EDC)
was under contract with the County to help
the Convention and Visitor's Bureau develop
and implement effective marketing programs
that attract business and travel to the county.
However, the County’s contract with the EDC
for 2017 (Agreement No. 17-263, approved
by the Board of Supervisors on June 20,
2917) did not address the Convention and
Visitor's Bureau per se.

In addition, the County’s 2015, 2016 and
2017 APRs provided no evidence that the
EDC had evaluated the business marketing
programs of the Convention and Visitor's
Bureau or that the County had evaluated the
funding needs of that entity or had invested in
programs that attract business travel to the
county.

Conclusion:

Due to the absence of information in the
County’s APRs demonstrating that the
County had overseen the evaluation of
business marketing programs and funding for
the Convention and Visitor's Bureau, there
was no basis upon which to conclude that
Program ED-B.E was being successfully
administered.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-B.E during 2017:

None.
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ED-C.A

Deliverable: Collaboration with the Workforce Development Board and community colleges to develop a

countywide workforce preparation system.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Department of
Employment and Temporary Assistance had partnered
with 11 entities, including adult schools, community
colleges, government agencies and community-based
organizations, to consolidate employment and training
activities.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“Fresno County is an active participant on the Fresno
Regional Workforce Investment Board which serves to
mobilize and integrate all private and public partners to
effectively educate, train and place individuals with the
necessary resources and skills to fulfill employer needs
in the County.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that Fresno County was an active
participant on the Fresno Regional Workforce
Investment Board which served to mobilize
and integrate private and public partners to
educate, train and place individuals into jobs.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program ED-C.A to read that the
County will maintain the existing workforce
preparation system.

Conclusion:

Although there was no direct evidence that
the County participated in the development of
a workforce preparation “system;” because
the County proposed (through its December
2017 draft Policy Document) to maintain the
existing workforce preparation system, it may
be assumed that such a system had been
developed.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-C.A during 2017:

Good.

ED-C.B

Deliverable: Development of a CalWORKSs labor pool skills inventory for businesses seeking employees

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Department of
Employment and Temporary Assistance had partnered
with the California Employment Development
Department to develop skill sets for positions in local
industries.

2013/2014 APR

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County had developed an
automated Welfare Employment
Preparedness Index to generate a list of
clients possessing specific employment skills.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program ED-C.B to read that the
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The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“A skills inventory was developed for positions in local
industries. This was used as the basis for a coded skills
inventory using the automated Welfare Employment
Preparedness Index. The system could then be
queried and sorted by specific skills and can produce a
list of clients meeting given criteria.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 = Ongoing.

County will provide the existing inventory
upon request.

Conclusion:

Because the County proposed (through its
December 2017 draft Policy Document) to
make the existing CalWORKSs labor pool skills
inventory available upon request, it may be
assumed that that such a program had been
developed.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-C.B during 2017:

Good.

ED-C.C

Deliverable: Improvement of employment and retention tracking systems for CalWORKs recipients.
County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Department of The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Employment and Temporary Assistance used an stated that the Department of Social Services
automated system developed for use by counties used an automated system developed for
throughout the state to record and track employment counties throughout the state to track
information. employment information for CalWORKs

recipients.
2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the

implementation of the program. That appraisal is

printed in full below:

“The Department of Social Services uses an automated

system developed for use by counties throughout the

State to record employment information.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 = Ongoing.

On the assumption that an automated
statewide system was an improvement over a
tracking system that the County may have
used prior to 2000, it may be assumed that by
using, instead, a statewide system, the
County improved its ability to track
employment and retention for CalWORKs
recipients.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program ED-C.C to read that the
County will continue to improve and maintain
the existing tracking system. (This draft
revision of Program ED-C.C was odd in that it
suggested that the County had the ability to
improve and maintain an automated tracking
system used by counties throughout the
state.)
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Conclusion:

It appears the County is using the best
statewide technology for tracking employment
and retention for CalWORKSs recipients.

Evidence of the successful implementation of

ED-C.D

Program ED-C.C during 2017:
Good.

Deliverable: Ongoing assistance to the Economic Development Corporation (EDC), placement agencies
and businesses for the assessment of the work availability and readiness of CalWORKs
recipients.

County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Department of The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

Employment and Temporary Assistance engaged in a stated that the County’s Department of Social

number of activities to assess the job readiness of Services provided job placement services and

CalWORK:s recipients. that the County was an active member of the

Fresno Regional Workforce Investment
2013/2014 APR Board.

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County Department of Social Services through the
CalWORKSs program provides services such as job
clubs, job fairs, participant assessments, adult basic
education and vocational training. The County is also
an active participant on the Fresno Regional Workforce
Investment Board which serves to mobilize and
integrate all private and public partners to effectively
educate, train and place individuals with the necessary
resources and skills to fulfill employer needs.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

The APRs did not provide information
demonstrating that the County was assisting
the Economic Development Corporation
(EDC), placement agencies and businesses
for the assessment of work availability and
readiness of CalWORKs recipients.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program ED-C.D to read that the
County will no longer assist the EDC in its
efforts to assess the availability and work
readiness of CalWORKs recipients but will,
instead, assist placement agencies and
businesses in their hiring of CalWORKSs
recipients.

Conclusion:

The County’s APRs do not specifically
address the County’s assistance to the
Economic Development Corporation,
placement agencies and businesses for the
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assessment of the work availability and
readiness of CalWORKs recipients.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-C.D during 2017:

Poor.
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ED-C.E Deliverable: Ongoing collaboration with educational agencies and institutions, as well as the cities, to plan
and fund a wide variety of services designed to promote employment.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Department of The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Employment and Temporary Assistance continued to stated that the County provided services such
provide the Fresno County Office of Education with as job clubs, job fairs, participant
funds necessary to assist with job placement at adult assessments, adult basic education and
schools. vocational training.
2013/2014 APR The APRs did not provide information
demonstrating that the County was
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. collaborating with the county’s 15 cities to
fund a wide variety of services to promote
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs employment.
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the The County has proposed (through its
implementation of the program. That appraisal is December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
printed in full below: to make a large number of wording changes
to Program ED-C.E; however, the changes
“The County Department of Social Services through the did not constitute a major shift in the focus of
CalWORKs program provides services such as job the program.
clubs, job fairs, participant assessments, adult basic
education and vocational training. The County is also
an active participant on the Fresno Regional Workforce
Investment Board which serves to mobilize and Conclusion:
integrate all private and public partners to effectively
educate, train and place individuals with the necessary While the County provides services such as
resources and skills to fulfill employer needs.” job clubs, job fairs, adult basic education and
vocation training, the County’s APRs did not
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document demonstrate County collaboration with cities,
nor did they describe the degree to which the
Retain program as is. County collaborated with educational
agencies and institutions.
Retain time frame: Ongoing.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-C.E during 2017:
Poor.
ED-C.F Deliverable: Ongoing identification of employee skills required by the business clusters and industries

targeted for expansion, attraction and development.
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County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Department of
Employment and Temporary Assistance had partnered
with the California Employment Development
Department to develop skill sets for positions in local
industries and was working closely with the Economic
Development Corporation to connect qualified clients
with targeted industries.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The Fresno County Workforce Investment Board, the
Employment Development Department and the
Economic Development Corporation assist Fresno
employers in meeting their labor needs by delivering
outplacement, recruitment and training services.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County was working with the
Fresno County Workforce Investment Board,
state’s Employment Development
Department and with the Economic
Development Corporation to assist Fresno
employers in meeting their labor needs by
delivering outplacement, recruitment and
training services.

The APRs did not provide evidence that the
County was engaged in identifying employee
skills required by business clusters and
industries targeted for expansion, attraction
and development,

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program ED-C.F to read that the
County will shift from identifying work skills to
offering training in those skills.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that the County
is engaged in identifying employee skills
required by the business clusters and
industries that the County has targeted for
expansion, attraction and development.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program ED-C.F during 2017:

None.
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2000 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE ELEMENT
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LU-AA

Deliverable: Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to ensure conformity with the Agriculture and Land Use
Element of the 2000 update of the General Plan

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Zoning Ordinance had
been amended to implement General Plan policies
pertaining to the creation of homesite parcels and the
number of residences permitted per parcel. The APR
did not state that the program has been fully
implemented.

2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs

These APRs stated that this program had been
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state that the
program had been implemented.)

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County actively reviews and updates its Zoning
Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance to ensure
consistency with the policies of the General Plan. The
County completed a text amendment in 2015 to update
its Zoning Ordinance to comply with requirements of
state law as part of the 4"-Cycle Housing Element
update. The County is also actively working on a
comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update scheduled to
be presented to decision-makers in 2017.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County actively reviews and updates its Zoning
Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance to ensure
consistency with the policies of the General Plan. The
County is working on a comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance Update to ensure consistency of the
Ordinance with the policies of the General Plan.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

League Reporting

At the time the General Plan was updated in
2000, the County recognized the need to
bring the Zoning Ordinance into compliance
with the new Plan. A number of programs
addressed this need: LU-A.A, LU-D.A, LU-
F.B, LU-G.A and LU-H.F.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did
not provide a clear account of the degree to
which the County had been able to
accomplish that task. Although the APRs
indicated that some progress had been made
and that the County was continuing to work
on a comprehensive update of the Zoning
Ordinance, the APRs did not provide
evidence that the program had been fully
implemented — i.e., that the Zoning
Ordinance had been brought into compliance
with the Agriculture and Land Use Element as
updated in 2000. In short, the County’s APRs
presented seemingly contradictory
statements: (1) that the County continually
updated the Zoning Ordinance to ensure
consistency with the General Plan, (2) that
Program LU-A.A had been implemented to
bring the Zoning Ordinance into compliance
with the General Plan, and (3) that the
County was still working to make the Zoning
Ordinance consistent with land use policies
adopted in 2000.

(It should be noted that even though the
County’s 2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs
stated that the Program LU-A.A had been
implemented, the County has proposed
through its December 2017 draft of the Policy
Document to amend the time frame for
accomplishing Program LU-A.A from FY 02-
03 to calendar year 2018 or beyond.)

Conclusion:
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Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 00-02 - 2018-7.

(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)

While the County has made some progress in
amending the Zoning Ordinance to ensure
conformity with the 2000 update of the
Agriculture and Land Use Element, the
County’s APRs did not clearly demonstrate
that the County had completed that work.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.A during 2017:

Poor.
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LU-AB

Deliverables: Evaluation of minimum parcel sizes necessary for sustained agriculture.

Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance, as appropriate, to incorporate the results of the

evaluation.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR did not review this program because the
target date for its accomplishment was fiscal year 2003-
2004.
2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that the program had been
implemented. That appraisal is printed in full below:

“Summary of Programs Implemented Thus Far:

Program LU-A.B, to evaluate agricultural parcel size.
The County did evaluate non-prime contracted
agricultural parcels for viability in 2008. Ultimately, no
changes were adopted. Generally, the County has
acknowledged that 20 acres on the valley floor provides
a viable [agricultural] operation. [The] Zoning
Ordinance includes minimum agricultural parcel sizes.”

2015 and 2016 APRs

These APRs also stated that the program had been
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state that the
program had been implemented.)

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Policy LU-A.6 states that the County shall maintain
twenty (20) acres as the minimum permitted parcel size
in areas designated Agriculture, except as provided in

League Reporting

In December of 2008, the American Farmland
Trust (AFT) authored a report on behalf of the
Fresno Council of Governments entitled
Model Farmland Conservation Program for
Fresno County, which included this
statement:

“County General Plan Program (LU-A.B)
calls for county to evaluate ‘minimum
parcel sizes necessary for sustained
agricultural productivity.””

The 2008 AFT statement that Program LU-
A.B called for a future evaluation of minimum
parcel sizes necessary for sustained
agricultural productivity, together with the
County’s statement in its 2013/2014 APR that
only a portion of the county’s farmland (non-
prime acreage under Williamson Act contract)
had been evaluated by 2008, suggested that
as of 2008 the County had not completed an
evaluation of minimum parcel sizes
necessary for sustainable agriculture across
the county.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that per General Plan Policy LU-A.6
the County maintained a minimum parcel size
of 20 acres in areas designated Agriculture.
However, since Policy LU-A.6 existed at the
time the General Plan was updated in 2000,
that policy, in itself, was not evidence that the
County completed an evaluation of minimum
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Policies LU-A.9, LU-A.10 and LU-A.11. The County
may require parcel sizes larger than twenty (20) acres
based on zoning, local agricultural conditions, and to
help ensure the viability of agricultural operations.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 > @

parcel sizes after the adoption of the 2000
General Plan.

Conclusion:
The County has not completed an evaluation
of minimum parcel sizes necessary for
sustained agriculture in Fresno County.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.B during 2017:

Poor.

LU-A.C

Deliverable: Development of a set of guidelines for the design and maintenance of agricultural buffers for
new non-agricultural uses in agricultural areas.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR did not review this program because the
target date for its accomplishment was fiscal year 2003-
2004.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that this program was
among 12 others that had been delayed “for a number
of reasons, including the lack of available funding.”

2015 and 2016 APRs

The 2015 and 2016 APRs also stated in their
introduction section that the program had been delayed.
(The 2017 APR did not state that the program had been
delayed.)

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County requires buffers for certain land uses with
the potential to hinder agricultural uses. For
discretionary land use proposals including tentative
tract maps, buffers are taken into consideration as part
of project conditions. This has also been applied to
utility-scale photovoltaic solar facilities with a general
policy of 50 feet between panels or structures and
surrounding agricultural properties.”

League Reporting

The County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs stated
that the program had been delayed (i.e., not
implemented), and the County’s 2017 APR
did not provide evidence that during 2017 the
County developed a set of guidelines for the
design and maintenance of agricultural
buffers for new non-agricultural uses in
agricultural areas.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program LU-A.C to read that the
County will not develop guidelines for the
design and maintenance of agricultural
buffers but will, instead, design site-specific
buffers for new non-agricultural uses at the
time of project review and approval.

Conclusion:

The County has not developed a set of
guidelines for the design and maintenance of
agricultural buffers for new non-agricultural
uses in agricultural areas.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.C during 2017:

None.
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Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time: FY 03-04 = Ongoing.

LU-AD

Deliverable: Periodic assessment of the effectiveness of agricultural land preservation programs in
furthering County agricultural goals and policies.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that two reviews had been
completed — one in fiscal year 2000-2001 that focused
on the Farmland Security Zone program and another in
fiscal year 2001-2002 that focused on the potential
effects of a state budget proposal to remove subvention
funds (state reimbursements to the County from
implementation of the Williamson Act).

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. The appraisal from the
2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The Department of Public Works and Planning actively
reviews the Williamson Act Program including reviewing
(auditing) contracts for conformity with the State and
County requirements and processing non-renewals for
those contracts that do not meet the eligibility to remain
in the Williamson Act Program. Staff also
communicates with the State Department of
Conservation on petitions for cancellations of contract
and the County continues to utilize the Agricultural Land
Conservation Committee to review cancellation
petitions and forwards the Committee’s
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County effectively
administered its Williamson Act program.

The APRs did not provide evidence that the
County periodically assessed the
“effectiveness” of agricultural land
preservation programs in furthering County
agricultural goals and policies.

In addition, the APRs only addressed the
Williamson Act program and not other
programs with the potential to preserve
agricultural land, such as those listed in
Policy LU-A.16: land trusts, conservation
easements, dedication incentives, Farmland
Security Act contracts, the California
Farmland Conservancy Program Fund,
agricultural education programs, zoning
regulations, agricultural mitigation fee
program, urban growth boundaries, transfer
of development rights, purchase of
development rights and agricultural buffer
policies.

Conclusion:

The County has not conducted periodic
assessments of the effectiveness of
agricultural land preservation programs in
furthering County agricultural goals and
policies.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.D during 2017:

None.
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LU-A.E Deliverables: Ongoing implementation of the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance.
Dissemination of information to the real estate industry to make the public aware of the
Right-to-Farm Ordinance.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that copies of right-to-farm The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
ordinances had been obtained from all counties and stated that the County used its Right-to-Farm
were being reviewed. The County was in the process of Ordinance to notify those applying for
forming an ordinance improvement committee. discretionary land use permits of ongoing
agricultural activities in the vicinities of their
2013/2014 APR proposed projects.
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. The APRS also stated that the County
provided the same notification to future
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs owners of property in agricultural areas.
The APRs contained an identical appraisal of the The APRs offered no explanation as to how it
implementation of the program. That appraisal is was possible for the County to provide
printed in full below: notification to future property owners, nor did
it provide evidence that the County
“The County staff utilizes the Right-to-Farm Ordinance disseminated information to the real estate
notification process on many types of discretionary land industry to make the public aware of the
use permits to insure that applicants or future property Right-to-Farm Ordinance.
owners are aware of ongoing agricultural activities
within the vicinity of discretionary projects. Further,
County staff actively communicates with the Agricultural
Commissioner’s Office on discretionary projects Conclusion:
proposed in agricultural areas and seeks comments
from that Department.” While the County has notified those applying
for discretionary land use permits of the right
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document of neighboring agricultural operations to
continue agricultural activities, the County’s
Retain program as is. APRs did not demonstrate that Right-to Farm
o _ information was being disseminated to the
Retain time frame: Ongoing. public through the real estate industry.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.E during 2017:
Poor.
LU-A.F Deliverable: In cooperation with various agencies, the development and implementation of a public

outreach program on the advantages of participation in agricultural land conservation

programs.

County Reporting

2002 APR

League Reporting
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The 2002 APR stated that outreach to the Farm Bureau
and to rural community newspapers was conducted in
conjunction with the annual acceptance of applications
for participation in the County's Agricultural Land
Conservation Program. Furthermore, County staff was
making referrals throughout the year to the Department
of Conservation and to farmland trust organizations to
promote participation in the County's Agricultural Land
Conservation Program.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Board of Supervisors has adopted Resolutions of
Support for land owners who wish to place their land
under conservation easement. In 2015, the Board
adopted one Resolution to place a 56-acre parcel in a
conservation easement and in 2014 the Board adopted
two Resolutions to place a total of 309 acres in a
conservation easement.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2017 APR added the underlined
sentence. The appraisal from the 2017 APR is printed
in full below:

“The Board of Supervisors has adopted Resolutions of
Support for land owners who wish to place their land
under conservation easement. In 2017, the Board
adopted a Resolution to place 642 acres in a
conservation easement. In 2015, the Board adopted
one Resolution to place a 56-acre parcel in a
conservation easement and in 2014 the Board adopted
two Resolutions to place a total of 309 acres in a
conservation easement. As part of the General Plan
Review process, policies and programs of the Land Use
Element are being reviewed to determine which policies
still serve a purpose and should be kept and which
ones have served their purpose or are no longer
relevant and should be deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the Board of Supervisors had
adopted resolutions of support for four
conservation easements during 2014, 2015
and 2017.

The APRs did not provide evidence that the
County had developed and implemented a
“public outreach program” on the advantages
of participation in agricultural land
conservation programs.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy
Document) to make a necessary name
change: replacing the name “Agricultural
Land Stewardship Program Fund” with the
name “California Land Conservancy
[Program].”

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s APRs
to indicate that the County has developed and
implemented a public outreach program on
the advantages of participation in agricultural
land conservation programs.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.F during 2017:

None.
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LU-A.G

Deliverable: The active search for grants for conservation easements under the Agricultural Land

Stewardship Program Act of 1995.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County had supported
applications for four conservation easements but did not
indicate that the County had searched for grants on
behalf of the applicants.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that the County approved
resolutions of support for two conservation easement
applications but did not indicate that the County had
searched for grants on behalf of the applicants.

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Board of Supervisors has adopted Resolutions of
Support for land owners who wish to place their land
under conservation easement. In 2015, the Board
adopted one Resolution to place a 56-acre parcel in a
conservation easement and in 2014 the Board adopted
two Resolutions to place a total of 309 acres in a
conservation easement. The Resolutions adopted by
the Board in 2014 and 2015 were in support of
obtaining grants from the Department of Conservation
for placing certain parcels under conservation
easement.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program, The appraisal from the
2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The Board of Supervisors continues to support land
owners who wish to place their land under conservation
easement, provided that the proposals meet certain
required criteria.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The 2015 APR stated that the County had
adopted resolutions in support of three
conservation easements.

The 2016 and 2017 APRs stated that the
County supported land owners who wished to
place their lands under conservation
easements.

No County APRs indicated that the County
actively searched for grants for conservation
easements.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program LU-A.G to read that the
County will shift from actively pursuing grant
funding to providing nonobligatory assistance
to farming interests in their quests for grants
under provisions of the California Farmland
Conservancy Program.

Conclusion:

The County’s APRs did not demonstrate that
the County actively searched for grants for
conservation easements under the
Agricultural Land Stewardship Program Act of
1995.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.G during 2017:

None.
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LU-AH

Deliverable: Creation of a program to establish criteria for prioritizing funding for agricultural conservation

easements.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated (1) that the County utilized state
criteria for the review of proposals for conservation
easements and (2) that County criteria could most
effectively be created at the time the County administered
funding programs.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County uses the State’s criteria in its review of
proposals for support of landowners’ requests for a
Resolution of Support to obtain grants to place
agricultural land under conservation easements.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County uses the State’s criteria in its review of
proposals submitted by landowners requesting a
Resolution of Support to obtain grants to place
agricultural land under conservation easements. As
part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of the Land Use Element are being reviewed
to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be
deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County used the state’s criteria
when reviewing proposals requesting County
resolutions of support for grants supporting
the placement of agricultural lands under
conservation easements.

The APRs provided no evidence that the
County had created a program to establish
criteria for prioritizing funding.

Conclusion:
The County has not created a program to
establish criteria for prioritizing funding for
agricultural conservation easements.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.H during 2017:

None.
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LU-All

Deliverables: Assessment of...

(@) Approaches to determining agricultural land values in the 1981 Farmland Protection
Policy Act land evaluation and site assessment (LESA) system and the 1975 Tulare
County Rural Valley Lands Plan and

(b) The potential for developing a similar Process for Fresno County.

Establishment, if appropriate, of an agriculture quality scale system to assist in making land

use conversion decisions.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR did not review this program because the
target date for accomplishment was fiscal year 2003-
2004.

2013/2014

The 2013/2014 APR stated that this program was
among 12 others that had been delayed “for a number
of reasons, including the lack of available funding.”

2013/2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs each stated that program implementation
had been delayed.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2016 and 2017 APRs added the
underlined sentence. The appraisal from the 2017 APR
is printed in full below:

“The County has not yet assessed utilizing an
agricultural quality scale system similar to LESA to
establish a threshold as part of evaluation of converting
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. However, the
impacts of projects on agricultural lands are analyzed
for projects that may have a potential impact on
conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses
as part of the environmental assessment of
discretionary projects. As part of the General Plan
Review process, policies and programs of the Land Use
Element are being reviewed to determine which policies
still serve a purpose and should be kept and which
ones have served their purpose or are no longer
relevant and should be deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

League Reporting

The County’s 2013/2014, 2015, 2016 and
2017 APRs stated that the County had not
initiated implementation of the program.

Conclusion:
The County has not assessed approaches to
determining agricultural land values as per
the requirements of Program LU-A.I.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.l during 2017:

None.
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Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 > @

LU-AJ

Deliverables: Maintenance of an inventory of lot size exceptions for agricultural areas granted by

discretionary permit.

Presentation of the inventory to the Board of Supervisors during the annual review of the

General Plan.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR contained a list of lot size exceptions
approved by the County.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not contain a list of lot size
exceptions approved by the County.

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“During 2015 seven lot size exceptions were granted
through provisions outlined in Policy LU-A.9. In
addition, five lot size exceptions, specific to agricultural
zoning, were granted through variance applications
approved by the decision-making bodies. A list of the
exceptions granted is included on Page 19 of the 2015
General Plan Annual Progress Report.”

2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“During 2016 four lot size exceptions were granted
through provisions outlined in Policy LU-A.9. In
addition, nine lot size exceptions, specific to agricultural
Zoning, were granted through variance applications
approved by the decision-making bodies. A list of the
exceptions granted is included on Page 19 of the 2016
General Plan Annual Progress Report.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“During the 2017 calendar year, six lot size exceptions
were granted through provisions outlined in Policy LU-

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
described the lot size exceptions granted by
the County in each of those years.

(It should be noted that the County combined
the lot size exception information from
Programs LU-A.J and LU-B.A into a single
tabulation.)

(It should also be noted that the County’s
2015 and 2016 APRs both stated that a list of
lot size exceptions was found on page 19.
Actually, the list of exceptions was found on
page 20 in the 2015 APR and on page 18 in
the 2016 APR.)

After the 2017 APR was approved by the
Board of Supervisors, the League of Women
Voters of Fresno alerted the County that
much of the information in the list of lot size
exceptions was incorrect. The County
subsequently agreed to correct the
misinformation and resubmit the report to the
state.

Conclusion:

The County has an inventory of lot size
exceptions for agricultural areas granted by
discretionary permit and presents that
information to the Board of Supervisors
during the annual review of the General Plan.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-A.J during 2017:

Good.
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A.9. In addition, nine lot size exceptions, specific to
agricultural zoning, were granted through variance
applications approved by the decision-making bodies.

A list of the exceptions granted is included on Page 9 of
the 2017 General Plan Annual Progress Report.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Annually

LU-B.A

Deliverables: Maintenance of an inventory of lot size exceptions for Westside rangelands granted by
discretionary permit.
Presentation of the inventory to the Board of Supervisors during the annual review of the
General Plan.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR contained a list of lot size exceptions The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
approved by the County. described lot size exceptions granted by the
County in each of those years.
2013/2014 APR
(It should be noted that the County combined
The 2013/2014 APR did not contain a list of lot size the lot size exception information from
exceptions approved by the County. Programs LU-A.J and LU-B.A into a single
tabulation.)
2015 APR
(It should also be noted that the County’s
The County’s 2015 appraisal of program 2015 and 2016 APRs both stated that a list of
implementation is printed in full below: lot size exceptions was found on page 19.
Actually, the list of exceptions was found on
“During 2015 seven lot size exceptions were granted page 20 in the 2015 APR and on page 18 in
through provisions outlined in Policy LU-A.9. In the 2016 APR.)
addition, five lot size exceptions, specific to agricultural
zoning, were granted through variance applications After the 2017 APR was approved by the
approved by the decision-making bodies. A list of the Board of Supervisors, the League of Women
exceptions granted is included on Page 19 of the 2015 Voters of Fresno alerted the County that
General Plan Annual Progress Report.” much of the information in the list of lot size
exceptions was incorrect. The County
2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“During 2016 four lot size exceptions were granted
through provisions outlined in Policy LU-A.9. In
addition, nine lot size exceptions, specific to agricultural
zoning, were granted through variance applications
approved by the decision-making bodies. A list of the

subsequently agreed to correct the
misinformation and resubmit the report to the
state.

Conclusion:

The County has an inventory of lot size
exceptions for Westside rangelands granted
by discretionary permit and presents that
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exceptions granted is included on Page 19 of the 2016
General Plan Annual Progress Report.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“During the 2017 calendar year, six lot size exceptions
were granted through provisions outlined in Policy LU-
A.9. In addition, nine lot size exceptions, specific to
agricultural zoning, were granted through variance
applications approved by the decision-making bodies.

A list of the exceptions granted is included on Page 9 of
the 2017 General Plan Annual Progress Report. Also,
a map showing the location of the granted lot size
exceptions are included in the body of the 2017 Annual
Report.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

information to the Board of Supervisors
during the annual review of the General Plan.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-B.A during 2017:

Good.

LU-C.A

Deliverable: Update of the Kings River Regional Plan.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that there had been no activity The County’s 2013/2014, 2015, 2016 and
regarding the update of the Kings River Regional Plan. 2017 APRs stated that the program had not
been implemented.
2013/2014

The 2013/2014 APR stated that this program was
among 12 others that had been delayed “for a number
of reasons, including the lack of available funding.”

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs also stated that program implementation
had been delayed.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. The appraisal from the
2017 APR is printed in full below:

“Due to budgetary constraints and timing of other plan
updates, implementation of this program has been
delayed. There has been some renewed interest in

Conclusion:

The County has not updated the Kings River
Regional Plan.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-C.A during 2017:

None.
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updating the plan, which has arisen with public interest
in surface mining projects on the Kings River.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 - Ongoing.

LU-C.B

Deliverable: Evidence of working with the San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust (Parkway
Trust), San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy), City of Fresno and other agencies
and organizations to implement the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that County staff was attending
meetings of the San Joaquin River Conservancy to
remain current on Parkway activities.

2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs

These APRs stated that the program had been
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state that the
program had been implemented.)

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

The APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2017 APR added the underlined
sentence. The appraisal from the 2017 APR is printed
in full below:

“The Recompiled San Joaquin River Parkway Master
Plan was approved and adopted by the San Joaquin
River Conservancy Governing Board on July 20, 2000.
The San Joaquin River Conservancy started the
process of updating the San Joaquin River Parkway
Master Plan in June of 2013 that includes an update of
policies and planned facilities, and the preparation of a
Master EIR. The County has been participating as a
member of the Interagency Project Development
Committee.

The County also regularly coordinates with the
interested agencies / stakeholders with regard to project
reviews to discuss and minimize possible project
impacts to river resources.

In 2017, County staff provided comments on the Draft
EIR for the San Joaquin River Conservancy’s River
West project. In the comments provided, staff
emphasized support for public access at the

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the San Joaquin River
Conservancy (Conservancy) was in the
process of updating its Parkway Master Plan.

The APRs also stated that the County was a
member of the Conservancy’s Project
Development Committee, which assisted the
Conservancy by helping to develop and
prioritize Conservancy projects.

The APRs did not provide evidence that the
County was helping to implement the plan by
working with the Parkway Trust, the City of
Fresno and other agencies and organizations.

Conclusion:

While the County’s APRs demonstrated that
the County was working with the
Conservancy to implement the San Joaquin
River Parkway Master Plan, the APRs did not
indicate that the County was also working
with the San Joaquin River Parkway and
Conservation Trust, City of Fresno and other
agencies and organizations.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-C.B during 2017:

Poor.
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intersection of Palm and Nees Avenues and EIR
alternatives that encouraged such access.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

LU-D.A

Deliverable: Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to implement revisions of the General Plan concerning
the Westside Freeway Corridor.
County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the Zoning Ordinance had The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
been amended to establish a process for the stated that in 2004 the County revised the
designation of major and minor interchanges along the Zoning Ordinance to incorporate changes
Westside Freeway Corridor and that what was needed concerning the Westside Freeway Corridor
was a Westside Freeway Corridor overlay zone. that resulted from the update of the General

Plan in 2000.
2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs

These APRs stated that the program had been
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state that the
program had been implemented.)

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of

the implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2016 and 2017 APRs added the

underlined phrase. The appraisal from the 2017 APR is

printed in full below:

“Revisions to the County Zoning Ordinance were
approved March 27, 2001 by the Board of Supervisors
to implement the revised provisions of this section
concerning the Westside Freeway Corridor with
approval of Amendment to Text Application (AT) No.
337 and subsequently amended with AT 352 in 2004.

Therefore, this program has been implemented and will

be removed.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 > @

Conclusion:

The County has amended the Zoning
Ordinance to implement revisions of the
General Plan concerning the Westside
Freeway Corridor.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-D.A during 2017:

Good.
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LU-F.A

Deliverable: In cooperation with county’s 15 cities, as appropriate, adoption of incentives/disincentives to

support compact urban development and infill.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR provided two examples of incentives
and disincentives that were introduced into the tax
sharing agreement between the County and the City of
Clovis in June 2002. The APR also reported a similar
negotiation underway with the City of Fresno. The tax
sharing agreements with the other 13 cities were to be
renegotiated as they become due for renewal.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County partnered with twelve of the fifteen cities
within Fresno County, including the City of Clovis, to
create a multi-jurisdictional Housing Element that
includes incentives and disincentives that encourage
compact urban development. The MOUs between the
County and the cities provide a check and balance
system to ensure that development of annexed land is
imminent. Also, the cost of providing urban services to
suburbs is a disincentive that has motivated several
cities to pursue infill development over annexation of
new territory. County staff continues to refer to General
Plan policies that direct intensive urban growth to the
cities and unincorporated communities and reviews
relevant policies when processing discretionary land
use permits.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County’s General Plan and the General Plan of
the cities of Fresno and Clovis include polices that
promote infill of vacant and underutilized land. Also, the
cost of providing urban services to suburbs is a
disincentive that has motivated several cities to pursue
infill development over annexation of new territory.
County staff continues to refer to General Plan policies
that direct intensive urban growth to the cities and
unincorporated communities and reviews relevant

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County created incentives/
disincentives to support compact urban
development and infill through the adoption of
its multi-jurisdictional Housing Element. The
APRs also claimed that the cost of providing
urban services to suburbs was a disincentive
that had motivated several cities to pursue
infill development over annexation of new
territory. The 2015 APR stated that MOUs
between the County and its cities were written
to ensure that annexation of rural lands did
not occur until absolutely necessary.

[t must be noted, however, that the APRs
reported on the cities’ involvement in only one
aspect of urban development — housing.

The program was also to have addressed the
locations for commercial and industrial
development.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program LU-F.A to read that the
County will shift from “adopting” to
“encouraging the adoption” of incentives/
disincentives to support compact urban
development and infill.

Conclusion:

The County has, in cooperation with county’s
15 cities, adopted incentives/disincentives to
support compact urban development and
infill.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-F.A during 2017:

Good.
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policies when processing discretionary land use
permits.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

LU-F.B

Deliverable: Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance to implement revisions of
the General Plan concerning pedestrian and transit-oriented development.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that implementation of this
program would require the adoption of new ordinances
and modification of the existing Zoning Ordinance,
furthermore, that a comprehensive update of the Zoning
Ordinance was not included in the budget for fiscal year
2002-2003.

2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs

These APRs stated that the program had been
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state that the
program had been implemented.)

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County has reviewed the Zoning Ordinance and
has initiated an Ordinance Update. On October 13,
2015, the Board of Supervisors considered and
approved a scope of work prepared for the General
Plan Five-Year Review, Zoning Ordinance Update and
the associated Environmental Impact Report. The
updated Zoning Ordinance will include provisions for
mixed uses and pedestrian and transit-oriented
developments.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County is in the process of updating its Zoning
Ordinance which will include provisions for mixed uses
and pedestrian and transit-oriented developments.”

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County was in the process of
updated the Zoning Ordinance.

Although the APRs for 2013/2014, 2015 and
2016 reported that the program had been
implemented, the APRs did not address the
amendment of the Subdivision Ordinance, nor
did they include a discussion of the effort to
implement General Plan policies regarding
pedestrian and transit-oriented development.

The use of the word “will" in the 2015, 2016
and 2017 APRs suggested that addressing

pedestrian and transit-oriented develop was
underway with the pending comprehensive

update of the Zoning Ordinance.

Conclusion:

The County has not completed the
amendment of the Zoning Ordinance and
Subdivision Ordinance to implement revisions
of the General Plan concerning pedestrian
and transit-oriented development.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-F.B during 2017:

Poor.
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Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 - Ongoing.

35

LU-G.A Deliverable: Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance, as appropriate, to facilitate moderate increases in
housing density in unincorporated urban communities.
County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the amendment of the The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Zoning Ordinance to facilitate moderate increases in stated that facilitating moderate increases in
housing density in unincorporated community plans housing density in unincorporated urban
would take place in conjunction with the update of those communities was underway with the pending
community plans, the update of regional plans and the comprehensive update of the Zoning
comprehensive update of the Zoning Ordinance. Ordinance.

2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs
These APRs stated that the program had been Conclusion:
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state that the
program had been implemented.) The County has not completed the

amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs facilitate moderate increases in housing
density in unincorporated urban communities.

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program, the only difference | Evidence of the successful implementation of
being that the 2015 APR contained this sentence not Program LU-G.A during 2017:
found in the 2016 and 2017 APRs: “The update is
expected to be completed in 2017 and to be presented Poor.
before decision-makers.” The appraisal from the 2017
APR is printed in full below:
“The County is in the process of reviewing the General
Plan Policy document and updating its Zoning
Ordinance. As part of the revision and update process
the allowable density in the R2, R2-A, R3, R3-A, R4, C4
and RP Zone Districts is proposed to be increased to 20
units per acre.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.
Change time frame: FY 01-02 > Ongoing.

LU-G.B Deliverables: Review of annexation proposals submitted by the Fresno Local Agency Formation

Commission (LAFCo).
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Formal protest when annexations are inconsistent with either the cities’ general plans or the

County’s General Plan.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that up to that time all proposed
annexations had been within adopted spheres of
influence and had been consistent with applicable city
general plans.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Department of Public Works and Planning reviews
annexation proposals submitted by LAFCo to ensure
consistency of the proposals with the City and County
General Plans and the Memorandum of Understanding
between the County and each City. A consistency
determination letter is provided for each annexation
proposal found to be consistent. During 2015 the
County reviewed 14 annexation proposals submitted by
LAFCo.”

2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Department of Public Works and Planning reviews
annexation proposals submitted by LAFCO to ensure
consistency of the proposals with the City and County
General Plans and the Memorandum of Understanding
between the County and each City. A consistency
determination letter is provided for each annexation
proposal found to be consistent. During 2016 the
County reviewed 10 annexation proposals submitted by
LAFCO.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Department of Public Works and Planning reviews
annexation proposals submitted by cities to ensure
consistency of the proposals with the City and County
General Plans and the Memorandum of Understanding
between the County and each City. A consistency

League Reporting

The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs stated that
the County routinely reviewed annexation
proposals from the Fresno Local Agency
Formation Commission.

During calendar years 2015, 2016 and 2017,
the County reported that it reviewed a total of
39 annexation proposals. The APRs did not
state whether the County found them all to be
consistent with either the cities’ general plans
for the County’s General Plan.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program LU-G.B to read that the
County will also protest an annexation
proposal if it is inconsistent with the standards
of annexation included in the memorandums
of understanding between the County and its
15 cities.

Conclusion:
The County reviews annexation proposals
submitted by the Fresno Local Agency
Formation Commission.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-G.B during 2017:

Good.
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determination letter is provided for each annexation
proposal found to be consistent. During 2017 the
County reviewed 15 annexation proposals submitted by
cities.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time frame: As Needed - Ongoing.

LU-H.A

Deliverable: Adoption of a Friant-Millerton Area Regional Plan consistent with directives in Policy LU-H.8.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated (1) that work had not progressed The County’s 2013/2014 APR stated that the
on the new regional plan for the Friant-Millerton Area program had not been implemented because
and (2) that the APR contained a recommended priority of a lack of funding.
list for the update of community and regional plans.
The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
2013/2014 stated that the program had been “suspended

The 2013/2014 APR stated that this program was
among 12 others that had been delayed “for a number
of reasons, including the lack of available funding.”

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs stated that the
program had been suspended.

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“This program has been suspended pending additional
Board direction.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

pending additional Board direction.” The
APRs did not provide a date for the Board
decision to suspend the program.

(It is important to note that there has no
process for “suspending” General Plan
programs without amending the General
Plan.)

Conclusion:
The County has not adopted a Friant-
Millerton Area Regional Plan consistent with
directives in Policy LU-H.8.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-H.A during 2017:

None.

LU-H.B

Deliverables: Regular meetings with the county’s 15 cities and adjacent counties to address planning and

growth issues of common interest.

Annual report on cooperative planning efforts of the previous year and the planned schedule

of meetings for the upcoming year.
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County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that after the update of the
General Plan in 2000, County planning focused on (1)
new tax sharing agreements with the cities of Clovis
and Fresno and (2) the preparation of a Regional
Housing Needs Allocation, which involved all the cities
and was adopted in September 2001.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on the program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. One difference was
that the 2016 and 2017 APRs added the underlined
sentence. The appraisal from the 2016 APR is printed
in full below:

“Efforts that began in 2014 culminated into a January
27, 2015 joint meeting between the Madera County
Board of Supervisors and the Fresno County Board of
Supetrvisors at the Fresno Council of Governments
(FCOG). [The meeting was actually held in the Madera
County Board of Supervisors chambers.] Topics
discussed at the joint meeting included development
and land use vision in the Rio Mesa area and Friant
Corridor, Fresno County/Madera County Highway 41
Origin-Destination Study, and the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA).

On June 22, 2015, a joint meeting between the Board of

Supervisors and representatives of all 15 incorporated

cities within the County was held at the FCOG. Topics
discussed included SGMA, Marijuana Ordinances, land
use and preservation and special districts.

On November 17, 2015, a joint meeting between the
Board of Supervisors and the representatives from the
Cities of Clovis, Fowler, Fresno and Sanger was held at
the FCOG. Topics discussed included industrial parks,
spheres of influence and SGMA. There are efforts
underway for the Board of Supervisors and the Fresno
City Council to meet periodically to discuss regional
issues.”

The 2017 APR added this statement:

“On May 30, 2017, a joint meeting between the Board
of Supervisors and representatives from the City of
Fresno was held at Fresno City Hall. Topics discussed
included emergency coordination/public safety,

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
reported that the County held three joint
meetings in 2015 and two joint meetings in
2017. These five meetings did not constitute
the required regular County meetings with the
county’s 15 cities.

The APRs did not provide evidence of annual
reporting on cooperative planning efforts or
the planned scheduling of meetings.

Conclusion:

Even though the County of Fresno has met
with the County of Madera and with the 15
cities within Fresno County, the County of
Fresno has not schedule regular meetings
with these same agencies and does not
prepare an annual report on cooperative
planning efforts of the previous year and the
planned schedule of meetings for the
upcoming year.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-H.B during 2017:

Poor.
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ShotSpotter technology expansion, Marijuana
Ordinances and animal control.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: Ongoing > @

LU-H.C Deliverable: Creation of a set of guidelines for updating or creating land use plans.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that a draft set of guidelines had The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
been prepared and would be presented to the Planning stated that the County had prepared a format
Commission in conjunction with the APR. and guideline for the preparation and update
of regional and community plans.
2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
Conclusion:
2015 APR
The County has created a set of guidelines
The County’s 2015 appraisal of program for updating or creating land use plans.
implementation is printed in full below:
Evidence of the successful implementation of
“The County has prepared a format and guideline for Program LU-H.C during 2017:
updating existing plans and preparing new regional and
community plans.” Good.
2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“The County has prepared a format and guideline for
new and updates to existing plans. This program has
been implemented and will be deleted.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.
Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @
LU-H.D Deliverable: Annual report on the General Plan from the Planning Commission to the Board of

Supervisors...

(@) Focusing principally on actions undertaken in the previous year to carry out General

Plan programs,
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(b) Recommending, as appropriate, amendments to the General Plan and

(c) Satisfying the environmental requirements of Public Resources Code 21081.6 for a

mitigation monitoring program.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that staff had prepared an APR
pursuant the Program LU-H.D.

2013/2014

The 2013/2014 APR stated that this program was
among 12 others that had been delayed “for a number
of reasons, including the lack of available funding.”

The 2013/2014 APR specifically stated that APRs had
not been prepared after 2002, in other words, that the
County had not reported on General Plan
implementation for a decade: from July 1, 2002 through
December 31, 2012. (The 2013/2014 APR covered two
calendar years: 2013 and 2014.)

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Public Works and Planning Department presented
the 2014 General Plan Annual Progress Report to the
Planning Commission on February 26, 2015 and to the
Board on March 24, 2015. The preparation of the
Annual Report which focuses principally on actions
undertaken during 2015 to carry out the implementation
programs of the General Plan meets the requirements
of this program and is being presented to the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors.”

2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Public Works and Planning Department presented
the 2015 General Plan Annual Progress Report to the
Planning Commission on July 21, 2016 and to the
Board on September 12, 2016. The preparation of the
Annual Report which focuses principally on actions
undertaken during 2016 to carry out the implementation
programs of the General Plan meets the requirements
of this program and is being presented to the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors.”

League Reporting

With regard to deliverable (a), the County’s
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs stated that the
County’s APRs for those three years focused
mainly on “actions” undertaken by the County
to implement General Plan programs.

With regard to deliverable (b), the County’s
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did not contain
any recommendations to amend the General
Plan

With regard to deliverable (c), the County’s
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did not satisfy
the environmental requirements of Public
Resources Code 21081.6 in that the County
did not annually monitor the implementation
of the more than 300 policies in the General
Plan Policy Document that serve to mitigate
adverse impacts resulting from the
implementation of the General Plan.

In addition, the APRs did not satisfy
subsection (C) of Government Code 65400,
which required the County to annually assess
the degree to which the General Plan
complied with the General Plan guidelines
developed by the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR). The salient
portions of Government Code 65400 are
reproduced below.

Government Code 65400.

“(a) After the legislative body has adopted all
or part of a general plan, the planning agency
shall do...the following:

(2) Provide by April 1 of each year an
annual report to the legislative body, the
Office of Planning and Research, and the
Department of Housing and Community
Development that includes all of the
following:

(C) The degree to which its approved
general plan complies with the
guidelines developed and adopted
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2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Public Works and Planning Department prepares
and presents the General Plan Annual Progress Report
for the previous calendar year to the Planning
Commission and the Board. The preparation of the
Annual Report focuses principally on actions
undertaken during the previous calendar year to carry
out the implementation of the General Plan.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

pursuant to Section 65040.2 and the
date of the last revision to the general
plan.”

Conclusion:

Although the County prepares Annual
Progress Reports (APRs) on the
implementation of the General Plan, the
APRs do not satisfy the environmental
requirements of Public Resources Code
21081.6 for a mitigation monitoring program
or Government Code 65400 for an evaluation
of the degree to which the County’s General
Plan complies with the general plan
guidelines prepared by OPR (most recently
updated in 2017).

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-H.D during 2017:

Poor.

LU-H.E

Deliverables: Every 5 years, a major review of the General Plan, including the General Plan Background

Report and Policy Document.

Revision of the General Plan every 5 years as necessary.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR did not review this program because the
target date for its accomplishment was fiscal year 2005-
2006.

2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs

These APRs stated that the program had been
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state the
program had been implemented.)

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The differences in
reporting among the three APRs are underlined.

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

League Reporting

The County’s 2013/2014, 2015 and 2016
APRs stated that the program had been
‘implemented.” (It should be noted that the
County’s APRs did not define the word
“‘implemented.” If “implemented’ meant
“initiated,” then the County’s statement was
correct, but if it meant “completed,” then the
statement was incorrect.) With respect to this
particular program, since the County did not
complete any of the reviews scheduled for
2005, 2010 or 2015, the program cannot be
considered implemented.

In addition, it is important to note that the
review begun in 2005 is no longer a 5-year
review. Beginning around 2015, the County
planning staff began to transform the 5-year
review into a 20-year “update” of the General
Plan with a new planning horizon to the year
2040. In switching from a 5-year review to a
20-year update of the General Plan, the
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“The County initiated the General Plan review in 2006
and has been working on this effort since that time.

On September 22, 2015 the Board of Supervisors
accepted the scope of work and authorized the
Chairman to execute a Consultant Agreement with the
consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish to provide planning
and environmental consulting services for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the General Plan Five-Year Review and
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update.”

2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County initiated the General Plan review in 2006
and has been working on this effort ever since.

On September 22, 2015 the Board of Supervisors
accepted the scope of work and authorized the
Chairman to execute a Consultant Agreement with the
consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish to provide planning
and environmental consulting services for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the General Plan Five-Year Review and
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County in [sic] currently working on the Review of
the General Plan.

On September 22, 2015 the Board of Supervisors
accepted the scope of work and authorized the
Chairman to execute a Consultant Agreement with the
consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish to provide planning
and environmental consulting services for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the General Plan Review and Comprehensive
Zoning Ordinance Update.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Retain time frame: Every 5 years.

County, in effect, abandoned its responsibility
under Program LU-H.E to conduct a 5-year
review of the General Plan in favor of
completing a 20-year update of the plan.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program LU-H.E to read that five-
year reviews will no longer be obligatory.
Below is the recommended change to
Program LU-H.E:

The County shall should conduct a major
review of the General Plan, including
General Plan Policy Document and
Background Report, every five years and
revise it as deemed necessary.

Conclusion:
The County has not completed any of the
required 5-year reviews of the General Plan
— those scheduled for 2005, 2010 and 2015.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-H.E during 2017:

None.
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LU-H.F

Deliverable: Comprehensive amendment of the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map to ensure conformity
with new policies and standards in the 2000 update of the General Plan.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that, consistent with the 2000
update of the General Plan, portions of the Zoning
Ordinance had been amended to address parcel size
exceptions and housing density. Furthermore,
additional amendments would be processed in future
years, as necessary, to implement General Plan
policies.

2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs

These APRs stated that the program had been
implemented. (The 2017 APR did not state the
program had been implemented.)

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. (The differences
among the three APRs are underlined.)

2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Zoning Ordinance has been amended to
incorporate the policies of the 2000 General Plan
Update.

The County initiated the Zoning Ordinance Update in
2006 and has been working on this effort since that
time.

On September 22, 2015, the Board of Supervisors
accepted the scope of work and authorized the
Chairman to execute a Consultant Agreement with the
consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish to provide planning
and environmental consulting services for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the General Plan Five-Year Review and
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update.”

2016 APR

The County’s 2016 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

League Reporting

At the time the General Plan was updated in
2000, the County recognized the need to
bring the Zoning Ordinance into compliance
with the new Plan. A number of programs
addressed this need: LU-A.A, LU-D.A, LU-
F.B, LU-G.A and LU-H.F.

The 2002 APR indicated that additional
amendments of the General Plan were
needed to bring the Zoning Ordinance into
complete compliance with the 2000 update of
the plan.

The County’s 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs did not provide a clear account of the
degree to which the County had been able to
accomplish that task. Although the APRs
indicated that some progress had been made
and that the County was continuing to work
on a comprehensive update of the Zoning
Ordinance, the APRs did not provide
evidence that the program had been fully
implemented — i.e., that the Zoning
Ordinance had been brought into complete
compliance with the provisions of the 2000
General Plan.

Conclusion:

While the County has made some progress in
amending the Zoning Ordinance to ensure
conformity with the 2000 update of the
Agriculture and Land Use Element, the
County’s APRs did not demonstrate that the
County had completed that work.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program LU-H.F during 2017:

Poor.
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“The Zoning Ordinance has been amended to
incorporate the policies of the 2000 General Plan
Update.

The County initiated the Zoning Ordinance Update in
2006 and has been working on this effort since.

On September 22, 2015, the Board of Supervisors
accepted the scope of work and authorized the
Chairman to execute a Consultant Agreement with the
consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish to provide planning
and environmental consulting services for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the General Plan Five-Year Review and
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update.”

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The Zoning Ordinance has been amended to
incorporate the policies of the 2000 General Plan
Update.

The County in currently working on the update of the
Zoning Ordinance along with the General Plan Review.

On September 22, 2015, the Board of Supervisors
accepted the scope of work and authorized the
Chairman to execute a Consultant Agreement with the
consulting firm of Mintier-Harnish to provide planning
and environmental consulting services for the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the General Review and Comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance Update.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-04 > @
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2000 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION ELEMENT

TR-AA Deliverable: At least every 5 years, update of the County’s Road Improvement Program (RIP), which
prioritizes operational and safety improvements, maintenance, rehabilitation and
reconstruction of the road system in unincorporated Fresno County.

County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County was working on The County’s 2017 APR stated that the on
development of an update of the County’s 1997-2004 August 22, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
Road Improvement Program. The APR also stated that updated its Fresno County Road
although completion was delayed due to budget Improvement Program. The period covered
constraints and vacant staff positions, a draft Road by that update began July 1, 2017 and will
Improvement Program update was expected to be run through June 30, 2022.

ready for Board consideration in January 2003.
The County has proposed (through its

2013/2014 APR December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program TR-A.A to read that the
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. County will update its RIP annually.
2015 APR
The County’s 2015 appraisal of program Conclusion:

implementation is printed in full below:
The County has updated its Road
“On April 7, 2015, the County Board of Supervisors Improvement Program.

approved the Fresno County Road Improvement
Program (RIP). The RIP identified anticipated revenues | Evidence of the successful implementation of

and defined the areas of road program emphasis as Program TR-A.A during 2017:
well as specific planned projects over a five-year
period.” Good.

2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2016 APR contained a different date —
May 24, 2016 rather than August 22, 2017. The
appraisal from the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“On August 22, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
approved the Fresno County Road Improvement
Program (RIP) and Declaration of Projects. The RIP is
a multi-year maintenance and construction
programming plan and reflects the County's efforts to
protect and improve the public investment in the County
road system and to provide for the safe and efficient
movement of people and commodities. The RIP
identifies maintenance funding levels and specific
projects expected to be delivered within a defined time
frame. The funding in the RIP reflects current and
projected budgets and the RIP also identifies, but does
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not fund, a number of recommended projects that are
necessary for an improved County road and bridge
system. These prospective projects are described in a
series of appendices to the RIP. The types of projects
in the RIP include bridge replacement/repair, road
reconstruction, traffic signals, shoulder widening, and
pavement repair.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time frame: Every 5 years = Annually.

TR-AB

Deliverable: Consideration of the adoption of a traffic fee ordinance to achieve the adopted level of
service (LOS) and preserve the structural integrity of the County’s road system based on a
twenty (20) year time horizon.

County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that a report identifying the basic
requirements for a regional fee program had been
provided to the Board for its consideration. The APR
added that “the lack of progress [in implementing
Program TR-A.B] is principally due to the allocation of
resources associated with funding and/or staffing.” The
APR recommended “adjustment of the timeframe for
adoption of a traffic impact fee ordinance, dependent
upon Board direction and funding availability.”

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“A traffic impact fee has been adopted by the Board of
Supervisors. However, on February 2, 2015, the Board
of Supervisors conducted a second public hearing to
consider an amendment to repeal the Public Facilities
Impact Fees Ordinance in its entirety. At the conclusion
of the hearing, the Board decided to continue
suspension of the impact fees and directed Staff to
return to the Board in two years.”

2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of

the implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2017 APR added the two underlined

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that the Board of Supervisors
adopted a traffic fee ordinance.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
reported that the collection of traffic impact
fees had been suspended since at least
2015.

Since program implementation only required
“consideration” of the adoption of a traffic fee
ordinance, the program must be deemed fully
implemented independent of whether or not
the County actually adopted a traffic fee
ordinance or implemented it.

It is important to note that comments in the
County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
regarding “public facility impact fees” were not
germane to the directive in Program TR-A.B
to consider adoption of a “traffic fee
ordinance.”

Conclusion:

The County considered the adoption of a
traffic fee ordinance.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-A.B during 2017: G
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sentences. The appraisal from the 2017 APR is printed
in full below:

“A traffic impact fee has been adopted by the Board of
Supervisors. However, on May 19, 2015, the Board of
Supervisors conducted a public hearing to consider an
amendment to repeal the Public Facilities Impact Fees
Ordinance in its entirety. At the conclusion of the
hearing, the Board decided to continue suspension of
the impact fees to November 9, 2017 and directed Staff
to return to the Board with a workshop on the County’s
Facility Impact Fees and provide options for the Board
to consider. On October 31, 2017, the Board of
Supervisors conducted the second public hearing to
consider an amendment to the County Ordinance for
Public Facilities Impact Fees. At the conclusion of the
hearing, the Board decided to continue suspension of
the impact fees to November 10, 2018.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 - 2021-7.

(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)

Good.

TR-A.C

Deliverable: Ongoing pursuit of new funding sources for transportation improvements.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County continually
monitored sources of funding applicable to the County.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County continues to pursue funding for
transportation improvements in working with the Fresno
Council of Governments.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County continually monitored
sources of funding for transportation
improves. And although the APRs provided
no information to support that statement, it
may be assumed that the County
implemented the program to some degree.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to pursue new
funding sources for transportation
improvements.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-A.C during 2017:
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Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Poor.

46

TR-AD

The 2002 APR stated that the County participated in the
following: various Fresno Council of Governments
(FCOG) transportation committees, the FCOG East-
West Corridor Steering Committee, the FCOG Freight
Advisory Committee; the Fresno Area Regional
Collaborative Land Use/Transportation Committee,
Caltrans Project Development Teams, the Fresno
County Transportation Authority Technical Advisory
Committee, the Manning Avenue Transportation
Corridor of Economic Significance Technical Support
Committee, the San Joaquin River Conservancy
Interagency Project Development Team and the Golden
State Corridor Coalition.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“During 2017, the County continued coordinating its
transportation planning with FCOG, Caltrans, Cities and
adjacent jurisdictions.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.
Retain time frame: Ongoing.
Add new Program ED-A.C, which would read as follows:

“The County shall collaborate with the Fresno Council
of Governments and existing food, fiber, and
agricultural product processing firms to assess the
current state of regional and intermodal transportation
infrastructure, the needs for the future, and the role of
the County and other agencies in facilitating
infrastructure development.”

Deliverable: Coordination of transportation planning with the Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCo), Caltrans, the cities and neighboring counties.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County continued to
coordinate transportation planning with the
Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission,
Caltrans, the cities and neighboring counties.
And although the APRs provided no
information to support that statement, it may
be assumed that the County implemented the
program to some degree.

The draft 2017 General Plan Policy
Document included new Program ED-A.C
that would require the County to collaborate
with the Fresno Council of Governments and
existing food, fiber, and agricultural product
processing firms to assess the current state
of regional and intermodal transportation
infrastructure, the needs for the future, and
the role of the County and other agencies in
facilitating infrastructure development.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to coordinate
transportation planning with the Fresno Local
Agency Formation Commission, Caltrans, the
cities and neighboring counties.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-A.D during 2017:

Poor.
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TR-AE Deliverable: Update of County Improvement Standards for County development improvements, including
private roads dedicated to public use.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County was drafting The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
revised improvement standards to update its 1966 APRs stated that the County was in the
document and that it was anticipated that a draft process of updating the County’s
document would be circulated in fiscal year 2002-2003. Improvement Standards. The APRs provided
no information to support that statement, and
2013/2014 APR they provided no information as to when an
update might be completed.
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
The draft 2017 General Plan Policy
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs Document included new Program TR-A.F that
would require the County to prepare
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the “complete streets design guidelines” and
implementation of the program. That appraisal is update them every five years.
printed in full below:
“The County implements this program/policy on a
continuous basis. The County is currently working on Conclusion:
updating the County’s Improvement Standards.”
Information provided by the County is
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to update County
Retain program as is. Improvement Standards for County
development improvements, including private
Retain time frame: Ongoing. roads dedicated to public use.
Add new Program TR-A.F, which would read as follows: Evidence of the successful imp|ementation of
Program TR-A.D during 2017:
“The County shall prepare Complete Streets Design
Guidelines and update the them [sic] every five years.” Poor.
TR-B.A Deliverable: In cooperation with the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) and at least as often as

required by law, periodic update of short-range transit plans.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that a Short-Range Transit Plan
for the Fresno-Clovis Urbanized Area was adopted by
the Fresno Council of Governments in 2001 and that a
Short-Range Transit Plan for the Rural Area (outside of
the Fresno/Clovis Metropolitan Area) was adopted by
FCOG in 2002. The APR also stated that
implementation of the program had been completed

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that short-range rural transit
plans were periodically updated by the
Fresno Council of Governments. The last
update of the short-range rural transit plan
was June 25, 2015 to serve the four-year
period from 2016 — 2020.
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and that the next update of these plans would occur in
fiscal year 2006-2007.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015 APR

The County’s 2015 appraisal of program
implementation is printed in full below:

“The County implements this policy on a continuous
basis. The Short-Range Transit Plan for the Rural
Fresno County Area 2016-2020 was adopted by the
Fresno COG on June 25, 2015.”

2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County works with FCOG on review and update of
the Short-Range Transit Plan on a continuous basis.
The Short-Range Transit Plan for the Rural Fresno
County Area was last approved by the FCOG Policy
board on June 25, 2015. FCOG staff is working on the
plan that will be presented to the FCOG Policy Board
for consideration in June of 2017.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Time frame change: Every 5 years = Ongoing.

Conclusion:

The County’s short-range transit plans have
been updated.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-B.A during 2017:

Good.

TR-B.B

Deliverable: Encouragement of transit providers and the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) to
prepare, adopt, implement and update (on a regular basis) a long-range strategic transit
master plan for the county or for subareas of the county.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that an update to the Fresno Area

Express Transit Long-Range Master Plan was
completed and accepted by the Fresno Council of
Governments (FCOG) in 2002.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

League Reporting

To fully implement the program, the County
was required only to “encourage” the
preparation, adoption, implementation and
update of a Fresno Area Express Transit
Long-Range Master Plan.

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that long-range transit plans
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2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area Public
Transportation Strategic Service Evaluation project was
completed by FCOG on May 28, 2014. FCOG
continues to prepare, adopt, and implement long-range
strategic transit master plans for the County or sub-
areas of the County.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

were periodically updated by the Fresno
Council of Governments.

Conclusion:

The County has encouraged transit providers
and the Fresno Council of Governments to
prepare, adopt, implement and update a long-
range strategic transit master plan for the
county and for subareas of the county.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-B.B during 2017:

Good.

TR-B.C

Deliverable: Pursuit of transit funding through the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) and the
Fresno County Rural Transit Agency.
County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that program implementation was The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

ongoing. stated that the County continued to work with

FCOG to identify and pursue funding for

2013/2014 APR transit. And although the APRs provided no

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the

implementation of the program. That appraisal is

printed in full below:

“Fresno County continues to work with FCOG to identify
and pursue funding for transit.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

information to support that statement, it may
be assumed that the County implemented the
program to some degree.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to pursue transit
funding through the Fresno Council of
Governments and the Fresno County Rural
Transit Agency.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-B.C during 2017:

Poor.
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TR-B.D

Deliverables: With assistance of the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) and other agencies,
identification of rail right-of-way needs in designated transit corridors.

Acquisition of needed rights-of-way.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the preservation of existing
transportation corridors designated for potential mass
transit use would be evaluated and pursued
cooperatively with other agencies as opportunities
arose.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“Fresno County continues to work with FCOG to identify
right-of-way needs within designated transit corridors
and to acquire needed rights-of-way, including
abandoned rights-of-way and track structures.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County continued to work with
FCOG to identify rail right-of-way needs
within designated corridors and to acquire
needed rights-of-way. And although the
APRs provided no information to support that
statement, it may be assumed that the
County implemented the program to some
degree.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to identify rail right-
of-way needs in designated transit corridors.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-B.D during 2017:

Poor.

TR-B.E

Deliverable: In cooperation with the county’s 15 cities, preparation and adoption of land use and design
standards that promote transit accessibility and use within designated urban transit corridors.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that there had been no activity to
date.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that FCOG prepared a funding study to
be adopted by the County and the 15 cities in
order to shape growth that supports transit
investments.

The APRs provided no evidence that the
County had actually adopted land use and
design standards (based on a Public
Transportation Infrastructure Study) to
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These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“In 2011, FCOG prepared the Public Transportation
Infrastructure Study (PTIS). The PTIS Study makes
recommendations for investments, the timing of those
investments, and funding sources augmenting Measure
C sales tax revenue to pay for them. In addition, the
PTIS study makes policy recommendations that will be
important to be adopted by City- and County-elected
officials and implemented by planning department and
public works administrators in order to shape future
growth in such a way that it supports the transit
investments. Fresno County continues to work with
FCOG to promote transit accessibility and use.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 - 2018-?.

(The question mark in the time frame above is
written in place of the year because that portion of
the County’s Draft 2017 Policy Document is
unreadable.)

promote transit accessibility and use within
designated urban transit corridors.

Conclusion:

There was no indication in the APRs that
County adopted land use and design
standards that promote transit accessibility
and use within designated urban transit
corridors.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-B.E during 2017:

None.

TR-B.F

Deliverable: In cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), identify the need
for and location of additional or expanded park-and-ride lots.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County continued to work
with Caltrans and the Fresno Council of Governments
through its transportation planning processes to identify
regional needs for Park and Ride lots and to work with
various agencies on appropriate locations and funding.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“Caltrans is the primary provider of Park and Ride lots

on State highways. Fresno County continues to work
with Caltrans and FCOG to determine the need for

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that the County continued to
work with Caltrans to identify the need for and
location of additional or expanded park-and-
ride lots. And although the APRs provided no
information to support that statement, it may
be assumed that the County implemented the
program to some degree.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to identify the need
for and location of additional or expanded
park-and-ride lots.
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additional or expanded park-and-ride lots and to identify
additional sites for such lots.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-B.F during 2017:

Poor.

TR-D.A

Deliverable: In cooperation with the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG), the county’s 15 cities and
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), update of the County’s Regional
Bikeways Plan to ensure conformity with the Circulation Diagram and Standards section of
the 2000 update of the General Plan.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the program had been The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
completed, that the County’s Regional Bikeways Plan stated that the County adopted a Regional
had been updated as part of the Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan
Transportation Plan adopted by the Council of in 2013 and that the Fresno Council of
Governments on November 29, 2001. The APR stated Government's 2014 Regional Bikeways Plan
that the Regional Bikeways Plan was consistent with was consistent with the County’s 2013 plan.
the County's Rural Bikeways Plan.
(It should be noted that the 2015, 2016 and
2013/2014 APR 2017 APRs did not state that the County’s

Based on the fact that the County had adopted a
Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan,
the 2013/2014 APR stated that the program had been
implemented and was no longer needed.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The Regional Bikeways Plan was updated as part of
the non-motorized section of the Regional
Transportation Plan that was last updated by FCOG on
June 26, 2014. The Regional Bikeways Plan is
consistent with the Fresno County Regional Bicycle and
Recreational Trails Master Plan that was adopted by
the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 2013.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.
Change time frame: FY 00-01 > @

Add new Program TR-D.E, which would read as follows:

2013 plan was prepared in cooperation with
FCOG, the county’s 15 cities and the
California Department of Transportation.)

The draft 2017 General Plan Policy
Document included new Program TR-D.E
which would allow the County to
independently update its Regional Bicycle
and Recreational Trials Master Plan, i.e.,
without having to work with the Fresno
Council of Governments, the county’s 15
cities or the California Department of
Transportation. (New Program TR-D.E would
replace existing Program TR-D.A.)

Conclusion:

The County’s Regional Bikeways Plan has
been updated.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-D.A during 2017:

Good.
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“The County shall periodically review and update the
Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan.”

TR-D.B

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The County continues to encourage implementation
and use of bikeways by implementing the goals and
policies of the Fresno County Regional Bicycle and
Recreational Trails Master Plan that was adopted by
the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 2013.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Deliverable: Ongoing encouragement of the use of bikeways and an active search for funding for their
implementation and maintenance.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the program was ongoing, for The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs stated that
example, that the County was developing a draft the County continued to encourage
Bicycle Transportation Plan to meet the eligibility implementation and use of bikeways by
requirements for competitive State Bicycle Lane implementing the goals and policies of the
Account funds. The APR stated that the plan was Fresno County Regional Bicycle and
expected to be presented to the Board in 2003. Recreational Trails Master Plan. The APRs
provided no information to support that
2013/2014 APR statement or the requirement that the County

actively engage in a search for funding to
implement and maintain bikeways.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program TR-D.B to eliminate the
requirement that the County encourage
maintenance and use of bikeways through
the use of Transportation Development Act
Article ll funding.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to encourage the
use of bikeways and actively search for
funding for their implementation and
maintenance.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-D.B during 2017:

Poor.

TR-D.C

Deliverable: Evidence that road construction projects are designed to incorporate bikeways.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that, where applicable, the
County was including the provision for bikeway signing

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County required sufficient
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and striping as conditions of approval on new
development projects.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:
“The County requires sufficient pavement width for
bikeways shown on the Fresno County Regional
Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan that was
adopted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24,
2013

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

pavement width for bikeways shown on the
Fresno County Regional Bicycle and
Recreational Trails Master Plan.

Conclusion:

The County’s road construction projects are
designed to incorporate bikeways.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-D.C during 2017:

Good.

TR-D.D

Deliverable: Use of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) standards for the construction of

bike facilities.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County continued to
implement the program, that Caltrans standards for
bikeways had been adopted for the Friant Road and
Academy Avenue projects.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational
Trails Master Plan that was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on September 24, 2013, specifies
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
bikeway design standards as guidelines for the
construction of Class I, II, lll bicycle facilities.”

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County had adopted Caltrans’
bikeway design standards as guidelines for
the construction of Class |, II, Il bicycle
facilities.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program TR-D.D to read that the
County will use design standards provided by
the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials rather than those
provided by Caltrans.

Conclusion:

The County uses California Department of
Transportation standards for the construction
of bike facilities.
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Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-D.D during 2017:

Good.

TR-D.E

Deliverable In cooperation with other agencies, work to provide facilities that help link bicycle use with
other modes of transportation, including the provision of bike racks or space on buses and
parking or lockers for bicycles at transportation terminals.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that implementation of this
program was ongoing, for example, that both Fresno
Area Express (FAX) and the Fresno County Rural
Transit Agency outfitted buses with bicycle racks.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational
Trails Master Plan that was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on September 24, 2013, provides
information on facilities that help link bicycle riders to
other modes, including the provision of bike racks or
space on buses and parking or lockers for bicycles at
transportation terminals.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

As stated in the County’s 2015, 2016 and
2017 APRs, the County approved a 2013
Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails
Master Plan which contained policies
promoting the provision of bike racks or
space on buses, as well as bike parking
areas. Although the APRs provided no
information that the County was actively
providing facilities to help link bicycle use with
other modes of transportation, it may be
assumed that the County implemented the
program to some degree.

(It should be noted that the 2013 Master Plan
expressly stated that the Fresno County
Rural Transit Agency did not offer bicycle
parking facilities at its transit stops or park-
and-ride lots and that the County did not
envision the need for the installation of
lockers.)

Conclusion:

While the County has adopted a Regional
Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan
that contains information on facilities that help
link bicycle riders to other modes of
transportation, information in the APRs is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to provide such
facilities.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-D.E during 2017:

Poor.
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59 TR-E.A Deliverable: In cooperation with other agencies, preserve railroad rights-of-way for future rail expansion or
other transportation facilities.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that no action had been taken, The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
that preservation of at-risk rail corridors for stated that the County continued to work with
transportation purposes would be evaluated and other agencies to facilitate railroad rights-of-
pursued cooperatively with other agencies as way for future rail expansion or other
opportunities arose. transportation facilities. And although the
APRs provided no information to support that
2013/2014 APR statement, it may be assumed that the
County implemented the program to some
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. degree.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs (It should be noted that the APRs did not
address the “preservation” of existing railroad
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the rights-of-way.)
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below: The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
“The County continues to work with other agencies to amend Program TR-E.A by adding the
including the California High Speed Rail Authority for requirement from TR-E.B that the County use
rail expansion to facilitate the railroad rights-of-way for appropriate zoning to preserve railroad rights-
railroads and other transportation facilities.” of-way for future rail expansion or other
transportation facilities.
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.
Conclusion:
Retain time frame: Ongoing.
Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to preserve railroad
rights-of-way for future rail expansion or other
transportation facilities.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-E.A during 2017:
Poor.
60 TR-E.B Deliverable: Evidence of the use of appropriate zoning in designated rail corridors to ensure preservation

of rail facilities for future rail use.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the only activity related to
designated rail corridors during the reporting period was

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County continued to use
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the groundwork laid for the Golden State Corridor study,
which would include Union Pacific representatives.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is

printed in full below:

“The County continues to use appropriate zoning
classifications in designated rail corridors.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: Ongoing > @

appropriate zoning in designated rail corridors
to ensure preservation of rail facilities for
future rail use. And although the APRs
provided no information to support that
statement, it may be assumed that the
County implemented the program to some
degree.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to combine the requirements of Programs TR-
E.A (preservation of railroad rights-of-way in
cooperation with other agencies) and TR- E.B
(use of appropriate zoning to preserve
railroad rights-of-way) by folding the
requirements of Program TR-E.B into
Program TR-E.A.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to use appropriate
zoning in designated rail corridors to ensure
preservation of rail facilities for future rail use.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-E.B during 2017:

Poor.

TR-E.C

Deliverable: Participation on the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) Rail Committee.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the program was ongoing,
that the County had official representation on the COG
Rail Committee.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is

printed in full below:

“The FCOG Rail Committee was dissolved in 2012
when the San Joaquin Valley Joint Powers Authority

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County had representation on
the San Joaquin Valley Joint Powers
Authority, which supplanted the San Joaquin
Valley Rail Committee.

Conclusion:

The County is a participant in the San
Joaquin Valley Joint Powers Authority,
formerly known as the Fresno Council of
Governments Rail Committee.
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(SJVJPA) was formed. A Board of Supervisors member
represents Fresno County by participating in the
SJVJPA.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program TR-E.C during 2017:

Good.

2000 PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT

PF-A.A

Deliverable: Evidence that infrastructure plans or area facility plans are prepared in conjunction with any
new or expanded community or specific plans.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that an analysis of infrastructure
improvements would be performed whenever specific
plan amendments or updates were required.
2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“Where specific plan amendments or updates are
required as part of a proposed development project,
analysis is performed on the adequacy of existing plans
to ensure adequacy of infrastructure to accommodate
the proposed development.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: Annually > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County conducted an analysis
of the adequacy of the existing infrastructure
for specific plans whenever they were
amended.

(It should be noted that the 2015, 2016 and
2017 APRs did not reference any new or
expanded community plans. It may be
assumed, therefore, that no amendments of
community or specific plans occurred during
those three years.)

(It should also be noted that the County has
provided no justification for the recommended
deletion of Program PF-A.A.)

Conclusion:
Infrastructure plans or area facility plans are
prepared in conjunction with any new or
expanded community or specific plans.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-A.A during 2017:

Good.
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PF-B.A

Deliverables: Adoption of a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the design and construction of County

facilities.

At least every 5 years or concurrent with the approval of a significant amendment of the

General Plan, update of the CIP.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County's Five-Year
Capital Improvement Plan for County facilities was
approved by the Board of Supervisors in November
2000 and had been modified on several occasions
since then to include updates of facilities and financing
plans.

The APR also stated that County staff from the General
Services Department and the County Administrative
Office was in the process of crafting a Facilities Master
Plan that would be used to develop a new Five-Year
Capital Improvement Plan for County facilities.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2017 APR added the two underlined
sentences. The appraisal from the 2017 APR is printed
in full below:

“The CIP was last updated in 2006. However, updates
of the CIP have been suspended by the Board with the
suspension of impact fees until November 9, 2017
based on Board action which occurred on February 2,
2015. On October 31, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
conducted the second public hearing to consider an
amendment to the County Ordinance for Public
Facilities Impact Fees. At the conclusion of the hearing,

the Board decided to continue suspension of the impact
fees to November 10, 2018.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the last
update of the County’s Capital Improvement
Plan was in 2006 and that the Board of
Supervisors suspended further updates of the
CIP. The suspension of the collection of
public facilities impact fees began November
10, 2010. (See the League report for
Program PF-B.B.)

On October 9, 2018, the Board voted not to
“suspend’ but to “discontinue” the collection
of the public facilities impact fees until a new
Public Facilities Impact Report is prepared.

(Itis important to note that there is no process
for “suspending” or “discontinuing” General
Plan programs without amending the General
Plan.)

Conclusion:

Although the County adopted a Capital
Improvement Program in 2006, further
updates are on hold until such time as the
Board of Supervisors reauthorizes the
collection of facilities impact fees.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-B.A during 2017:

None.

87




PF-B.B

Deliverable: Adoption of ordinances specifying methods for new development to pay for new capital

facilities and expanded services.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that work on this program would
proceed after the Facilities Master Plan and new Five-
Year Capital Improvement Plan were adopted. The
APR added that “the lack of progress is principally due
to the allocation of resources associated with funding
and/or staffing.” The APR recommended “adjustment
of the timeframe, dependent upon funding available.”

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2017 APR added the two underlined
sentences. The appraisal from the 2017 APR is printed
in full below:

“On October 8, 2013, the Board of Supervisors
considered potential options to the County’s Public
Facilities Impact Fee Ordinance and Schedule of Fees
and associated Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and
any other actions related to the previously collected,
unspent fees, and budgetary impacts resulting from
those actions. The potential options included: 1)
Continue the temporary suspension of collecting Public
Facilities Impact (PFl) Fees through November 9, 2015,
as approved by the Board on June 19, 2012; 2) Engage
a consultant to prepare an updated PFI| Fee Report and
direct staff to prepare an associated CIP; 3) Engage
with the consultant to study and prepare a report to
reduce the number of categories and areas they serve;
and, 4) Adopt an ordinance repealing the PFI and adopt
a resolution to terminate the associated CIP and refund
fees collected to the property owners of record. On
February 2, 2015, the Board of Supervisors conducted
a second public hearing to consider an amendment to
repeal the Public Facilities Impact Fees Ordinance in its
entirety. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board
decided to continue suspension of the impact fees until
November 9, 2017 and directed Staff to return to the
Board in two years.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

League Reporting

The County’s 2002 APR stated that a lack of
progress was principally due to a lack of
funding and/or staffing.

According to various staff reports to the Board
of Supervisors, as well as Board meeting
minutes, the Board adopted Ordinance 17.90
(Public Facilities Impact Fees) on July 22,
2008, and the fees became effective 60 days
later on September 20, 2008.

The Board subsequently amended the
ordinance four times to provide successive
suspensions of the collection of fees from
November 10, 2010 through November 10,
2018.

On October 9, 2018 the Board voted to
discontinue the collection of public facilities
impact fees established in 2008 by amending
Zoning Ordinance Title 17 - Divisions of Land,
Chapter 17.90.

(It is important to note that while the Board of
Supervisors can delete a particular program
through the amendment of the General Plan,
it cannot “discontinue” a program through the
amendment of the Ordinance Code.)

Conclusion:

Although in 2008 the County adopted an
ordinance in accordance with the
requirements of Program PF-B.B specifying
methods for new development to pay for new
capital facilities and expanded services, in
2010 the Board of Supervisors suspended
collection of the required fees.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program BF-B.B during 2017:

None.
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Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 01-03 > @

PF-C.A

Deliverable: Development of a process to resolve water supply problems when areas of need are

identified.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that “no progress” had been
made and recommended that the target date for
implementation be extended from fiscal year 2002-2003
to fiscal year 2005-2006. The APR added that “the lack
of progress is principally due to the allocation of
resources associated with funding and/or staffing.”

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2017 APR added the underlined
sentence. The appraisal from the 2017 APR is printed
in full below:

“The Water and Natural Resources Division of the
Department of Public Works and Planning reviews all
discretionary permits and provides recommendation for
requirements and mitigation measures as necessary.
The County, prior to consideration of any discretionary
project related to land use, requires a water supply
evaluation as outlined in General Plan Policy PF-C.17.
In addition, the County is currently working to
implement the requirements of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) which will
further address the resolution of water supply problems.
In 2015, six SGMA working group meetings were held,
which were co-chaired by members of the Board of
Supervisors. The working group is also comprised of
key County and Irrigation District staff and includes
representation from other interested and affected
Communities. In 2017, the Department of Public Works

League Reporting

The County’s 2002 APR stated that a lack of
progress was principally due to a lack of
funding and/or staffing.

The 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs stated that
the County reviewed the water supply
requirements for new development projects
and that the County was working to
implement the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act of 2014.

The APRs provided no evidence that the
County had developed a process to resolve
water supply problems when areas of need
were identified.

It's important to note that from December
2011 to March 2017, the State of California
experienced one of the worst droughts on
record. In fact, the three-year period between
late 2011 and 2014 was the driest in
California history since record-keeping
began. The impact on agricultural operations
and rural residents was significant.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program PF-C.A to read thatin an
effort to identify and implement projects and
programs to improve water supply reliability
and water quality, the County will participate
in an Inter-Regional Water Management Plan
rather than develop its own process for
resolving water supply problems.

and Planning worked collaboratively with other local
agencies in completing phase one of four that are
required by the SGMA requlations, resulting in the
formation of multiple GSAs located within Fresno
County, with two exclusively managed by the County,
Fresno County Management Areas A and B.”

Conclusion:

The County has not developed a process to
resolve water supply problems, nor has it
identified any need to do so.

89




Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 = Ongoing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-C.A during 2017:

None.

66 PF-C.B Deliverable: Adoption of a well construction/deconstruction ordinance.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County had acquired the The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
field instrumentation necessary to plot water well sites stated that the County’s Environmental
and log them into the County’s water well database. Health Division had developed a procedure to
The APR also stated that existing Zoning Ordinance ensure that abandoned wells were properly
chapters addressing well construction and destruction destroyed.
would be evaluated and updated as necessary.
(It should be noted that the County’s APRs
2013/2014 APR did not state that the County had adopted a
well construction/deconstruction ordinance,
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. nor did they identify the procedures used by
the County to ensure that abandoned wells
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs were properly destroyed. That said, County
Ordinance Code 14.08.130 through
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the 14.08.170 (1974) does address the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is construction and destruction of water wells.)
printed in full below:
“The County Environmental Health Division has
developed a procedure to ensure the abandoned wells | Conclusion:
are properly destroyed.”
Information provided by the County is
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document insufficient to determine if the County adopted
a well construction/deconstruction ordinance
Delete program. after the update of the General Plan in 2000.
Change time frame: FY 02-03 > None. Evidence of the successful implementation
of Program PF-C.B during 2017:
Poor.
67 PF-C.C Deliverable: Preparation of water master plans for water delivery systems for areas undergoing urban

growth.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that updates of water master
plans and implementation schedules were required for
areas experiencing urban-type growth, such as the

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County was required to update
existing water master plans and

90




Millerton New Town area and the Shaver Lake area.
The APR also stated that the Water, Geology and
Natural Resources Section of the Planning Department
was responsible for area-wide water plans but that no
progress had been made in the development of those
plans.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Updates of water master plans and implementation
schedules are required for areas experiencing urban-
type growth. Millerton Specific Plan area, Shaver Lake
area and Friant Specific Plan area have approved
plans. As an example, in 2010, a Water Supply
Assessment was completed for the Millerton Specific
Plan as part of the approval process for Tentative Tract
Map No. 5430.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Change time frame: As needed = Ongoing.

implementation schedules for areas of the
county experiencing urban growth. Even so,
the APRs did not comment on whether the
County had completed an inventory of the
areas in need of such plans, such as the area
along Interstate 5 corridor where the County’s
2016 Economic Development Strategy
indicated the need to “develop water and
related infrastructure services that can help
attract new commercial and services uses
that cater to highway travelers at key
interchanges along Interstate.”

Also not mentioned in the APRs was the
requirement to prepare a regional plan for the
Friant-Millerton area that would include a plan
for groundwater and surface water
availability. According to General Plan Policy
LU-H.8, that area was the “county’s largest
remaining area without productive agricultural
soils near the Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan
Area’ that “may be suitable for urban
development.”

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program PF-C.C to read that the
County will shift its focus from preparing
water master plans for areas undergoing
urban growth to working with service
providers to provide such plans for new
development proposed for unincorporated
communities.

Conclusion:

While the County has prepared water master
plans for acreage within certain specific
plans, there is no indication that the County
has prepared water master plans for other
areas undergoing growth pressures, such as
the area along the -5 corridor or the area
within the boundary of the pending Friant-
Millerton Regional Plan. (See Program LU-
H.A and Policy LU-H.8.)

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-C.C during 2017:

Poor.

. PF-CID

Deliverable: Creation of tiered water pricing structures for CSAs and waterworks districts.
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County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that tiered water rate structures
had been implemented for some County Services Areas
(CSAs) and that the County was in the process of
selecting a consultant to develop tiered water pricing for
other CSAs.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that the program had been
implemented.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs also stated that the program had been
implemented.

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Tiered water rate structures have been implemented in
recent developments. Due to recent drought
conditions, CSA and WWD water rate structures are
being modified to a flat rate (operational costs) plus a
consumption rate (cost of water). Tiered consumption
rates are being utilized in CSAs and WWDs where the
supply or treatment of water is limited. All new
developments are required to provide water rate
structures prepared by an engineer and comprised of a
flat rate and consumption rate.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 - 2021-7.

(The question mark in the time frame above is
written in place of the year because that portion of
the County’s Draft 2017 Policy Document is
unreadable.)

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that tiered water pricing or a flat rate
plus consumption rate (cost of water) had
been implemented for most if not all County
Service Areas (CSAs) and County water
districts.

(It should be noted that even though the
County’s 2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs
stated that the Program PF-C.D had been
implemented, the County has proposed
through its December 2017 draft of the Policy
Document to amend the time frame for
accomplishing Program PF-C.D from FY 02-
03 to calendar year 2021 or beyond.)

Conclusion:

Tiered water pricing structures for CSAs and
waterworks districts have been created.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-C.D during 2017:

Good.

PF-C.E

Deliverable: Establishment of water demand standards for new development.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that water demand standards
were currently under review.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that specific water demand standards
for new development had not been
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2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Although specific standards have not been established,
water supply and proposed water use are evaluated on
a per-project basis by Public Works and Planning staff
to determine adequate water supply. Further, in
regards to landscaping, the County is implementing the
State required Model Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance which applies to both residential and
commercial projects. The MWELQ was part of the
Governor’s Drought Executive Order of April 1, 2015.
The revised ordinance was approved on July 15, 2015.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.
Change time frame: FY 01-02 > @
Add new Program PF-C.E, which would read as follows:
“The County shall adopt cost-effective urban best water
conservation management practices, consistent with
the intent of the California Urban Water Agencies,

advisories, California Department of Water Resources,
or similar authoritative agencies or organizations.”

established. The APRs stated that water
supply and water use were evaluated on a
per-project basis.

The draft 2017 General Plan Policy
Document included new Program PF-C.E
which would require the County to adopt cost-
effective urban best water conservation
management practices.

Conclusion:

The County has not established water
demand standards for new development.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-C.E during 2017:

None.

PF-C.F

Deliverable: Establishment of a review and/or regulatory process for...

(@) Transfer of surface water out of the county and

(b) Substitution of groundwater for transferred surface water.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that this program was completed
in 2000 with the adoption of the Groundwater Transfer
Ordinance.
2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that the County adopted a
Groundwater Transfer Ordinance in 2000.

Conclusion:

The County has established a regulatory
process for the transfer or surface water out
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These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“This program has been implemented with the adoption
of the Groundwater Transfer Ordinance and should be
deleted.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 > @

of the county and for the substitution of
groundwater for transferred surface water.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-C.F during 2017:

Good.

PF-C.G

Deliverable: Development and periodic update of a list of technologies and methods to maximize the use

of water resources.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the development of a list of
water conservation technologies, methods and
practices was planned for the last half of fiscal year
2002-2003.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County enforces the State Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance as a means to promote the
values and benefits of landscapes while recognizing the
need to invest water and other resources as efficiently
as possible, to establish a structure for planning,
designing, installing maintaining and managing water
efficient landscapes in new and rehabilitated projects, to
establish provisions for water management practices
and water waste prevention for established landscapes,
and to use water efficiently without waste by setting a
Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) as an
upper limit for water use and reduce water use to the
lowest practical amount. These standards are enforced
for any residential, commercial, or industrial projects
that require a permit, plan check or design review and
that have a 500 square feet or more landscaping area.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County was enforcing the
state’s water use standards for landscaping.

The APRs did not, however, state that the
County had developed a list of technologies
and methods to maximize the use of water
resources.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program PF-C.G to read that the
County will prepare a Water Conservation
Ordinance that includes water conservation
technologies, methods, and practices to
maximize the beneficial use of water
resources — which suggests that the County
does not currently have such a list.

Through its December 2017 draft of the
Policy Document, the County has also
proposed new Program PF-C.E, which will
require the County to adopt cost-effective
urban best water conservation management
practices.

Conclusion:

Information from various County documents
indicates that the County has not developed a
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72

Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 > 2018 -? and Ongoing.

(The question mark in the time frame above is
written in place of the year because that portion of
the County’s Draft 2017 Policy Document is
unreadable.)

list of technologies and methods to maximize
the use of water resources.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-C.G during 2017:

None.

PF-D.A

Deliverable: Creation of sewer master plans for sewer treatment facilities for areas undergoing urban

growth.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that updates of sewer master
plans were required for areas experiencing urban-type
growth. The APR also stated that areas of concern
included the Millerton New Town area and Shaver Lake
area, which had previously approved plans.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“Areas that experience urban growth are required to
prepare a sewer master plan or update the current
master plan. The Public Works and Planning
Department is responsible for implementing the policies
and implementation programs in the plan. This
program is being implemented on an as needed basis.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Change time frame: As needed - Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that areas experiencing urban growth
were required to prepare new sewer master
plans or update existing plans; however, the
APRs did not provide information as to
whether areas within the county were in need
of such master plans.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program PF-D.A to read that the
County will no longer prepare wastewater
master plans for “areas experiencing urban
growth” but, instead, will work with service
providers to provide such plans for new
development in unincorporated communities.

Conclusion:

While the County has prepared sewer master
plans for acreage within certain specific
plans, there is no indication that the County
has prepared sewer master plans for other
areas undergoing growth pressures, such as
the area along the -5 corridor or the area
within the boundary of the pending Friant-
Millerton Regional Plan. (See Program LU-
H.A and Policy LU-H.8.)

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-D.A during 2017:

Poor.
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PF-E.A Deliverable: As appropriate and In cooperation with flood control agencies, adoption of regulations and
programs to implement required state and federal stormwater quality programs.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County was consulting The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
with applicable agencies to formulate checklists and stated that the County cooperated with the
pertinent requirements to implement required state and Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
federal stormwater quality programs. (FMFCD) regarding municipal stormwater
permits and that, as necessary, the County
2013/2014 APR required project applicants to file stormwater
permits with the state Water Resources
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. Control Board.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs The FMFCD has jurisdiction over land within
the cities of Fresno and Clovis (including the
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the area just outside their city limits) plus land
implementation of the program. That appraisal is east of the Fresno/Clovis metropolitan area
printed in full below: extending into the foothills up to the
community of Tollhouse. The APRs did not
“The County coordinates with the Fresno Metropolitan state whether the County has a responsibility
Flood Control District (FMFCD) who is the Lead Agency to imp|ement state and federal stormwater
for the MuniCipa/ Storm Water Permit held by FMFCD, qua“ty programs elsewhere in the County_
the cities of Fresno and Clovis, Fresno County, and
California State University Fresno. The County also
requires developments to file storm water permits with
the State Water Resources Control Board when the Conclusion:
project meets the minimum threshold for permitting.”
Information provided by the County is
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document insufficient to determine the extent to which
the County has adopted regulations and
Retain program as is. programs to implement required state and
federal stormwater quality programs.
Retain time frame: Ongoing.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-E.A during 2017:
Poor.
PF-F.A Deliverable: Evidence of the requirement that new commercial, industrial or multi-family residential uses

accommodate the collection and storage of recyclables.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that this program is an ongoing
practice of the County.

2013/2014 APR

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that as the County reviewed new
commercial, industrial and residential uses, it
recommended adequate areas for the
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The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The Public Works and Planning staff review and
comment on Initial Studies/Environmental Assessments
and, when appropriate, provide comments
recommending that new commercial, industrial, and
multi-family residential uses provide adequate areas on
site for the collection and storage of recyclable
materials. The County implemented a mandatory

hauler program in the mid-2000s to mandate refuse and

recycling collection for all unincorporated areas.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 > Ongoing.

collection and storage and collection of
recyclable materials.

The APRs also stated that the County had
implemented a hauler program in the mid-
2000s that mandated refuse and recycling
collection.

Conclusion:

Although the County’s APRs stated that the
County only “recommended” that new
commercial, industrial and residential uses
provide adequate areas for the collection and
storage of recyclable materials, based on the
implementation of a “mandatory” hauler
program in the mid-2000s, it may be assumed
that the Program PF-F.A has been
implemented.

Evidence of the successful implementation of

PF-G.A

Program PF-F.A during 2017:
Good.
Deliverables: Adoption of a master plan for the location of sheriff substations.
Evaluation of such master plans during the update of regional and community plans.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County had recently put The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
into operation substations in the rural communities of stated that the County had not adopted a
Squaw Valley and Auberry and that the County was master plan for the location of sheriff
working on the relocation of its Area 2 substation. substations.
2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Sheriff's Department has established substations in
unincorporated County areas to be able to provide
faster response to service calls. Although no master
plan has been prepared, when Community Plans are
updated, a location is identified for a Sheriff's

Conclusion:

The County has not adopted a master plan
for the location of sheriff substations.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-G.A during 2017:

None.
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substation. Further, the Sheriff's Department actively
works with Public Works and Planning staff on land use
matters pertinent to their facilities.

As an example, during the Laton Community Plan
Update Public Works and Planning Department staff
worked with Sheriff's Department staff to identify a
potential location for a future Sheriff's substation.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: As Needed > @

PF-H.A

Deliverable: Evidence that discretionary development projects are not approved unless...

(@) A Fire Protection Master Plan has been adopted or

(b) Fire facilities acceptable to the Director of the Department of Public Works and

Planning are provided.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County routed
applications for discretionary development projects to
the appropriate fire districts for review and comment
and that the districts’ comments were included as
conditions of approval for those same projects.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“The Public Works and Planning staff routes all projects
to the appropriate fire district for review and comment.
The District then identifies appropriate fire protection
measures to accommodate the project. Upon
consultation with the District, Staff will include the fire
district as conditions of approval for each project.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: As Needed > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2025, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that the Department of Public
Works and Planning routes development
projects to the appropriate fire districts for
review and comment and that those
comments are subsequently included as
conditions of project approval.

Conclusion:

Discretionary development projects are not
approved unless fire protection facilities are
acceptable to the local fire district and the
Director of the Department of Public Works
and Planning.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-H.A during 2017:

Good.
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PF-H.B Deliverable: In cooperation with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and local fire
protection agencies, consolidation and standardization of fire protection services.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County had initiated a The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
study of countywide fire protection services and that a stated that the County works cooperatively
final report was due in January 2003. with the California Department of Forestry
and Cal Fire on various land use and permit
2013/2014 APR matters.
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. The APRs did not state that fire protection
services had been consolidated and
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs standardized.
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below: Conclusion:
“The County works cooperatively with the California Information provided by the County is
Department of Forestry and Cal Fire on various land insufficient to determine the extent to which
use and permit matters. The County contracts with the fire protection services have been
California Department of Forestry / Cal Fire for the consolidated and standardized.
Amador Plan during the non-fire season to provide
additional protection.” Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-H.B during 2017:
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Poor.
Retain program as is.
Retain time frame: Ongoing.
PF-L.A Deliverable: As regional, community and specific plans are updated, and in cooperation with applicable

school districts, identification of the locations for new or expanded school facilities.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that expanding school facilities
would be part of the planned update of regional,
community and specific plans.
2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that identification of the location for
new or expanded school facilities was part of
the update of regional, community and
specific plans.

With regard to the siting of new schools, there
were no General Plan Conformity requests
during 2017.
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These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The County involves the respective school district in
the update of each regional, community and specific
plan to identify the need for and potential location of
new or expansion of existing facilities. Further, through
the General Plan Conformity (GPC) findings process,
potential school site acquisitions are evaluated for
consistency with the General Plan. This is required per
Public Resources Code 21151.2 and Government Code
65402. No GPC requests were processed for school
sites in 2017.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Conclusion:

In the process of updating regional,
community and specific plans, the locations
for new or expanded school facilities are
identified.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-1.A during 2017:

Good.

PF-1.B

Deliverable: As regional, community and specific plans are updated, and in cooperation with applicable
library districts and library interest groups, identification of the need for new or expanded

library facilities.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that this program for expanding
library facilities would be part of the planned update of
regional, community and specific plans.
2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“The County involves library administration in the
update of each regional, community and specific plan to
identify the need for and potential location of new or
expansion of existing libraries.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that identification of the need for new
or expanded library services was part of the
update of regional, community and specific
plans.

Conclusion:

In the process of updating regional,
community and specific plans, the locations
for new or expanded library facilities are
identified.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program PF-1.B during 2017:

Good.
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2000 OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION ELEMENT

OS-AA

Deliverable: Development, implementation and maintenance of a water sustainability plan.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the Water, Geology and The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Natural Resources Section of the Planning Department stated that in 2006 the County adopted a
was gathering data for development of a water Fresno Area Regional Groundwater
sustainability plan. Management Plan. That plan was not
countywide; it only covered acreage within
2013/2014 APR and just northeast of the Fresno Irrigation

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“In June 2006 the County adopted a Fresno Area
Regional Groundwater Management Plan. Also, with
the passage of the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act, local agencies within the Kings,
Westside, and Delta Mendota basins in the County will
be required to form Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies which will in turn create Groundwater
Sustainability Plans. The plans are required to be
adopted by January 31, 2020.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 > @

District.

The APRs also stated that as a requirement
of the Groundwater Management Act of 2014
(SGMA), groundwater sustainability agencies
would need to adopt groundwater
sustainability plans by January 31, 2020. The
provisions of that statute did not directly bear
on the County’s obligation under Program
0S-A A to develop, implement and maintain
the County’s own water sustainability plan.

Conclusion:

The County has not developed a countywide
water sustainability plan.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-A.A during 2017:

None.

0S-A.B

Deliverable: Development and maintenance of a centralized water resource database for surface and
groundwater that includes a water budget, groundwater monitoring data and groundwater
recharge site inventory.

County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Water, Geology and
Natural Resources Section of the Planning Department
was gathering data for a centralized water resource
database.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that a water budget would be required
as part of the implementation of the
Groundwater Management Act of 2014
(SGMA). The provisions of that statute did
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2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Water budget development and maintenance will be
required through the implementation of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act in areas with aquifers
identified as being in a condition of critical overdraft.
The County has completed a study through the AB 303

Local Groundwater Assistance Grant funding, to identify

potential recharge sites northeast of the City of Fresno
and City of Clovis. As development occurs, the County
will use this information to attempt to preserve those
areas identified as prime recharge areas.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 > @

not directly bear on the County’s obligation
under Program OS-A.B to develop,
implement and maintain its own centralized
water resource database for surface and
groundwater.

The APRs also stated that the County had
completed a study through AB 303 Local
Groundwater Assistance Grant funding to
identify potential recharge sites. However,
that study only looked at the area northeast of
the City of Fresno and City of Clovis.

Conclusion:

The County has not developed a centralized
water resource database for surface and
groundwater that includes a water budget,
groundwater monitoring data and
groundwater recharge site inventory.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-A.B during 2017:

None.

0S-A.C

Deliverables: Development, implementation and maintenance of a groundwater monitoring program.
Annual report of information from this program to the Board of Supervisors during the annual
review of the General Plan.

County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Water, Geology and The County’s 2013/2014, 2015 and 2016

Natural Resources Section of the Planning Department APRs stated that program implementation

was gathering data for a groundwater monitoring had been delayed.

program.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that
2013/2014 APR groundwater monitoring and reporting would
be a key component of the implementation of

The 2013/2014 APR stated that this program was the Sustainable Groundwater Management

among 12 others that had been delayed “for a number Act of 2014. The provisions of that statute

of reasons, including the lack of available funding.” did not directly bear on the County’s

obligation under Program OS-A.C to develop,
2015 and 2016 APRs implement and maintain the County’s own

These APRs each stated that program implementation
had been delayed.

groundwater monitoring program.

And although Program OS-A.C required the
County to provide information on groundwater
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83

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Groundwater monitoring and reporting will be a key
component of the implementation of Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act. By January 31, 2020,
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies within the County
will be required to adopt a Groundwater Sustainability
Plan for implementation.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 > @

monitoring to the Board of Supervisors during
its annual review of the General Plan, the
County’s 2017 APR did not contain that
information.

Conclusion:

The County has not developed a groundwater
monitoring program.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-A.C during 2017:

None.

0S-A.D

Deliverable: Development, implementation and maintenance of land use plans for the preservation of

groundwater recharge areas.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that no progress had been made
to implement this program, and the APR recommended
the target date for accomplishment be changed from
fiscal year 2002-2003 to fiscal year 2003-2004. The
APR added that “the lack of progress is principally due
to the allocation of resources associated with funding
and/or staffing.”

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County has completed a study through the AB 303
Local Groundwater Assistance Grant funding to identify
potential recharge sites northeast of the City of Fresno
and City of Clovis. As development occurs, the County
will use this information to attempt to preserve those
areas identified as prime recharge areas.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County had completed a study
to identify potential recharge sites northeast
of the City of Fresno and City of Clovis. The
APRs did not indicate that the County was
prepared to develop land use plans for the
preservation of groundwater recharge areas
elsewhere in the county.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is

insufficient to determine that the County has
developed countywide land use plans for the
preservation of groundwater recharge areas.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program 0S-A.D during 2017:

Poor.
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Change time frame: FY 01-02 - 2018-? and Ongoing.

(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)

0S-B.A

Deliverables: In consultation with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, evaluation of
Forest Practice Rules with regard to...
(@) Clearcutting,
(b) Use of prescribed burning,
(c) Protection of biological, soil, and water resources,
(d) Protection of old growth forests.
If the Forest Practice Rules are determined to be inadequate, a proposal from the County to
the Board of Forestry to address the inadequacies.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR did not review this program because the The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
target date for accomplishment was fiscal year 2003- stated that the enforcement authority of the
2004. Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
applied only to matters related to the
2013/2014 APR commercial use of forest products. The

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The Department of Forestry and Fire Protections
enforcement authority granted under the Forest
Practice Act and Rules is only applicable when
conversion of land from a use other than growing a
commercial crop of trees, or commercialization of forest
products occurs and is only applicable on private land.

Forested stands within Fresno County that may be
characterized as ‘Old Growth’ may exist in extremely
limited acreages and most likely exist exclusively on
national forest land.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 - 2021-7.

APRs indicated that old growth forests may
exist on extremely limited acreages for areas
outside of national forests.

The APRs did not state that the County had
entered into consultation with the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to
evaluate (a) clearcutting, (b) the use of
prescribed burning, (c) the protection of
biological, soil, and water resources, and (d)
the protection of old growth forests.

Conclusion:

The County has not evaluated the Forest
Practice Rules regarding clearcutting, use of
prescribed burning, protection of biological,
soil, and water resources, and protection of
old growth forests.

Evidence of the successful
implementation of Program OS-B.A during
2017:

104




(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)

None.

0S-B.B

Deliverables: Encouragement to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to complete an
Inventory of ancient and old growth forests in Fresno County.
Incorporation of that inventory into the County’s biological resources database for use in
future land use planning.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR did not review this program because the The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
target date for accomplishment was fiscal year 2003- stated that unless enforcement of the Forest
2004. Practice Act had been triggered, the
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
2013/2014 APR had no authority to enter private timber lands.

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program, the only difference
being that the 2016 and 2017 APRs added the
underlined sentence. The appraisal from the 2017 APR
is printed in full below:

“The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has
no mandate or authority to enter private timber lands
unless enforcement of the Forest Practice Act and rules
have been triggered.

Forested stands within Fresno County that may be
characterized as ‘Old Growth’ may exist in extremely
limited acreages and most likely exist exclusively on
national forest land.

As part of the General Plan Review process, policies
and programs of the Open Space and Conservation
Element are being reviewed to determine which policies
still serve a purpose and should be kept and which
ones have served their purpose or are no longer
relevant and should be deleted or revised.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 - 2018-? and Ongoing.

(This statement suggested that
implementation of Program OS-B.B may not
have been possible.)

Nonetheless, the County has proposed
(through its December 2017 draft of the
Policy Document) to retain Program OS-B.B
and to add to it a provision that the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
complete an inventory of old growth forests
that includes, as well, the “condition” of those
forests.

The APRs did not state that the County had
encouraged the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection to complete an
Inventory of ancient and old growth forests in
Fresno County.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s APRs
to indicate that the County has encouraged
the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection to complete an Inventory of
ancient and old growth forests in Fresno
County or that the County incorporated such
an inventory into the its biological resources
database for use in future land use planning.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-B.B during 2017:
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(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)

None.

0S-B.C

Deliverable: Encouragement to the U.S. Forest Service and the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection to identify potential impacts on, and the need for preservation of, old growth
forests.

County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR did not review this program because the The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

target date for accomplishment was fiscal year 2003- stated that in compliance with the California

2004. Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
2013/2014 APR engaged in identifying potential impacts to a

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection is required by law to identify potential
impacts to a wide variety of natural and cultural
resources when engaging in a discretionary project that
triggers compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

Forested stands within Fresno County that may be
characterized as ‘Old Growth’ may exist in extremely
limited acreages and most likely exist exclusively on
national forest land.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 = Ongoing.

variety of natural resources. In addition, the
APRs indicated that old growth forests may
exist on extremely limited acreages for areas
outside of national forests.

The APRs did not state that the County had
encouraged the U.S. Forest Service and the
California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection to identify potential impacts on,
and the need for preservation of, old growth
forests.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program OS-B.C to read that the
County will also participate in U.S. Forest
Service management plan development and
encourage the U.S. Forest Service and the
California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection to address multiple forest
management goals supporting healthy
forests, habitat, watershed, fuels reduction,
special management of old growth forests
and other unique biotic or geologic features,
and economic and recreational uses of forest
resources.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s APRs
to indicate that the County has encouraged
the U.S. Forest Service and the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to
identify potential impacts on, and the need for
preservation of, old growth forests.

106




Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program 0S-B.C during 2017:

None.

0S-B.D

Deliverable: Request to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection that it include in its
Notices of Intent to Harvest Timber educational materials for residents on the Forest Practice
Act, Forest Practice Rules and the Timber Harvest Plan review process.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR did not review this program because the The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
target date for accomplishment was fiscal year 2003- stated that a Notice of Intent (NOI) to Harvest
2004. Timber was required for a wide variety of
timber harvest documents and that modifying
2013/2014 APR the NOI would require a rule change by the

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“’Notice of Intent to Harvest Timber’ (NOI) is a specific
requirement of the Forest Practice Act and Rules and is
required for a wide variety of timber harvest documents.

A modification of the NOI would require rule change by
the Board of Forestry (BOF).”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 - Ongoing.

Board of Forestry. (This statement suggested
that implementation of Program OS-B.D may
not have been possible.)

The APRs did not say that the County had
requested the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection to include in its
Notices of Intent to Harvest Timber
educational materials for residents on the
Forest Practice Act, Forest Practice Rules
and the Timber Harvest Plan review process.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program OS-B.D to read that the
County will shift from the obligation to make a
“formal request’ for inclusion of educational
materials in NOIs to an obligation to
“encourage” the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection to include those
education materials.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s APRs
to indicate that the County has requested the
California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection to include in its Notices of Intent to
Harvest Timber educational materials for
residents on the Forest Practice Act, Forest
Practice Rules and the Timber Harvest Plan
review process.
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Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program 0S-B.D during 2017:

None.

OS-D.A

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County continues to coordinate with the San
Joaquin River Conservancy for projects in the vicinity of
their resources. Further, through discretionary land use
permits, the County will review requests by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CAF&W) for
offsetting habitats, consider mitigation and review and
formal proposal for mitigation banking to CAF&W.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Deliverable: Evidence of working with various agencies and non-profit conservation organizations for
them to acquire creek corridors, wetlands and areas rich in wildlife, and fragile eco structure
where such areas cannot be effectively preserved through the regulatory process.

County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that through June of 2002 there The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

was no County Planning activity with respect to this stated that the County continued to work with

program; however, the APR also stated that the the San Joaquin River Conservancy
preservation of vernal pools in the Millerton New Town (Conservancy) to develop the San Joaquin

Area (consistent with the mitigation measures of the River Parkway and to work with the California

project and the provision for on-going monitoring Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to

through CSA 34) was anticipated in fiscal year 2002- review CDFW proposals for protecting habitat

2003. areas. The Conservancy and CDFW are

state agencies.
2013/2014 APR

The protections described in the paragraph
above are regulatory in nature. The APRS
provided no information that the County was
working with agencies and non-profit
conservation organizations to protect areas
that “cannot not be effectively preserved
through the regulatory process.”

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s APRs
to indicate that the County has been working
with various agencies and non-profit
conservation organizations for them to
acquire creek corridors, wetlands and areas
rich in wildlife, and fragile eco structure where
such areas cannot be effectively preserved
through regulatory processes.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program 0S-D.A during 2017:

None.

0S-D.B

Deliverable: Adoption of an ordinance identifying riparian protection zones and allowable activities

and mitigation techniques in those zones.
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County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR did not review this program because the
target date for accomplishment was fiscal year 2002-
2003; nonetheless, the APR recommended changing
the time frame to fiscal year 2003-2004. The APR
added that “the lack of progress is principally due to the
allocation of resources associated with funding and/or
staffing.”

2013/2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs each stated that program implementation
had been delayed. The 2013/2014 APR gave a reason
— “the lack of available funding.”

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“‘Due to budgetary constraints, a specific ordinance has
not been adopted. The County continues to coordinate
with resource agencies for projects located within
sensitive habitat and applies policies for those
proposals within river influence areas.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that an ordinance identifying riparian
protection zones had not been adopted.

Conclusion:

The County has not adopted an ordinance
identifying riparian protection zones and
allowable activities and mitigation techniques
in those zones.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program 0S-D.B during 2017:

None.

OS-E.A

Deliverables: Compilation and regular update of inventories (and maps) of areas of ecological significance
based on the California Wildlife Habitats Relationships (WHR) system, including unique
natural areas, wetlands, riparian areas, and habitats for special-status plants and animals.

Consultation of the inventories and maps when revising plans or considering project

development proposals.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Environmental Analysis
Unit of the Planning Department was (1) compiling,
reviewing and updating in-house data and (2) working
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game (now known as the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife) to determine
the data those agencies routinely review when a project

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County referred development
projects that may have a potential impact on
wetlands, riparian areas and habitats for
special-status plants and animals to the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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is submitted to them for review and what information
Fresno County needed to develop to cooperatively
facilitate project review.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the

implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“‘Development projects that may have a potential impact

on wetlands, riparian areas and habitats for special-
status plants and animals are referred to the State
Department of Fish and Wildlife and United States Fish
and Wildlife Service for review and comments.
Recommended mitigation measures proposed by these
agencies will be considered during the environmental
review of development projects.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: Ongoing > @

and to the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service for review and comment.

The APRs provided no information in support
of the requirement that the County compile
and regularly update inventories (and maps)
of areas of ecological significance based on
the California Wildlife Habitats Relationships
system, including unique natural areas,
wetlands, riparian areas, and habitats for
special-status plants and animals.

Conclusion:

The County has not compiled inventories of
areas of ecological significance based on the
California Wildlife Habitats Relationships
system.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-E.A during 2017:

None.

OS-E.B

Deliverables: As they are made available by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),
maintenance of maps identifying significant habitat for important fish and game species.
In consultation with CDFW, determination by the County of the relative importance of these
game species.
Consultation of these maps when revising plans or considering project development
proposals.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the Environmental Analysis The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Unit of the Planning Department was (1) compiling, stated that the County referred development
reviewing and updating in-house data and (2) working projects that may have a potential impact on
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California wetlands, riparian areas and habitats for
Department of Fish and Game (now known as the special-status plants and animals to the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife) to determine California Department of Fish and Wildlife
the data those agencies routinely review when a project and to the United States Fish and Wildlife
is submitted to them for review and what information Service for review and comment. The APRS
Fresno County needed to develop to cooperatively also stated that the County had access to
facilitate project review. state-maintained software that provided
current biological data in an electronic
2013/2014 APR mapping database.
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The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County refers development projects to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (formerly CDFG) for review and
comment as to any potential impact on sensitive
species of plants or animals. County staff also has
access to State-maintained software which provides
updated maps containing biological data in an
electronic mapping database.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: Ongoing > @

The APRs provided no evidence that the
County had maintained maps identifying
significant habitat for important fish and game
species as they were made available by
CDFW or determined the relative importance
of fish and game species.

Conclusion:

The County has not maintained maps
identifying significant habitat for important fish
and game species.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-E.B during 2017:

None.

OS-F.A

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County refers development projects to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (formerly CDFG) for review and

Deliverable: Preparation and a full review at least every two years of lists of state and federal rare,
threatened and endangered plant species known or suspected to occur in the county.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the County’s Environmental The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Analysis Unit of the Planning Department was (1) stated that the County referred development
compiling, reviewing and updating in-house data and projects to the California Department of Fish
(2) working with the California Native Plant Society and and Wildlife and to the United States Fish and
the California Department of Fish and Game (now Wildlife Service for review and comment. The
known as the California Department of Fish and APRs also stated that the County had access
Wildlife) to verify the existence of the plant species to state-maintained software that provided
included in the California Native Plant Society’s current biological data in an electronic
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of mapping database.
California and in the listings of species of special
concern designated by the Dept. of Fish and Wildlife. The APRs did not state that the County had
prepared, and fully reviewed at least every
2013/2014 APR two years, lists of state and federal rare,

threatened and endangered plant species
known to occur or suspected to occur in the
county.

Conclusion:

The County has not fully reviewed, at least
every two years, lists of state and federal
rare, threatened and endangered plant
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comment as to any potential impact on sensitive
species of plants or animals. County staff also has
access to State-maintained software which provides
updated maps containing sensitive species of plants
and animals in an electronic mapping database (Rare
Final 5, etc.).”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 00-01 > @

species known or suspected to occur in the
county.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-F.A during 2017:

None.

OS-F.B

Deliverable: Dissemination of the Fresno County Oak Management Guidelines to landowners of

property with oak woodland habitat.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that work on a brochure (Fresno
County Oak Management Guidelines) was anticipated
to be initiated in the last half of fiscal year 2002-2003
and that once the areas of oak woodland habitat had
been determined, the brochure would be completed and
distributed with every permit issued within those areas.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The boundaries of the oak woodland habitat area have
yet to be established; when they are, a handout will be
prepared and distributed with every permit that is issued
within these areas. Individual projects in oak woodland
areas are evaluated for buffering or tree preservation
requirements depending on the sensitivity of the habitat
and relative health of tree growth as indicated by
independent studies provided by project applicants.
Further, Policy OS-F.11 which contains the County’s
Oak Woodlands Management Guidelines is
considered.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the boundaries of oak woodland
habitat had not been determined and that a
handout of the County’s guidelines for the
management of oak woodlands (as
delineated on page 5-21 of the 2000 General
Plan) had not been created.

Conclusion:

The County has not determined the locations
of oak woodland habitat in the county and has
not prepared a handout of the County’s Oak
Management Guidelines for landowners
throughout the county who have property with
oak woodland habitat.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-F.B during 2017:

None.
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0S-G.A

Deliverables: Review of the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts published by the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD).

Adoption of procedures for performing air quality impact analyses and adopting mitigation
measures with any modifications of the SIVAPD guidelines deemed appropriate.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Environmental Analysis
Unit of the Planning Department was working with the
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District to
review and possibly revise existing standard methods or
procedures for determining and mitigating project air
quality impacts for use in County environmental
documents.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that program
implementation had been delayed. The 2013/2014
APR gave a reason — “the lack of available funding.”

2015 and 2016 APRs

Unlike the 2013/2014 APR, the 2015 and 2016 APRs
stated that the program had been implemented.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County refers development projects to the
SJVAPCD for review and comment on potential air
quality impacts and requires development projects to
comply with SUVAPCD rules to mitigate any impact on
air quality. For Discretionary projects, County staff will
review SUVAPCD comments and require district
requirements as warranted (i.e., indirect source review,
etc.) as part of the CEQA review process.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 - 2018-7.

(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County referred development
projects to the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD) for
review and comment.

The APRs did not state that the County had
reviewed SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts or that it
had adopted procedures for performing air
quality impact analyses.

Since the 2013/2014 APR reported that the
program had not been initiated by that year
and since the 2015 APR reported that the
program had been implemented, it may be
assumed that the County adopted procedures
for performing air quality impact analyses
sometime during 2015. An electronic search
using the keyword phrase “air quality” of all of
the County’s 2015 meeting agendas for the
Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors did not reveal any action
regarding the adoption of new procedures for
performing air quality impact analyses.

(It should be noted that even though the
County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs stated that the
Program OS-G.A had been implemented, the
County has proposed through its December
2017 draft of the Policy Document to amend
the time frame for accomplishing Program
OS-G.A from FY 02-03 to calendar year 2018
or beyond.)

Conclusion:

The County has not reviewed the Guide for
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts
published the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District and adopted
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procedures for performing air quality impact
analyses and adopting mitigation measures.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OF-G.A during 2017:

None.

0S-G.B

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of this program. That appraisal is
printed in full below. (Note: The underlined sentences
appeared in the 2002 APR.)

“The County commonly promotes and utilizes telephone
conference calling in lieu of physical meetings so as to
minimize travel related impacts.

The County has bequn to use video conferencing for
both inter-County and intra-county meetings, with the
resultant reduction in employee work-related vehicular
trins. The County is also in the planning and
development stages of countywide e-government
programs that will impact the number of vehicular trips
required to conduct business.

Additionally, given the increasing quality of current
aerial photos and the available historical imagery which
allows comparative analysis, County staff can in some
instances use aerial information rather than conducting
field visits.

Deliverable: Adoption of a package of programs to reduce County employee work-related vehicular trips.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
Below is the full text of the 2002 APR appraisal of this The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
program. APRs stated that the County had begun using
video conferencing, had begun to develop
“The County has begun to use video conferencing for countywide e-government programs, was
both inter-County and intra-county meetings, with the employing telephone conferencing and was
resultant reduction in employee work-related vehicular utilizing aerial photos in lieu of field visits.
trips. The County is also in the planning and
development stages of countywide e-government The County has proposed (through its
programs that will impact the number of vehicular trips December 2017 draft of the Policy
required to conduct business.” Document) to make a small wording change
that would not constitute a major shift in the
2013/2014 APR focus of the program.

Conclusion:

The County has adopted a package of
programs to reduce County employee work-
related vehicular trips.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program 0S-G.B during 2017:

Good.
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The County encourages employee participation in
FCOG'’s car and van pool program.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 - Ongoing.

0S-G.C

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“All development projects must comply with the
SJVAPCD regulations for dust control and project
conditions or mitigation for discretionary land use
permits may require additional levels of dust control.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 - 2018-7.

(The question mark in the time frame above is
written in place of the year because that portion of
the County’s Draft 2017 Policy Document is
unreadable.)

Deliverable: Amendment of the Subdivision and Grading Ordinances and Development Standards to
address dust control measures for new development, access roads and parking areas to
assist the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District in the regulation of particulate matter
of less than 10 microns (PMo).

County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the planning staff was The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

drafting revised improvement standards for dust control stated that all development projects must

to update the 1966 ordinances and that it was comply with SUIVAPCD regulations for dust

anticipated that a draft documents would be circulated control.

in the last half of fiscal year 2002-2003. In the interim,

fugitive dust control measures were included as The APRs did not state that the County had

conditions of approval or mitigation measures, as amended its Subdivision and Grading

applicable, for specific entitlement projects. Ordinances and Development Standards to
assist the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution

2013/2014 APR Control District in the regulation of particulate

matter (PM1).

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s APRs
to indicate that the County has amended its
Subdivision and Grading Ordinances and
Development Standards to assist the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District in the
regulation of particulate matter (PMo).

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-G.C during 2017:

None.
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OS-H.A

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Funds have not been available to prepare a
comprehensive inventory of all parks and recreation
areas and to identify other areas suitable for park
acquisition and development.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Change time frame: FY 01-03 - 2018-? and 2021-?.

(The question marks in the time frame above are
written in place of the years because those
portions of the County’s Draft 2017 Policy
Document are unreadable.)

Deliverables: In consultation with local, state and federal agencies, completion of an inventory of all
recreation areas and services in the county and identification of other areas suitable for park
acquisition.

Consideration of the preparation of a County park and recreation master plan to provide a
policy framework for independent implementation by cooperating agencies.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that funds were not available for The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017

consultant services to prepare a comprehensive Parks APRs stated that due to a lack of funding, the

Master Plan that would include surveys of all existing County had not prepared a comprehensive

regional facilities; furthermore, that due to uncertain inventory of all parks and recreation areas or

fiscal constraints, it was unknown when such funds identified other areas suitable for park

would become available. Nonetheless, the 2002 APR acquisition and development.

recommended that the target date for implementation

be extended from fiscal years 2001-2003 to fiscal year The County has proposed (through its

2005-2006. December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)

to amend Program OS-H.A to clarify (1) that
2013/2014 APR the inventory of parks would be limited to

County-owned parks and (2) that any other
areas identified as suitable for park
development would be “potentially” suitable
for acquisition.

Conclusion:

The County has not completed an inventory
of all recreation areas and services in the
county or identified other areas suitable for
park acquisition.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-H.A during 2017:

None.

0S-H.B

Deliverables: For the development and maintenance of parks, as new development occurs, consideration
of contracting with existing entities or forming new County Service Areas (CSAs) that have...

(@) The authority to receive dedications or grants of land or funds and

(b) The ability to charge fees for acquisition, development, and maintenance of parks,
open space, and riding, hiking, and bicycle trails.
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County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that as new development projects
were proposed the Resources Division of the Planning
Department considered contracting with existing entities
or forming new County Service Areas to hold and
maintain parkland.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Public Works and Planning staff considers the need for
an entity to hold and maintain parkland, open space,
and trails as a part of the project review. The
Department considers these service needs when a CSA
is being formed or expanded. It should be noted that
due to limitations of the Proposition 218 process [1996
California Constitutional Amendment — Local Initiative
Power], which allows residents within a CSA to vote on
or consider discontinuation of service, the use of CSAs
for Services beyond basic services (i.e., sewer and
water) can become problematic and has limited the use
of CSAs in more recent developments.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that Public Works and Planning staff
routinely considered the need for an entity to
hold and maintain parkland, open space and
trails as a part of its project review process.

Because the 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did
not provide information that an entity held or
maintained parkland, open space and trails
as a result of this program, it may be
assumed that no discretionary projects
considered by the County during 2015, 2016
and 2017 warranted consideration of
contracting with existing entities or forming
new County Service Areas for the
development and maintenance of parks, open
space and trails.

Conclusion:

The County routinely considers the need for
an entity to hold and maintain parkland, open
space and trails as a part of its project review
process.

(On the basis of the statement in the County’s
2015, 2017 and 2017 APRs that County
Services Areas are not reliable entities for the
maintenance of recreational amenities, the
County may want to review and amend
Program OS-H.B. In conducting that review,
the County may want to define, if it has not
already done so, the size and nature of the
development projects that may be required to
prepare and maintain parks, open space and
trails.)

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-H.B during 2017:

Good.

0S-1L.A

Deliverable: Preparation of a Recreation Trails Master Plan based on the County’'s Conceptual
Recreational Trail List and Recreational Trail Corridor Map.

County Reporting

League Reporting
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2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Fresno Council of
Governments had agreed to fund an update of the
County’s Regional Trails Plan and that completion was
expected during fiscal year 2002-2003.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that the program had been
implemented.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. That appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“This program has been implemented; the Fresno
County Regional Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master
Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on
September 24, 2013. This program will be deleted.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that Recreation Trails Master Plan was
adopted by the County in 2013.

Conclusion:

The County has prepared a Recreation Trails
Master Plan.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-l.A during 2017:

Good.

0S-1.B

Deliverable: Investigation of the potential of various types of land use controls to reserve areas for trails.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that “no action” had been taken to
implement the program.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that the program has been
implemented with adoption of the Regional Bicycle and
Recreational Trails Master Plan.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs each stated that the program had been
implemented.

The APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. The appraisal from the
2017 APRis printed in full below:

“This program has been implemented. It is included in
the Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that information derived from the
implementation of Program OS-1.B was
included in the Fresno County Regional
Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan
that was adopted in 2013.

(It should be noted that although the County’s
2013 Regional Bicycle and Recreational
Trails Master Plan contained a list of federal
funding sources for trail acquisition, it did not
contain a list of land use controls for
reserving areas for trails. Furthermore, there
was no indication in the APRs or in the 2013
Master Plan that the County had conducted
the required investigation.)
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Trails Master Plan that was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on September 24, 2013. This program will
be deleted.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to determine that the County has
investigated the potential of various types of
land use controls to reserve areas for trails.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-I.B during 2017:

None.

0S-1.C

Deliverable: Adoption of an ordinance to...

(@) Prohibit use of multi-purpose trails by all motorized vehicles (except those used for

maintenance vehicles).

(b) Regulate users on multiple purpose paths and protect the interests of property

owners adjacent to trails.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that “no action” had been taken to
implement the program.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs each stated that the program had been
implemented.

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“This program has been implemented. It is included in
the Fresno County Regional Bicycle and Recreational
Trails Master Plan that was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on September 24, 2013. The County uses
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
approved sign R44A on Class | bike paths. This
program will be deleted.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that information derived from the
implementation of Program OS-I1.C was
included in the Fresno County Regional
Bicycle and Recreational Trails Master Plan
that was adopted in 2013.

(It should be noted that although the County’s
2013 Regional Bicycle and Recreational
Trails Master Plan included this sentence:
“Motorized vehicles are not permitted on
Class | bikeways except for maintenance,”
the Master Plan did not contain a policy to
that effect, nor did it contain a set of
regulations for the use of multiple purpose
paths or the prohibition of motorized vehicles
on multi-purpose trails. In addition, the
Master Plan did not contain any regulations to
protect the interests of property owners
adjacent to trails.)

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is

insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to prohibit the use
of multi-purpose trails by motorized vehicles,
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Change time frame: FY 01-02 > @

regulate users on multiple purpose paths and
protect the interests of property owners
adjacent to trails.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-I.C during 2017:

Poor.

0S-JA

Deliverable: Adoption and implementation of an ordinance to protect and preserve archaeological,
historical and geographical sites.
County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Environmental Analysis The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

Unit of the Planning Department was considering the stated that the program had not been

feasibility and possible format and content of a Fresno implemented.

County ordinance to protect and preserve significant

archaeological, historical, and geological resources in The County has proposed (through its

Fresno County. December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)

to replace Program OS-J.A with new Program

2013/2014 APR 0S-J.A. While the current program requires

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. The appraisal from the
2017 APR is printed in full below:

“‘Development projects are referred to State Historic
Preservation Officer, the Fresno County Historical
Landmarks and Records Advisory Commission and the
Fresno County Historical Society for potential impact on
significant archeological and historical and geological
resources. However, no ordinance has been
developed.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

Add new Program OS-J.A, which would read as follows:

“The County shall prepare and maintain, using a GIS
database, an inventory of historical sites, buildings, and
landmarks.”

the County to “adopt and implement an
ordinance” to protect historic and
geographical sites, the replacement program
would require the County to “prepare and
maintain” an inventory of historic sites,
buildings, and landmarks.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand whether the County
has adopted an ordinance to protect and
preserve archaeological, historical and
geographical sites.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-J.A during 2017:

None.
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OS-LA

Deliverable: In cooperation with the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) and the Association for the
Beautification of Highway 99, creation of a landscape master plan and design guidelines for

the Highway 99 corridor.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that a landscape master plan had
been developed and adopted by the Association for the
Beautification of Highway 99 and its member agencies.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that the program was no
longer necessary because of the establishment of the
Highway 99 Beautification Overlay District and the
adoption of the Highway 99 Beautification Ordinance.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“This program has been implemented via adoption of
Amendment to Text (AT) No. 361 on July 8, 2008, and
has been incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance. This
program will be deleted.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the program had been
implemented through the July 8, 2008
adoption of County Ordinance 850.C
(Highway Beautification Overly Standards).

Conclusion:

The County has created a landscape master
plan and design guidelines for the Highway
99 corridor.

(It should be noted that the Association for
the Beautification of Highway 99 was formed
in the spring of 1999 and that its members
are appointed by the cities of Fresno, Fowler,
Salma and Kingsburg and by the County of
Fresno. In September 2016, the Association
prepared a Highway 99 Beaultification Master
Plan. If the County has not done so, it should
review and update its 2008 ordinance to
ensure that it conforms to the goals and
policies of the 2016 Master Plan.)

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program OS-L.A during 2017:

Good.

0S-L.B

Deliverable: In consultation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), application for
scenic highway designation for state highway segments eligible for such designation.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR did not review this program because the
target date for its accomplishment was fiscal year 2003-
2004.

2013/2014 APR

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that in 2015 two sections of State
Route 180 received state scenic highway
designations.

The 2016 and 2017 APRs did not indicate
whether any additional state highway
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The 2013/2014 APR stated that program segments in Fresno County were eligible for

implementation had been delayed due to “the lack of scenic highway designation during those
available funding.” years.
2015 and 2016 APRs

Unlike the 2013/2014 APR, the 2015, 2016 and 2017 Conclusion:
APRs each stated that the program had been

implemented. Even though two sections of State Route 180
received state scenic highway designations in
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs 2015, information provided by the County is
insufficient to determine whether additional
These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of state highway segments in Fresno County are
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from eligible for scenic highway designation and, if
the 2017 APR is printed in full below: so, whether the County applied for that

designation during 2016 or 2017.
“County staff collaborated with the Sierra Gateway

Trust, Inc. and Caltrans in pursuit of a State Official Evidence of the successful implementation of
Scenic Highway designation for segments of SR 180. Program OS-L.B during 2017:

Staff of the County and Caltrans with the Sierra
Gateway Trust worked together to complete the Visual Poor.
Assessment and Corridor Protection Program in
support of a State Official Scenic Highway designation
status for approximately 60.7 miles of the eastern
segments of SR 180. On October 15, 2015, the
Caltrans Director approved designation of the two
sections of eastern SR 180 from the Alta Main Canal
near Minkler to near the General Grant Grove section of
Kings Canyon National Park, and the General Grant
Grove section of Kings Canyon National Park to Kings
Canyon National Park boundary near Cedar Grove as a
State Scenic Highway.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 03-04 - Ongoing.
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2000 HEALTH AND SAFETY ELEMENT

HS-A.A

Deliverable: Maintenance of local, state and federal agreements for coordinating disaster response.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County Office of
Emergency Services had participated in a number of
meetings with various agencies to maintain the
County’s agreements for coordinating disaster
response.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“On November 14, 1995, the Fresno County Board of
Supervisors adopted the State's Standardized
Emergency Management System (SEMS), established
the geographic area of the County of Fresno as the
Fresno County Operational Area, and designated
Fresno County as the Operational Area Lead Agency.
In the County's role as the Operational Area lead
agency, the County Office of Emergency Services
(OES) maintains ongoing communication with local
government agencies (County Departments,
Incorporated Cities, Special Districts, and Public School
Districts), as well as many State and Federal agencies
and nonprofit organizations to maintain and enhance
the communities capability to respond to and recover
from disasters.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that In the County's role as the
Operational Area lead agency for disaster
response in Fresno County, the County’s
Office of Emergency Services (within the
Department of Public Health) maintained
ongoing communication with local, state and
federal agencies, as well as with nonprofit
organizations, to maintain the capability to
respond to and recover from disasters.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program HS-A.A to focus on
coordinating with cities, special districts and
agencies to regularly update the Fresno
County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation
Plan.

Conclusion:

The County maintains local, state and federal
agreements for coordinating disaster
response.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-A.A during 2017:

Good.

HS-A.B

Deliverable: Ongoing monitoring and periodic evaluation of the County’s emergency planning, operations

and training capabilities.

County Reporting

League Reporting
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2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Office of Emergency
Services had reviewed, updated and developed several
aspects of the County’s emergency planning,
operations and response services.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County Office of Emergency Services (OES)
implements this program on an ongoing basis. OES is
located within the Department of Public Health,
Environmental Health Division and coordinates
planning, preparedness, response and recovery efforts
for disasters occurring within the unincorporated areas
of Fresno County. Fresno County OES coordinates the
development and maintenance of the Fresno County
Operational Area Master Emergency Services Plan,
which is updated periodically.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County Office of Emergency
Services (within the Department of Public
Health) coordinated the periodic update of the
County’s Operational Area Master
Emergency Services Plan.

(It should be noted that no APR reported the
year of the most recent update of the
County’s Operational Area Master
Emergency Services Plan or the future need
to update the plan.)

Conclusion:
The County routinely monitors and evaluates
County emergency planning, operations and
training capabilities.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-A.B during 2017:

Good.

HS-A.C

Deliverable: Ongoing periodic evaluation of County-owned safety and emergency management facilities
and public utility systems for susceptibility to flood damage, seismic events or geological

hazards.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Maintenance and
Operations Division of the Department of Public Works
and Planning continued to evaluate its Road
Maintenance Area Yards for susceptibility to damage
from flooding, seismic events or geological hazards.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County evaluated its facilities
when concerns were raised by the occupying
departments and that a more comprehensive
inventory of existing facilities issues would
occur in the future as budgeting and staffing
permitted. The APRs did not state the degree
to which the County had been able to
complete an inventory of its facilities or the
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2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained a nearly identical appraisal of
the implementation of the program. The appraisal from
the 2017 APR is printed in full below:

“The County Department of Internal Services evaluates
County facilities in conjunction with concerns raised by
the occupying department. Facility issues or any
damage resulting from events are inspected with the
assistance of Risk Management staff and qualified
consultants or sub-consultants. Modifications,
improvements or construction of new structures to
replace existing facilities are also evaluated with the
assistance of staff from the Department of Public Works
and Planning. A more comprehensive inventory of
existing facilities is targeted as budgeting and staffing
permit.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

extent to which the inventoried facilities would
need to be modified.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County indicates
that the County evaluates its facilities on an
as-needed basis and that a lack of funding
has prevented the County from completing a
comprehensive evaluation of its safety and
emergency management facilities and public
utility systems for susceptibility to flood
damage, seismic events or geological
hazards.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-A.C during 2017:

Poor.

HS-A.D

Deliverable: Ongoing operation of programs that inform the general public of emergency and disaster
response procedures.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that In the 2001 calendar year, The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
the County Office of Emergency Services (OES) stated that the County Office of Emergency
conducted a broad-scale radio and television public Services (within the Department of Public
information campaign to inform the public about general Health) coordinated planning and
emergency preparedness, including power outages. preparedness, as well as response and
The APR stated that OES provided disaster information recovery efforts, for disasters occurring within
and links to emergency planning and preparedness the unincorporated area of the County.
resources to the general public through its Human
Services System website. In addition, OES provided
press releases, press conferences, media interviews,
and participated in public forums to provide information | Conclusion:
to the public on terrorism preparedness.
The County operates programs that inform
2013/2014 APR the general public of emergency and disaster

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the

implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

response procedures.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-A.D during 2017:

Good.

125




“The County Office of Emergency Services (OES)
implements this program on an ongoing basis. The
County OES maintains contact and emergency
information on the County’s website. The Fresno
County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan provides additional
details regarding County hazards and responses to
mitigate damage or injury. In addition, the Public is also
encouraged to obtain family and business
preparedness information at websites maintained by
The American Red Cross and FEMA.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

HS-B.A

Deliverable: As part of the building permit plan check process, review of the design of all buildings and
structures to ensure that they are constructed to state and local standards.

County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County had recently
adopted California’s State Building Codes as part of
Fresno County Ordinance Code Title 15. These codes
provided minimum standards for safety in construction.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“The Department of Public Works and Planning
continues to review all proposed development to ensure
it is designed and constructed to State and local
regulations as part of the building permit and plan check
process.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: Ongoing > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County continued to review all
proposed development to ensure it was
designed and constructed to state and local
construction standards.

(It should be noted that the County has
provided no justification for the recommended
deletion of Program HS-B.A.)

Conclusion:

The County reviews the design of all buildings
and structures to ensure that they are
constructed to state and local standards as
part of its building permit plan check process.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-B.A during 2017:

Good.

HS-C.A

hazard maps.

Deliverable: Ongoing participation in the federal Flood Insurance Program and the maintenance of flood
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County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the Development
Engineering Section of the Maintenance and
Operations Division maintained the most current
Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA) flood
hazard maps and that the Division updated the
information as new data/maps were released by FEMA.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“The Department of Public Works and Planning
maintains the most current FEMA flood hazard maps
and updates the information as necessary or as new
data / maps are released by FEMA. All submitted
projects are reviewed to determine proximity to the 100-
year floodplain during the grading permit process.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that the County maintained the
most current FEMA flood hazard maps and
participated in the federal Flood Insurance
Program.

Conclusion:
The County participates in the federal Flood
Insurance Program and maintains flood
hazard maps.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-C.A during 2017:

Good.

HS-C.B

Deliverable: Ongoing implementation of the County’s Floodplain Management Ordinance.

County Reporting

2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the Development
Engineering Section of the Maintenance and
Operations Division enforced the County’s Floodplain
Management Ordinance.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that the County continued to
implement its Floodplain Management
Ordinance and to regulate new development
to prevent losses from flooding through the
grading permit process.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend the General Plan by adding three
new programs: (1) new Program HS-C.B to
periodically update the County’s information
on flooding, (2) new Program HS-C.D to
periodically review and update the County’s
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These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The Department of Public Works and Planning reviews
all submitted projects for conformance with floodplain
requirements through the grading permit process.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: Ongoing > @

Add new Program HS-C.B, which would read as follows:

“The County shall with each revision of its Housing
Element review and update as necessary the General
Plan to include new flooding information not previously
available, as required by with AB 162 (2007).”

Add new Program HS-C.D, which would read as follows:

“The County shall update and periodically review the
Special Flood Hazard Areas provisions contained in the
County Code to ensure adequate protection for
structures located within identified flood zones.”

Add new Program HS-C.E, which would read as follows:

“The County shall prepare, maintain, and implement a
Countywide Flood Emergency Plan that is consistent
with the Fresno General Plan and city adopted general
plans. The plan should be prepared in coordination with
cities in Fresno County and address the requirements
of Senate Bill 5.”

Special Flood Hazard Areas provisions in the
County Code and (3) new Program HS-C.E to
prepare, maintain and implement a
countywide Flood Emergency Plan.

Conclusion:

The County implements its Floodplain
Management Ordinance.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-C.B during 2017:

Good.

HS-C.C

The 2002 APR stated that the program was ongoing
and that during the following year the County Office of
Emergency Services would renew work toward the
completion of a draft Fresno County Operational Area
Dam Failure Evacuation Plan Element. Work had been
completed for a dam failure/public preparedness
evacuation plan for Friant Dam, and a similar plan for
Pine Flat Dam was to follow.

Deliverables: Ongoing review of dam failure evacuation plans.
Ongoing dissemination of information on dam failure preparedness.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the program had been
implemented. However, the APRs did not
indicate that the County provided public
information on dam failure preparedness.

The County published a community
information pamphlet on flood hazards (dated
September 14, 2012), but the pamphlet did
not contain information on dam failure
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2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“There are 23 dams within Fresno County that pose a
significant risk to people and/or property. The Fresno
County Office of Emergency Services has developed
dam failure evacuation plans for each of these 23

dams. The Fresno County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan

(2009) Section 4.2.9 evaluates dam failure in Fresno
County. According to this document, there were 14
dam failures between 1976 and 1983, but all were
earthen dams on private property. Although there
remains a risk of dam failure in Fresno County, there
have not been any failures of major dams.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

preparedness. In addition, the County’s dam
failure evacuation plans could not be found
on the County’s website.

Conclusion:

Even though the County has developed dam
failure evacuation plans for 23 dams within
Fresno County, the information provided by
the County is insufficient to determine
whether the County effectively disseminates
that information to the public regarding dam
failure preparedness.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-C.C during 2017:

Poor.

HS-D.A

Deliverables: Regular review of information published by the California Division of Mines and Geology.
Update of County maps and General Plan Background Report as needed.
County Reporting League Reporting

2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the Water, Geology, and The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Natural Resources Unit of the Planning Department stated that the County reviewed material
regularly reviewed the State Mines and Geology published by the California Division of Mines
website for the purpose of remaining current. The APR and Geology and updated County maps and
also stated that no mapping changes were required the General Plan Background Report as
during 2002. necessary.

2013/2014 APR In 1999, one year prior to the adoption of the

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the

implementation of the program. That appraisal is

printed in full below:

“The County reviews material published by the
California Division of Mines and Geology and updates

2000 General Plan, the County incorporated
into Zoning Ordinance 858 the reclassification
and mapping of sand and gravel regions
within the county. Based on the fact that the
County did not report any changes to
Ordinance 858, the County’s geological maps
or the General Plan Background Report, it
may be assumed that no information had
been received from the California Department
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the maps and the General Plan Background Report as
necessary. Further, County staff actively engages with

and discusses proposed mining projects with State
Mining and Geology Board staff.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

of Mines and Geology after 2000 to warrant
the update of these documents.

Conclusion:

The County regularly reviews geological
information published by the California
Division of Mines and Geology and updates
the County’s maps and General Plan
Background Report accordingly.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-D.A during 2017:

Good.

HS-D.B

Deliverable: Inventory of unreinforced masonry structures within unincorporated Fresno County

constructed prior to 1948.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that a survey conducted in 1991
found there were no unreinforced masonry buildings in
the unincorporated areas of Fresno County.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“A survey was conducted in 1991 to identify all
unreinforced masonry buildings in the unincorporated
areas of Fresno County. The survey did not identify
any building to be below acceptable standards. Since
unreinforced masonry buildings are not allowed within
the unincorporated areas, this program will be deleted
as part of the ongoing General Plan Review process.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-04 > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that a survey conducted in 1991
did not identify any unreinforced masonry
structures within unincorporated Fresno
County. That being the case, it appears there
may have been no need to include Program
HS-D.B in the update of the General Plan in
2000.

Conclusion:

This program need not have been adopted by
the Board of Supervisors in 2000 because
unincorporated areas of the County did not
have any unreinforced masonry structures at
that time.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-D.B during 2017:

Good. (No work required.)
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HS-D.C

Deliverable: Development of a public awareness program to aid in the identification and mitigation of

unreinforced masonry structures.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that since no unreinforced
masonry buildings had been located within the
unincorporated areas of the County, a public awareness
program had not been developed.
2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
“Because no unreinforced masonry buildings have been
located within the unincorporated areas of the County, a
public awareness program has not been developed.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Delete program.

Change time frame: FY 02-03 > @

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that the program was not
needed because there were no unreinforced
masonry buildings within unincorporated
areas of the county.

This information was confirmed in a 2003
report to the California Legislature by the
Seismic Safety Commission (SSC 2003-03)
entitled Status of the Unreinforced Masonry
Building Law. As such, it appears there may
have been no need to include Program HS-
D.C in the update of the General Plan in
2000.

Conclusion:

This program need not have been adopted by
the Board of Supervisors in 2000 because
unincorporated areas of the County did not
have any unreinforced masonry structures at
that time.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-D.C during 2017:

Good. (No work required.)

HS-E.A

Deliverable: Referral of development projects within the Airport Review Area for review by the Fresno

County Airport Land Use Commission.

County Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that all applicable plan
amendments and rezones were referred to the Airport
Land Use Commission.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

League Reporting

The County’s 2002, 2015, 2016 and 2017
APRs stated that all applicable land use
applications were referred to the Airport Land
Commission for evaluation, the results of
which are forwarded to the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors.
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2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“All applicable land use applications are referred to the
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) that is
administered by FCOG, for evaluation of consistency
with the appropriate Airport Land Use Policy Plan.
Recommendations of the ALUC are incorporated into
staff’s evaluation and forwarded to the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Conclusion:

The County refers development projects
within the Airport Review Area for review by
the Fresno County Airport Land Use
Commission.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-E.A during 2017:

Good.

HS-F.A

Deliverable: Review of the reduction, storage and recycling of hazardous waste for discretionary
uses which involve hazardous materials or generate hazardous wastes in regulated

quantities.

County Reporting

2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County conducted an
assessment of the numbers and sizes of facilities that
would be regulated and inspected under Policy HS-F.2
for hazardous materials handling and hazardous waste
generation. This assessment was followed by a time
task analysis that estimated the amount of staff time
needed to properly implement the program. As a result,
the 2002-2003 County budget allocated funds for
addition staff positions to address the increased
demand in services.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.

2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County Health Department continues to review
discretionary uses that generate hazardous materials.
The Department of Public Works and Planning routes
discretionary permit applications to the Health
Department for review and comment. Any proposed
project that may generate hazardous material will be

League Reporting

The County’s 2002 APR stated that the
County had hired additional staff to regulate
and inspect the handling of hazardous
materials and the generation of hazardous
waste.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County’s Environmental Health
Department continued to review and
recommend mitigation for discretionary uses
that generated hazardous materials.

It must be noted, however, that the APRs
provided no evidence that the focus of the
reviews was the reduction, storage and
recycling of hazardous waste.

Conclusion:

As part of its permitting process, the County
reviews discretionary uses which involve
hazardous materials or generate hazardous
wastes in regulated quantities.
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required to comply with the recommended conditions or
mitigation measures.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

Evidence of the successful
implementation of Program HS-F.A during
2017:

Good.

HS-F.B Deliverable: Investigation of funding for site acquisition, development and operation of a permanent
household waste facility.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR
The 2002 APR stated that the Resources Division of the The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
Planning Department had secured a $300,000 grant stated that a site for a permanent household
from the California Integrated Waste Management waste facility had been acquired and that the
Board for the siting of a permanent household facility had been constructed and was in
hazardous waste collection facility. operation.
2013/2014 APR For this reason, it was unnecessary for the
County to propose (through its December
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program. 2017 draft of the Policy Document) to extend
the time frame for implementation of Program
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs HS-F.B from fiscal year 2001-2002 to
calendar year 2021 and beyond.
These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:
Conclusion:
“On March 14, 2013 the County received Planning
Commission approval to permit the establishment of a The County investigated funding for site
15,000 square-foot household hazardous waste facility acquisition, development and operation of a
at the American Avenue Landfill. This Facility has since permanent household waste facility. As a
been constructed and is operational.” result, the facility has been constructed and is
in operation.
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Retain program as is. Program HS-F.B during 2017:
Change time frame: FY 01-02 - 2021-?. Good.
(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)
HS-F.C Deliverable: Review of plans to mitigate soil or groundwater contamination from hazardous waste for

redevelopment and infill projects.

County Reporting

League Reporting
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2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County was
implementing its Contaminated Site Oversight Program
for the remediation of contaminated properties due to
the use of underground storage tanks and that during
the following year, the County planned to assess the
draft Response Action Regulations developed for the
remediation of contamination from activities other than
underground storage tanks.

To avoid future environmental problems, the
Development Services Department was checking new
construction plans to verify (1) the required horizontal
separation between onsite sewage disposal systems
and the sources of domestic water supplies and (2) the
required vertical separation between disposal fields and
the water table.

2013/2014 APR
The 2013/2014 APR did not report on this program.
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“Development projects are referred to Environmental
Health for review and comments. If the subject site is
identified as a contaminated site, Environmental Health
recommends mitigation measures to address soil or
groundwater contamination. Further, as part of the
environmental review process, staff has the ability to
access State and Federal databases for contaminated
sites and can apply appropriate mitigation to
discretionary land use projects via comments from
State, Federal or local agencies.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Modify program.

Retain time frame: Ongoing.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs
stated that the County’s Environmental Health
Department reviewed and recommended
mitigation for all development projects on
sites identified as contaminated with
hazardous waste.

The County has proposed (through its
December 2017 draft of the Policy Document)
to amend Program HS-F.C to read that in
order to mitigate soil and groundwater
contamination, the County will shift from
reviewing plans to coordinating with the
Regional Water Quality Board to accomplish
the same. Importantly, this change may
result in less focus on the mitigation of soil
contamination from hazardous waste for
redevelopment and infill projects, as the
mission of the State of California Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
is not to protect soil quality per se, but rather
to “preserve, enhance, and restore the quality
of California’s water resources and drinking
water for the protection of the environment,
public health, and all beneficial uses, and to
ensure proper water resource allocation and
efficient use, for the benefit of present and
future generations.”

Conclusion:

As part of the permitting process for
redevelopment and infill projects, the County
requires mitigation of contamination caused
by hazardous waste.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-F.C during 2017:

Good.

HS-G.A

Deliverable: Amendment of the Noise Ordinance, as necessary, to ensure conformity with the General
Plan.
County Reporting League Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that the County approved an
amendment to the County’s Noise Ordinance that

The 2002 APR stated that the County had yet
to yet to review it Noise Ordinance to
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clarified that property owners were liable for noise
violations occurring on their properties.

The APR also stated that the County’s Noise Ordinance
would be evaluated to determine if additional
amendments were necessary to bring the Noise
Ordinance into consistency with the General Plan.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that program
implementation had been delayed due to “the lack of
available funding.”

2015 and 2016 APRs

Unlike the 2013/2014 APR, the 2015 and 2016 APRs
stated that the program had been implemented. (The
2017 APR did not state that the program had been
implemented.)

2015, 2016 and 2017APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“The County Environmental Health Division will
continue to enforce the Fresno County Noise Ordinance
and amend its policies as necessary. Discretionary
land use permits which may generate excessive noise
levels are often required to complete a noise analysis,
and proposals within designated noise areas of airports
are evaluated or limited to avoid conflicts with General
Plan noise standards.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Change time frame: FY 01-02 - 2021-7.

(The question mark in the time frame above is
written in place of the year because that portion of
the County’s Draft 2017 Policy Document is
unreadable.)

determine if changes were needed to bring
the ordinance into compliance with the
General Plan as updated in 2000.

The County’s 2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs did
not state that the County had amended the
Noise Ordinance to ensure conformity with
the General Plan.

Since the 2013/2014 APR reported that the
program had not been initiated by that year
and since the 2015 APR reported that the
program had been implemented, it may be
assumed that the County evaluated the Noise
Ordinance to ensure conformity with the
General Plan sometime during 2015. An
electronic search using the keyword “noise”
for all of the 2015 meeting agendas the Board
of Supervisors did not yield any agenda item
regarding the evaluation of the Noise
Ordinance.

(It should be noted that even though the
County’s 2013/2014, 2015 and 2016 APRs
stated that the Program HS-G.A had been
implemented, the County has proposed
through its December 2017 draft of the Policy
Document to amend the time frame for
accomplishing Program HS-G.A from FY 01-
02 to calendar year 2021 or beyond.)

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to show that the County amended
its Noise Ordinance to ensure conformity with
the update of the General Plan in 2000.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-G.A during 2017:

None.

HS-G.B

Deliverable: Development of a noise control program that includes...

(@) An ordinance defining effective noise control and exemptions, setting forth
monitoring methodology and delineating enforcement and abatement procedures.

(b) A public information program to inform county residents of the impact of noise on

their lives.
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County Reporting
2002 APR

The 2002 APR stated that during the following year the
Environmental Health System intended to work with the
Department of Public Works and Planning to update the
Health and Social Services website to include
information regarding community noise.

2013/2014 APR

The 2013/2014 APR stated that program
implementation had been delayed due to “the lack of
available funding.”

2015 and 2016 APRs
The 2015 and 2016 APRs contained this statement:
“A Noise Control Program has not been developed.”
2015, 2016 and 2017 APRs

These APRs contained an identical appraisal of the
implementation of the program. That appraisal is
printed in full below:

“All land use projects are evaluated for potential noise
impacts as required by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and appropriate mitigation
measures are incorporated as necessary. As stated in
response to HS-G.A above, staff coordinates with the
Health Department regarding discretionary land use
permits, and additional evaluation may be required for
excessive noise-generating uses. However, a noise
control program that addresses all components of this
Implementation Program has not been developed.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Retain program as is.

Time frame change: FY 01-02 > 2021-?.

(The question mark in the time frame above is written in
place of the year because that portion of the County’s
Draft 2017 Policy Document is unreadable.)

League Reporting

The County’s 2015 and 2016 APRs stated
that the County had not developed a noise
control program.

Conclusion:

The County has not developed a noise
control program.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-G.B during 2017:

None.
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Appendix B

2017 APR — IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GENERAL PLAN HOUSING ELEMENT

California Government Code Section 65400 requires that once an agency has adopted a general
plan, it must provide to the state an annual report (APR) on progress made in implementing the plan.

“California Government Code Section 65400

(a) After the legislative body has adopted all or part of a general plan, the planning
agency shall do...the following:

(2) Provide by April 1 of each year an annual report to the legislative body, the Office
of Planning and Research, and the Department of Housing and Community
Development that includes all of the following:

(A) The status of the plan and progress in its implementation.
(B) The progress in meeting its share of regional housing needs....

The housing element portion of the annual report, as required by this paragraph,
shall be prepared through the use of standards, forms, and definitions adopted by
the Department of Housing and Community Development....The housing element
portion of the annual report shall include a section that describes the actions taken
by the local government towards completion of the programs and status of the
local government’s compliance with the deadlines in its housing element.”

California Government Code of Regulations Section 6203 lists the required components of
annual progress reports evaluating housing elements. Below is a portion of that code.

California Government Code of Regulations, Title 25, Division 1, Chapter 6, Subchapter 2.
§6203.

“Each annual report shall contain the following information:
(e) For each program identified in the housing element...:

(4) Status of program implementation as of the end of the annual reporting
period listing dates of specific milestones or accomplishments, and quantified
to the extent applicable and possible....”

In addition, in its instructions to local agencies, the Department of Housing and Community
Development mandates that local agencies “detail the progress in implementing all specific
programs and policies.” In other words, state law requires a comprehensive and thorough
assessment of the progress made toward implementing housing programs and policies.

The County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element contains 19 programs which are further divided into
63 “objectives.” These objectives are not goals; they are, instead, program tasks. For example,
printed below is the first objective (program task) listed in the 2015-2023 Housing Element.

Housing H-1.1: “The County of Fresno Public Works and Planning Department, with
assistance of the Fresno COG, will take the lead in coordinating the Countywide Fifth Cycle
Housing Element Committee meetings.”
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Program Numbering

Although the 19 programs in the Housing Element are numbered 1 through 19, the 63
objectives within them are bulleted — not identified either by letter or number. Therefore, it has
been necessary to assign each an identifying number as follows: the first objective of the first
program in the Housing Element has been labeled H-1.1, the second objective in the first
program H-1.2 and so on.

To make reference quick and easy, each of the 63 objectives was assigned a number from 122
to 184, the numbers 1 — 121 having been applied to the 121 programs in the other six elements
of the General Plan.

Methodology for Assessing Implementation

As explained previously on page 25 of this report, to help focus attention on the essential
features of individual objectives, each objective is rewritten as a deliverable. Doing so enables
the reader to hone in on the degree to which the County has been able to implement all aspects
of the various programs.

The example below shows Housing Program Objective H-8.3 rewritten as a set of
deliverables. The original text from the General Plan is at the left; the set of deliverables at
the right.

Full Text of Housing Program Objective H-8.3 Objective H-8.3 Expressed as Deliverables
“Annually monitor the status of farmworker housing 1. Annual monitoring of the status of farmworker

as part of the County’s annual report to HCD on housing.

Housing Element progress and evaluate if County

efforts are effective in facilitating the provision of 2. Annual evaluation of the effectiveness of the
farmworker housing. If appropriate, make County’s efforts to facilitate the provision of
necessary changes to enhance opportunities and farmworker housing.

incentives for farmworker housing development.”

Because the County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element is fairly new, the assessment of the success
of program implementation is based on the most recent year, i.e., on implementation information
provided by the County for calendar year 2017 alone.

Content of the Annual Housing Report

Generally speaking, state law gives counties a great deal of latitude on how they format their APRs,
but that’s not so for reporting on the implementation of housing elements. The housing section of
the APR must be completed using five forms (tables) provided by the Department of Housing and
Community Development. Below is a description of the content of each of these tables.

Table A Building activity summary of new construction for lower income residents.
Table A2 Building activity summary of the rehabilitation of existing housing units.
Table A3 Building activity summary of new construction for moderate income residents.
Table B Progress in meeting the County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).
Table C  Progress in implementing programs in the County’s Housing Element.
County planning staff completed the five tables and sent them to the state as part of its 2017 APR.
The County’s completed tables for 2017 are reproduced below on pages 180 and 181. (The

reader will note on page 181 that Table C is left blank. This is acceptable because the County
prepared Appendix B in lieu of completing Table C.)
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Portion of the County’s Housing Report Reviewed by the League of Women Voters of Fresno

The League did not check the accuracy of the housing data provided by the County for Tables
A, A2, A3 and B, as there was no way to do so.

The League limited its evaluation to the information supplied by the County to Table C, which
was a report of the progress made in implementing the 63 program objectives in the County’s
2015-2023 Housing Element. (See Appendix B, pp. 137-181.)

League’s Report on Program Implementation

Once available information from the County’s 2017 APR has been reviewed, each program
objective was color tagged as follows:
B Good evidence of successful implementation.

D Poor evidence of successful implementation.
Only partial evidence of implementation.

l No evidence by which to confirm successful implementation.
Evidence that implementation was delayed or not implemented per directives in the plan.

The League has created a four-column chart, titted Appendix B, which evaluates County
progress toward implementing the 63 objectives in the Housing Element.

That chart, beginning on the next page, contains these four columns.

Column 1: Individual numbering of each program objective from 122 to 184 with a color tag
indicating the degree of successful implementation.

Column 2: New identification labels applied to each program objective (e.g., H-1.1, H-1.2).
Column 3: The success of implementation as described in the County’s 2017 APR.
Column 4: The success of implementation as described by the League.
It should be noted that the 121 implementation programs in the first six elements of the General
Plan, unlike programs in the Housing Element, lack program objectives, which makes the

evaluation of each of those 121 programs a somewhat simpler task.

The Housing Element is different. Each of the 19 programs in the Housing Element has as few
as one or as many as eight objectives. Altogether, the Housing Element has 63 objectives.

Because the County’s 2017 report on its Housing Element evaluated the 19 programs in the
aggregate and did not comment individually on each objective, in reviewing the County’s 2017
APR, it was difficult, at times, to determine with confidence the degree to which the County was
able to report successful implementation of individual objectives.

Even so, it was possible to determine with near certainty that the County’s 2017 APR did not

comment at all on the implementation of these nine program objectives: H-3.5, H-5.2, H-7.2, H-
8.3, H-17.2, H-17.3, H-18.3, H-18.5 and H-19.4.)
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APPENDIX B

PROGRESS TOWARD IMPLEMENTATION

OF THE 63 PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
LISTED IN THE HOUSING ELEMENT

2015 - 2023 HOUSING ELEMENT

Regional Collaboration

Program 1: Regional Collaboration on Housing Opportunities

122 H-1.1 Deliverable: Evidence of the Planning Department taking the lead in coordinating the Countywide Fifth
Cycle Housing Element Committee meetings.

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the staffs
Program Objective 1.1 is printed in full below: of local governments participating in the Fifth-
Cycle Update of the Multi-jurisdictional
“Staff of the local governments who participated in the Housing Element met twice in 2017. The
Fifth-Cycle Update met biannually in 2017 to discuss 2017 APR did not indicate that the County
implementation of the housing element and regional took the lead in coordinating those meetings.

housing issues.”
(It should be noted that there does not appear
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document to be a County public record of the

proceedings of those meetings.)
None.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has taken the lead in coordinating
the Countywide Fifth Cycle Housing Element
Committee meetings.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-1.1 during 2017:

Poor.

140



123 H-1.2 Deliverable: Ongoing collaboration on housing program implementation and regional issues as part of the
Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation At the time of the Board of Supervisors’
of Program Objective 1.2 was identical to that for adoption of the fifth cycle of the Housing
Program Objective 1.1. Element on March 15, 2016, the Countywide
Housing Element Technical Committee
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of consisted of 19 people representing the
Program Objective 1.1 is reprinted in full below: County and 12 of the county’s 15 cities.
“Staff of the local governments who participated in the The County’s 2017 APR stated that the staffs
Fifth-Cycle Update met biannually in 2017 to discuss of local governments participating in the Fifth-
implementation of the housing element and regional Cycle Update of the Multi-jurisdictional
housing issues.” Housing Element met twice in 2017.
(It should be noted that there does not appear
to be a County public record of the
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document proceedings of those meetings.)
None.
Conclusion:
Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has collaborated on housing
program implementation and regional housing
issues.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-1.2 during 2017:
Poor.
124 H-1.3 Deliverable: At least biannually, meetings of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee to
evaluate the implementation of programs and to identify any additional housing needs.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation
of Program Objective 1.3 was identical to that for

Program Objective 1.1.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of

Program Objective 1.1 is reprinted in full below:

At the time of the Board of Supervisors’
adoption of the fifth cycle of the Housing
Element on March 15, 2016, the Countywide
Housing Element Technical Committee
consisted of 19 people representing the
County and 12 of the county’s 15 cities.
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“Staff of the local governments who participated in the
Fifth-Cycle Update met biannually in 2017 to discuss
implementation of the housing element and regional
housing issues.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the staffs
of local governments participating in the Fifth-
Cycle Update of the Multi-jurisdictional
Housing Element met twice in 2017.

(It should be noted that there does not appear
to be a County public record of the
proceedings of those meetings.)

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has evaluated the implementation
of housing programs and identified additional
housing needs.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-1.3 during 2017:

Poor.

125

H-1.4

Deliverable: Annual meeting of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee with the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and other agencies to discuss
funding opportunities and challenges with program implementation.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 1.4 is printed in full below:

“Staff of the participating local governments also met
with representatives of the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) to discuss
funding opportunities and challenges in implementing
their programs.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

At the time of the Board of Supervisors’
adoption of the fifth cycle of the Housing
Element on March 15, 2016, the Countywide
Housing Element Technical Committee
consisted of 19 people representing the
County and 12 of the county’s 15 cities.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the staffs
of local governments participating in the Fifth-
Cycle Update of the Multi-jurisdictional
Housing Element met with the California
Department of Housing and Community
Development to discuss funding opportunities
and challenges in implementing their
programs.

(It should be noted that there does not appear
to be a County public record of the
proceedings of such meetings.)
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Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has discussed with the California
Department of Housing and Development
funding opportunities and the challenges of
program implementation.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-1.4 during 2017:

Poor.
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H-1.5

Deliverable: Periodic meetings of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee with Fair
Housing of Central California to discuss fair housing issues and opportunities for education.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 1.5 is printed in full below:

“Staff of the participating local governments met with
staff of Fair Housing of Central California to discuss fair
housing issues and opportunities for education.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

At the time of the Board of Supervisors’
adoption of the fifth cycle of the Housing
Element on March 15, 2016, the Countywide
Housing Element Technical Committee
consisted of 19 people representing the
County and 12 of the county’s 15 cities.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the staffs
of local governments participating in the Fifth-
Cycle Update of the Multi-jurisdictional
Housing Element met with the Fair Housing
Council of Central California.

(It should be noted that there does not appear
to be a County public record of the
proceedings of such meetings.)

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has discussed fair housing issues
and opportunities for education with the Fair
Housing Council of Central California.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-1.5 during 2017:

Poor.
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H-1.6

Deliverable: Evidence of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee advocating on behalf of
the Fresno County region for grant funding for affordable housing and infrastructure

improvements.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation
of Program Objective 1.6 was identical to that for
Program Objective 1.4.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 1.4 is reprinted in full below:

“Staff of the participating local governments also met
with representatives of the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) to discuss
funding opportunities and challenges in implementing
their programs.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

At the time of the Board of Supervisors’
adoption of the fifth cycle of the Housing
Element on March 15, 2016, the Countywide
Housing Element Technical Committee
consisted of 19 people representing the
County and 12 of the county’s 15 cities.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the staffs
of participating of local governments met with
the California Department of Housing and
Community Development to discuss funding
opportunities and challenges in implementing
their programs.

(It should be noted that there does not appear
to be a County public record of the
proceedings of such meetings.)

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has advocated on behalf of the
Fresno County region for grant funding for
affordable housing and infrastructure
improvements.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-1.6 during 2017:

Poor.
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Deliverable: Search for partnerships with other jurisdictions, agencies, housing developers, community
stakeholders, and agricultural employers/employees to explore options for increasing the

availability of farmworker housing.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 1.7 is printed in full below:

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the staffs
participating in the Fifth-Cycle Update of the
Multi-jurisdictional Housing Element had
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“Staff of the participating local governments seek
opportunity to partner with other jurisdictions in the
region and other agencies to explore viable options for
increasing the availability of farmworker housing in
Suitable locations in the region on an ongoing basis.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

engaged in a search for partnerships with
other jurisdictions, agencies, housing
developers, community stakeholders, and
agricultural employers/employees to explore
options for increasing the availability of
farmworker housing.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has searched for partnerships
with other jurisdictions, agencies, housing
developers, community stakeholders, and
agricultural employers/employees to explore
options for increasing the availability of
farmworker housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-1.7 during 2017:

Poor.

Program 2: Review Annexation Standards in Memorandums of Understanding

H-2.1

Deliverable: Evidence that the County is working with the county’s 15 cities during the Housing Element
planning period to review and revise the standards for annexation contained in the
memorandums of understanding between the County and the cities.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 2.1 is printed in full below:

“In the calendar year of 2017, Fresno County and City
of Reedley staff worked together and proposed an
amendment to the MOU between the County and the
City of Reedley which was approved by the Board of
Supervisors on September 26, 2017. The amendment,
among other things, revised Exhibit ‘A’ - Standards of
Annexation of the MOU to include the following
provision to the list of acceptable annexations:

The annexation is to fulfill the City’s Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA) obligation which otherwise
cannot be accommodated on lands currently within the
city’s incorporated boundary.

The County will work with other cities in the County for
any proposed revision to the Standards for Annexation

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that during
2017, the County worked to revise the
County’s Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the City of Reedley to include
provisions that would enable the city to meet
its Regional Housing Needs Allocation.

The APR also stated that the MOUs with the
other 14 cities within the county would be
similarly revised either at the time of MOU
renewal or by special request from particular
cities.

The 2017 APR did not state which MOUs
were in need of revision or when such
revisions were likely to take place.
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contained in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
either at the time of renewal of MOUS or upon a request
by a city.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

The County is working with the county’s 15
cities to review and revise the standards for
annexation contained in their respective
MOUs.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-2.1 during 2017:

Good.

Program 3: Adequate Sites Program
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H-3.1

Deliverable: Completion of General Plan and Zoning Ordinance technical amendments in 2016 to achieve

internal consistency.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 3.1 is printed in full below:

“The General Plan Review and Zoning Ordinance
Update projects are moving forward. The public review
draft of the General Plan documents and the Zoning
Ordinance have been released for public review and the
project in anticipated to be completed in 2019.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

With respect to allowable housing densities,
the County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element
stated that there were technical
inconsistencies between the General Plan
and the Zoning Ordinance.

The 2015-2023 Housing Element also
reported that technical inconsistencies
existed between the General Plan and the
Zoning Ordinance and that the County’s
practice was to honor allowable densities in
the Zoning Ordinance if requested by project
applicants.

The 2017 APR also stated that internal
consistency would be achieved in 2019,
although the County originally anticipated that
the lack of internal consistency would be
resolved by 2016.

Conclusion:

The County’s effort to make the Zoning
Ordinance consistent with the 2000 update of
the General Plan began in late 2005, and
after 13 years, that work is still unfinished.
The effort to bring the Zoning Ordinance into
compliance with the 2015-2023 Housing was
to have been completed by 2016, and it also
unfinished.
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Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.1 during 2017:

Poor.

H-3.2 Deliverable: Annual update of the inventory of residential land resources.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 3.2 is printed in full below: County was monitoring the inventory of lands
identified in the Housing Element to
“The County monitors inventory of lands identified in the accommodate the County’s RHNA
Housing Element to accommodate County’s Fifth-Cycle allocations.
RHNA allocations. County staff monitors database to
ensure changes to land use designations , annexations, The 2017 APR contained an update of that
or other proposed removal of land identified in the inventory.
inventory does not diminish land identifies [sic] in the
inventory to accommodate County’s Fifth-Cycle RHNA
obligations.”
Conclusion:
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
The County annually updates its inventory of
None. residential land resources.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.2 during 2017:
Good.
H-3.3 Deliverable: Monitoring of changes in the inventory of residential land resources to ensure the County has
remaining capacity consistent with its share of the regional housing needs.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 3.3 was identical to that for Program
Objective 3.2.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 3.2 is reprinted in full below:

“The County monitors inventory of lands identified in the
Housing Element to accommodate County’s Fifth-Cycle
RHNA allocations. County staff monitors database to
ensure changes to land use designations , annexations,
or other proposed removal of land identified in the
inventory does not diminish land identifies [sic] in the

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County was monitoring the inventory of lands
identified in the Housing Element to
accommodate the County’s RHNA
allocations.

Conclusion:

The County monitors changes in the
inventory of residential land resources to
ensure the County has remaining capacity
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inventory to accommodate County’s Fifth-Cycle RHNA consistent with its share of the regional
obligations.” housing needs.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document | Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.3 during 2017:

None.
Good.

H-3.4

Deliverable: Ongoing designation and zoning of adequate sites to meet special housing needs as
specified in the County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (HRNA).

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 3.4 is printed in full below: County continued to designate and zone
adequate sites to meet special housing needs
“The County continues to designate and zone adequate as needed.

sites to meet special housing needs as needed.”
Special needs groups include homeless
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document persons, single-parent households, the
elderly, persons with disabilities, farmworkers,
None. and large families.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to provide housing
for special needs groups; however, Program
H-3.4 only requires the County to designate
and zone sites sufficient in number to meet
the special housing needs allocation specified
in the County’s RHNA.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.4 during 2017:

Good.

H-3.5

Deliverable: Ongoing encouragement of a variety of housing types for all income levels, as well as higher
density housing through implementation of the General Plan and community plans, through
mechanisms encouraging affordability and by promoting active transportation and access to
services and amenities within existing communities.

County Reporting League Reporting
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2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
3.5.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that the County encourages a
variety of housing types for all income levels,
as well as higher density housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.5 during 2017:

None.

H-3.6

Deliverable: Evidence of directing interested residential developers to community plan and specific plan
areas where amenities are or can be located and where water and sewer service providers
have or can provide capacity and potential for the expansion of infrastructure.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 3.6 is printed in full below:

“The County continues to direct interested residential
developers, especially affordable housing developers
throughout the County, to Community Plan and Specific
Plan areas where amenities are or can be located and
where water and sewer service providers have or can
provide capacity to accommodate developments.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County was directing interested residential
developers to community plan and specific
plan areas where amenities were or could be
located and where water and sewer service
providers had or could provide infrastructure
capacity.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has directed interested residential
developers to areas where water and sewer
services are located or can be located.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.6 during 2017:

Poor.
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H-3.7 Deliverables: Meeting(s) with developers to discuss constraints and opportunities on Trailer Park (TP)
zoned sites.
By 2017, the establishment of incentives, procedures or other mechanisms to promote
development of TP zoned sites.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 3.7 is printed in full below: County would — at a future date — meet with
developers to discuss constraints and
“The County will meet with interested developers to opportunities on Trailer Park (TP) zoned sites
discuss constraints and opportunities on TP zoned sites and establish incentives, procedures or other
and address constraints and establish incentives, mechanisms to promote development of TP
procedures or other mechanism on continual basis to zoned sites.
promote development.”
(It should be noted that while the County’s
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document 2017 APR stated that the County would meet
with “interested” developers, the program
None. itself stated that the County would meet with
developers generally, whether or not they had
expressed an interest in TP zoning.)
Conclusion:
The County’s 2017 APR indicates that
Program H-3.7 has not been initiated.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.7 during 2017:
None.
H-3.8 Deliverable: Participation in the development of the next Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

Plan.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 3.8 is printed in full below:

“The County will participate in the development of the
next RHNA Plan to ensure that the allocations are
reflective of the County’s General Plan policies and are
realistic based on land use patterns in the
unincorporated areas of the County.”

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County would participate in the development
of the next Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) Plan, which was expected
to be approved sometime around 2023.
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Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

A revision of the County’s RHNA Plan is not
due until 2023. The County will be a
participant at that planning effort.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-3.8 during 2017:

Good.
Program 4: Monitoring of Residential Capacity (No Net Loss)

H-4.1 Deliverable: By 2016, development and implementation of a formal evaluation procedure pursuant to
Government Code Section 65863 to ensure sufficient residential capacity (at all times) to
meet the County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the

Program Objective 4.1 is printed in full below: County was monitoring its inventory of vacant
sites available for residential development.

“The County monitor [sic] its inventory of vacant sites

available for residential developments on an ongoing Program H-4.1 required the County to

basis to ensure sufficient lands are available to develop a formal evaluation procedure

accommodate the County’s share of the Fifth-Cycle pursuant to Government Code Section 65863

RHNA allocations.” to ensure sufficient residential capacity to
meet the County’s Regional Housing Needs

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document Allocation (RHNA).
None.
Conclusion:
There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that the County
has developed a formal evaluation procedure
to ensure sufficient residential capacity to
meet the County’s RHNA.
Evidence of the successful implementation
of Program H-4.1 during 2017:
None.
H-4.2 Deliverable: Annual monitoring of the effectiveness of non-residential zones to facilitate residential

development.

County Reporting

League Reporting
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2017 APR

The 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation of

Program Objective 4.2 was identical to that for Program

Objective 4.1.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 4.1 is reprinted in full below:

“The County monitor [sic] its inventory of vacant sites
available for residential developments on an ongoing
basis to ensure sufficient lands are available to
accommodate the County’s share of the Fifth-Cycle
RHNA allocations.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County was monitoring its inventory of vacant
sites available for residential development.

Program H-4.2 required the County to
monitor the “effectiveness” of non-residential
zones to facilitate residential development.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that the County
monitored the “effectiveness” of non-
residential zones to facilitate residential
development.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-4.2 during 2017:

None.

H-4.3

Deliverable: In the event that rezoning/upzoning is required to meet a Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) shortfall, the new sites shall be adequate in size to accommodate at least 16 units
per site at a minimum density of 20 units per acre.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation of

Program Objective 4.3 was identical to that for Program

Objective 4.1.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 4.1 is reprinted in full below:

“The County monitor [sic] its inventory of vacant sites
available for residential developments on an ongoing
basis to ensure sufficient lands are available to
accommodate the County’s share of the Fifth-Cycle
RHNA allocations.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County monitored its inventory of vacant sites
available for residential development.

Conclusion:

Overall, it appears the County has more
than adequate capacity to accommodate
its Fifth-Cycle RHNA allocation, although
the County’s 2017 APR did not provide a
recalculation of remaining capacity.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-4.3 during 2017:

Good.
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Program 5: Lot Consolidation and Lot Splits

141

H-5.1 Deliverable: Assistance to interested developers/property owners in identifying opportunities for lot
consolidation or lot splitting.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 5.1 is printed in full below: County facilitated lot consolidation or lot
splitting.
“The County continues to facilitate lot consolidation and
lot splits to promote the efficient use of land for
residential development.”
Conclusion:
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Information provided by the County is
None. insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has assisted interested
developers/property owners in identifying
opportunities for lot consolidation or lot
splitting.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-5.1 during 2017:
Poor.
H-5.2 Deliverable: Ongoing streamlining of the processing of requests for lot consolidation and lot splitting

concurrent with other development reviews.

County Reporting

2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective

5.2.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that the County streamlines the
processing of requests for lot consolidation
and lot splitting.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-5.2 during 2017:
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None.

H-5.3 Deliverables: Annual monitoring of lot consolidation activities.
Evaluation of the effectiveness of the County’s efforts to facilitate lot consolidation of small
sites for residential development.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that no
Program Objective 5.3 is printed in full below: residential development projects required lot
consolidation or lot split process in 2017.
“There were no residential development project [sic]
requiring lot consolidation or lot split process in 2017.” The County’s 2017 APR provided no
information to support a conclusion that the
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document County evaluated the “effectiveness” of the
County’s efforts to facilitate lot consolidation
None. of small sites for residential development.
Conclusion:
There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that the County
evaluates the “effectiveness” of its efforts to
facilitate lot consolidation of small sites for
residential development.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-5.3 during 2017:
None.
H-5.4 Deliverable: Encouragement of the use of master plans/specific plans to provide a cohesive development
strategy for large lots.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 5.4 is printed in full below:

“The County will encourage the use of master
plans/specific plans to provide a cohesive development
strategy for large lots.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

The County’s 2017 APR stated that, at a
future time, the County would encourage the
use of master plans/specific plans to provide
a cohesive development strategy for large
lots.

(It should be noted that the Housing Element
does not define the size of the “large lots” that
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None. would benefit from having master or specific
plans.)

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that the County
encourages the use of master plans/specific
plans to provide a cohesive development
strategy for large lots.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-5.4 during 2017:

None.

Program 6: Coordination of Infrastructure and Services
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H-6.1

Deliverable: Communication, at least semi-annually (or as major development applications are received),
with independent service providers to assess development trends, needs for infrastructure
and services, and plans for expansion to ensure adequate infrastructure and services are
available to meet the County’s RHNA.

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the

Program Objective 6.1 is printed in full below: County coordinated with water and sewer
service providers to assess development

“The County continues to coordinate with water and trends, needs for infrastructure and services,

sewer service providers to assess development trends, and plans for expansion of services to meet

needs for infrastructure and services, and plans for the county’s RHNA allocations.

expansion of services to meet the county’s RHNA

allocations. The APR did not report on the County’s semi-
annual communication with independent

No major development project was proposed during the service providers.

calendar year 2017 in the unincorporated areas of the

County.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document | Conclusion:

None. Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County communicates, at least semi-
annually, with independent service providers
to ensure adequate infrastructure and
services are available to meet the County’s
RHNA.
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Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program HS-6.1 during 2017:

Poor.

H-6.2 Deliverable: As appropriate, assistance to County Service Districts to encourage them to address
infrastructure and service deficiencies.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 6.2 is printed in full below: County encouraged water and sewer service
providers to improve infrastructure
“The County encourages water and sewer service improvements in communities with
providers to improve infrastructure improvements in infrastructure and service deficiencies.
communities with infrastructure and service
deficiencies.” The APR did not state whether any County
service districts had infrastructure and service
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document deficiencies and, if so, the extent to which the
County provided assistance to those districts.
None.
Conclusion:
There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that the County
assists County Service Districts in their efforts
to address infrastructure and service
deficiencies.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-6.2 during 2017:
None.

H-6.3 Deliverable: At least annually, the search for funding for County Service Districts (CSDs) to expand
infrastructure and services consistent with the County’s General Plan and community plan
policies.

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 6.3 was identical to that for Program
Objective 6.2.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 6.2 is reprinted in full below:

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County encouraged water and sewer service
providers to improve infrastructure
improvements in communities with
infrastructure and service deficiencies.
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“The County encourages water and sewer service
providers to improve infrastructure improvements in
communities with infrastructure and service
deficiencies.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that in 2017 the
County searched for funding for County
Service Districts to expand infrastructure and
services.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-6.3 during 2017:

None.

H-6.4 Deliverable: At least annually, meeting(s) with developers and community stakeholders to discuss, pursue
or support funding sources, including CDBG and/or HOME funds, to reduce the costs of
development (e.g., infrastructure improvements).

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 6.4 is printed in full below: County considered CDBG and/or HOME
funds as gap financing to affordable housing
“As funding permits, the County continues consideration projects as a means to reduce the costs of
of CDBG and/or HOME funds as gap financing to development, including infrastructure
affordable projects as a means to reducing the costs of improvements.
development, including infrastructure improvements.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Conclusion:
None.
There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that in 2017 the
County met with developers and community
stakeholders to discuss, pursue or support
funding sources, including CDBG and/or
HOME funds, to reduce the costs of
development.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-6.4 during 2017:
None.
H-6.5 Deliverable: Annual exploration and pursuit of funding opportunities for community plan updates, as

necessary, to promote the development of active transportation and access to services and

amenities within existing communities.

County Reporting

League Reporting
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2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 6.5 is printed in full below:

“The County Continues [sic] on an ongoing basis to
explore and pursue funding opportunities for community
plan updates.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County continued to pursue funding
opportunities for community plan updates.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that in 2017 the
County explored and pursued funding
opportunities for community plan updates to
promote the development of active
transportation and access to services and
amenities within existing communities.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-6.5 during 2017:

None.

H-6.6

Deliverable: Distribution of a copy of the adopted Housing Element to service providers serving

unincorporated communities.

County Reporting

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 6.6 is printed in full below:

“Copies of the adopted Fifth-Cycle Housing Element
Update have been provided to the various service
providers serving the unincorporated communities.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’'s 2017 APR stated that copies of
the adopted Housing Element were provided
to various service providers serving
unincorporated communities.

(It should be noted that the County’s 2015-
2023 Housing Element does not list the
service providers that should receive copies
of the most recent update of the Housing
Element.)

Conclusion:
The County distributes copies of the adopted
Housing Element to service providers serving
unincorporated communities.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-6.6 during 2017:

Good.
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Affordable Housing Development and Preservation

Program 7: Affordable Housing Incentives

H-71 Deliverable: Ongoing offer of incentives such as gap financing, density bonus and streamlined processing
to eligible affordable housing developers to facilitate the development of affordable housing
opportunities for very-low and extremely-low income households, as well as special needs
populations.

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that in 2017
Program Objective 7.1 is printed in full below: the County did not utilize any HOME
Investment Partnerships Program funds as
“In 2017, Fresno County did not utilize any HOME gap financing loans for the development of
Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) funds as gap affordable housing in the unincorporated
financing loans for the development of affordable areas of the county, although such funding
housing in the unincorporated area. The County was used in 2017 for affordable housing
completed two HOME-funded affordable housing projects in the cities of Selma, Reedley,
projects during 2017 but both were in partner cities Sanger and Fowler.
(Selma and Reedley). The County also had two HOME-
funded affordable housing projects under construction
as of the end of 2017 (not yet completed), but both were
in partner cities (Sanger and Fowler). Conclusion:
The County continues its efforts to provide HOME funds There is no information in the County’s 2017
as gap financing to develop new affordable housing APR to support a conclusion that in 2017 the
projects in the unincorporated area and its partner cities, County offered incentives such as gap
as its Federal HOME funding permits.” financing, density bonus and streamlined
processing to eligible developers to facilitate
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document the development of affordable housing
opportunities in unincorporated areas of the
None. county.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-7.1 during 2017:
None.
H-7.2 Deliverable: Ongoing search for partnerships and the regular meeting, at least annually, with agencies,

housing developers, community stakeholders and employers to discuss and pursue

opportunities for providing affordable housing.

County Reporting

2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
7.2.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.
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153

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that in 2017 the County searched
for partnerships and held regular meetings to
discuss and pursue opportunities for
providing affordable housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-7.2 during 2017:

None.

H-7.3

Deliverable: Monitoring of the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and
HUD’s websites for Notices of Funding Ability (NOFA) and, where appropriate, preparation or
support of applications for funding for affordable housing for lower-income households.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 7.3 is printed in full below:

“To [sic] County continues to monitor the State
Department of Housing and Community Development’s
(HCD’s) and HUD'’s websites for Notices of Funding
Ability (NOFA) for affordable housing for lower-income
households.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County continued to monitor the State
Department of Housing and Community
Development’s (HCD’s) and HUD’s websites
for Notices of Funding Ability for affordable
housing for lower-income households.

The APR did not report the result of that
monitoring and whether the County had
prepared or supported applications for
funding for affordable housing for lower-
income households.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to monitor HCD’s
website or capitalize on that monitoring to
prepare or support applications for funding for
affordable housing for lower-income
households.

Evidence of the successful implementation
of Program H-7.3 during 2017:

Poor.
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H-7.4

Deliverable: Ongoing support and encouragement of agencies and housing developers to apply for funds,
including California HCD and USDA Rural Development loans and grants, that may become

available.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 7.4 is printed in full below:

“The County supports the efforts of other agencies and
housing developers, such as the Fresno Housing

Authority and Self-Help Enterprises, in the application of

funds, including State HCD and USDA Rural

Development loans and grants and other funding

sources that may become available.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County supported the efforts of other
agencies and housing developers in the
application of funds, including State HCD and
USDA Rural Development loans and grants
and other funding sources that may become
available.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County supports the efforts of other
agencies and housing developers in their
applications for the funding of affordable
housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-7.4 during 2017:

Poor.
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H-7.5

Deliverable: Ongoing effort to streamline and improve efficiencies in planning and permit approval and

building inspection service.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 7.5 is printed in full below:

“The County continues its efforts to streamline and
improve efficiencies in planning and permit approval
and building inspection service.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County continued to streamline and improve
efficiencies in planning, permit approval and
building inspection services for the
construction of affordable housing.

The County did not provide information in
support of this claim.

Conclusion:
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Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to streamline and
improve efficiencies in planning and permit
approval and building inspection services.

Evidence of the successful implementation of

Program H-7.5 during 2017:
Poor.

156 H-7.6 Deliverable: To the extent feasible, by 2020, establishment, via the Internet, of a program that
accommodates submittal and issuance of permits pertaining to the development of affordable
housing.

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 7.6 is printed in full below: County continuously explored opportunities
. . By to accommodate submittal and issuance
The County continuously explores opportunities to of certain permits via the Internet, where
accommodate submittal and issuance of certain permits feasible
via the Internet, where feasible.” '
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Conclusion:

None.

Because the County’s APR did not comment
on the County’s effort to establish a “program”
to accommodate submittal and issuance of
permits pertaining to the development of
affordable housing, there is no information to
indicate that the County is making progress in

that regard.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-7.6 during 2017:
Poor.
Program 8: Farmworker Housing
H-8.1 Deliverable: Ongoing search for partnerships and at least an annual meeting with agencies, housing

developers, community stakeholders, and agricultural employers/employees to discuss
opportunities and options for the location of farmworker housing.

County Reporting League Reporting

2017 APR
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The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 8.1 is printed in full below:

“The County continues to seek partnerships with other
agencies to discuss opportunities for farmworker
housing.

The participating local governments plan on meeting
with representatives of the Housing Authority and
agricultural employers to discuss opportunities for
farmworker housing.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County sought partnerships with other
agencies to discuss opportunities for
farmworker housing and that the County
would, in the future, meet with
representatives of the Housing Authority and
agricultural employers to discuss
opportunities for farmworker housing.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that in 2017 the
County met with agencies, housing
developers, community stakeholders, and
agricultural employers/femployees to discuss
opportunities and options for the location of
farmworker housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-8.1 during 2017:

None.

H-8.2

Deliverable: Ongoing support and encouragement of agencies and housing developers in the application
of funds for farmworker housing, including California Housing and Community Development
(HCD) and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development loans and grants.

County Reporting

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 8.2 is printed in full below:

“The County will continue to support and encourage
other agencies and housing developers, such as the
Fresno Housing Authority and Self-Help Enterprises, in
the application of funds for farmworker housing,
including State HCD and USDA Rural Development
loans and grants and other funding sources that may
become available.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County supported the efforts of other
agencies and housing developers in the
application of funds for farmworker housing.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County supports the efforts of other
agencies and housing developers in their
applications for the funding of farmworker
housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-8.2 during 2017:

Poor.
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H-8.3

Deliverables: Annual monitoring of the status of farmworker housing

Evaluation of the effectiveness of the County’s efforts to facilitate the provision of farmworker

housing.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
8.3.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that in 2017 the County monitored
the status of farmworker housing and
evaluated the effectiveness of the County’s
efforts to facilitate the provision of farmworker
housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H8.3 during 2017:

None.

Program 9: Preserving Assisted Housing

H-9.1

Deliverable: Ongoing monitoring of the status of affordable housing projects (with financial assistance
from federal, state and County programs) to determine if they are at risk of converting to
market-rate housing, and if found to be at risk, engage in specified actions to address the

situation.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 9.1 is printed in full below:

“The Housing Authority of Fresno County (HAFC)
manages, monitors, improves, and creates assisted
housing in the unincorporated area. No affordable
housing rental projects in the unincorporated area are
considered at risk of converting to market rate housing.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

League Reporting

According to information in the County’s
2015-2023 Housing Element, there are 196
assisted affordable housing units in 6 projects
in unincorporated areas of the county, which
are managed by the Housing Authority of
Fresno County and none of which are at risk
of losing their public assistance prior to 2025.

(It should be noted that the County’s 2017
APR did not indicate that the County had
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None.

conducted monitoring in 2017 to see if the
risk assessment from 2015 had changed.)

Conclusion:

None of the 6 housing projects that receive
federal, state and county assistance are at
risk of converting to market rate housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-9.1 during 2017:

Good.
Removal of Governmental Constraints
Program 10: Zoning Ordinance Amendments
161 H-10.1 Deliverable: Completion of the comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update in 2017 to address provisions for

RP to 20 units per acre.

density bonuses and an increase the allowable density at R2, R2-A, R3, R3-A, R4, C4 and

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 10.1 is printed in full below:

“As part of the General Plan Review and the Zoning
Ordinance Update that is underway, the County has
addressed the density bonus, Single-Room Occupancy,
multi-family housing in C-4 Zone , farm labor housing,
and increasing density for R2, R2A, R3, R3A, R4, C4
and RP zones.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR indicated that a
provision for density bonuses and in increase
in allowable housing density would be
addressed during the update of the Zoning
Ordinance. That effort was begun in late
2005, and after 13 years, the work is still
unfinished. According to information in the
County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element,
internal consistency between the 2015-2023
Housing Element and the Zoning Ordinance
was to have been achieved by 2016.

Conclusion:

Itis difficult to anticipate when the Zoning
Ordinance will be amended to include a
provision for density bonuses and an increase
in allowable housing density.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-10.1 during 2017:

Poor.
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162 H-10.2 Deliverable: Evidence of addressing the provision for Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) housing as part of
the comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update in 2016.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation The County’s 2017 APR indicated that a

of Program Objective 10.2 was identical to that for provision for Single-Room Occupancy (SRO)

Program Objective 10.1. housing would be addressed during the
update of the Zoning Ordinance. That effort

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of was begun in late 2005, and after 13 years,

Program Objective 10.1 is reprinted in full below: the work is still unfinished. According to
information in the County’s 2015-2023

“As part of the General Plan Review and the Zoning Housing Element, internal consistency

Ordinance Update that is underway, the County has between the 2015-2023 Housing Element and

addressed the density bonus, Single-Room Occupancy, the Zoning Ordinance was to have been

multi-family housing in C-4 Zone , farm labor housing, achieved by 2016.

and increasing density for R2, R2A, R3, R3A, R4, C4

and RP zones.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document | Conclusion:

None. It is difficult to anticipate when the Zoning
Ordinance will be amended to include a
provision Single-Room Occupancy (SRO)
housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-10.2 during 2017:
Poor.
163 H-10.3 Deliverable: In 2016, examination of alternatives to requiring discretionary approval for the development

of multi-family housing in the C-4 Zone District and adoption of appropriate actions to
expedite the review and processing of multi-family housing development applications.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 10.3 was identical to that for
Program Objective 10.1.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 10.1 is reprinted in full below:

“As part of the General Plan Review and the Zoning
Ordinance Update that is underway, the County has

addressed the density bonus, Single-Room Occupancy,

multi-family housing in C-4 Zone , farm labor housing,

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR indicated that a
provision for alternatives to requiring
discretionary approval for the development of
multi-family housing in the C-4 Zone District
and adoption of appropriate actions to
expedite the review and processing of multi-
family housing development applications
would be addressed during the update of the
Zoning Ordinance. That effort was begun in
late 2005, and after 13 years, the work is still
unfinished. According to information in the
County’s 2015-2023 Housing Element,
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and increasing density for R2, R2A, R3, R3A, R4, C4
and RP zones.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

internal consistency between the 2015-2023
Housing Element and the Zoning Ordinance
was to have been achieved by 2016.

Conclusion:

It is difficult to anticipate when the Zoning
Ordinance will be amended to include a
provision for alternatives to requiring
discretionary approval for the development of
multi-family housing and adoption of
appropriate actions to expedite the review
and processing of multi-family housing
development applications.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-103.3 during 2017:

Poor.
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H-10.4

Deliverable: Consideration of the establishment of a discretionary permit requirement for new agricultural
operations and farm labor housing in residential zones.

County Reporting

2017 APR

The 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 10.4 was identical to that for
Program Objective 10.1.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 10.1 is reprinted in full below:

“As part of the General Plan Review and the Zoning
Ordinance Update that is underway, the County has
addressed the density bonus, Single-Room Occupancy,
multi-family housing in C-4 Zone , farm labor housing,
and increasing density for R2, R2A, R3, R3A, R4, C4
and RP zones.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR indicated that a
provision for the establishment of a
discretionary permit requirement for new
agricultural operations and farm labor housing
in residential zones would be addressed
during the update of the Zoning Ordinance.
That effort was begun in late 2005, and after
13 years, the work is still unfinished.
According to information in the County’s
2015-2023 Housing Element, internal
consistency between the 2015-2023 Housing
Element and the Zoning Ordinance was to
have been achieved by 2016.

Conclusion:

Itis difficult to anticipate when the Zoning
Ordinance will be amended to include a
provision for the establishment of a
discretionary permit requirement for new
agricultural operations and farm labor housing
in residential zones.
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Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-10.4 during 2017:

Poor.

H-10.5

Deliverable: Annual review of the effectiveness and appropriateness of the Zoning Ordinance and the
amendment of the same to remove or mitigate potential constraints to the development of

housing.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
10.5.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that in 2017 the County reviewed
the effectiveness and appropriateness of the
Zoning Ordinance and the amendment of the
same to remove or mitigate potential
constraints to the development of housing.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-10.5 during 2017:

None.

Program 11: Monitoring of Planning and Development Fees

H-11.1

Deliverable: Should the Board of Supervisors decide to reinstate public facilities impact fees, annual
monitoring of the fees to ensure they do not unduly constrain housing development.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 11.1 is printed in full below:

“On May 19, 2015, the Board of Supervisors conducted
a public hearing to consider an amendment to repeal
the Public Facilities Impact Fees Ordinance in its
entirety. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board
decided to continue suspension of the impact fees to
November 9, 2017 and directed Staff to return to the
Board with a workshop on the County’s Facility Impact

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that on
October 31, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
decided to continue the suspension of public
facilities impact fees.

It is important to note that even though this
program objective will not become effective
until the Board reinstates the collection of
fees, the suspension of fees was in violation
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Fees and provide options for the Board to consider. On
October 31, 2017, the Board of Supervisors conducted
the second public hearing to consider an amendment to
the County Ordinance for Public Facilities Impact Fees.
At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board decided to
continue suspension of the impact fees to November
10, 2018.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

of the General Plan Policy PF-B.1, which
reads in full as follows:

“The County shall require that new
development pays its fair share of the cost of
developing new facilities and services and
upgrading existing public facilities and
services; exceptions may be made when new
development generates significant public
benefits (e.g., low income housing) and when
alternative sources of funding can be
identified to offset foregone revenues).”

(It should also be noted that there is no
process for “suspending” General Plan
programs other than amending the General
Plan, which was not done.)

Conclusion:

On October 9, 2018, the Board voted to
discontinue the collection of the public
facilities impact fees until a new Public
Facilities Impact Report is prepared.

Program H-11.1 will not go into effect until the
Board of Supervisors decides to reinstate
public facilities impact fees.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-11.1 during 2017:

Good.

Housing Quality

Program 12: Housing Assistance Rehabilitation Program (HARP)

H-12.1

Deliverable: Rehabilitation assistance to eight low-income households in the unincorporated areas during

the planning period (2015 — 2023).

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 12.1 is printed in full below:

“Fresno County provided a HARP loan to one very low
income household in the unincorporated area during
2017. The County provided two HARP loans to one
extremely low income household and one very low

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that in 2017
the County provided one HARP loan to a low-
income household located in an
unincorporated area of the county and two
HARP loans to low-income households
located in participating cities.
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income household in participating cities during 2017.
These loans are no-interest affordable payment loans
for eligible housing rehabilitation.

The County continues to market HARP to all
unincorporated area homeowners, and continues to

meet with community groups to provide information on
the program.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

In 2017 the County provided one HARP loan
to an eligible household in an unincorporated
area of the county. At a rate of one such loan
per year, the County will likely meet the
requirement to provide eight such loans by
2023.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-12.1 during 2017:

Good.
Program 13: Rental Rehabilitation Program (RRP)
168 H-13.1 Deliverable: Assistance for the rehabilitation of four rental housing units during the planning period (2015
-2023).
County Reporting League Reporting

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 13.1 is printed in full below:

“Fresno County did not provide any Rental
Rehabilitation Program loans for housing rehabilitation
projects in the unincorporated area during 2017.

The County continues to market the Rental
Rehabilitation Program.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County had not provided any Rental
Rehabilitation Program loans for housing
rehabilitation projects in unincorporated areas
of the county during 2017.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to show that the County is making
progress toward providing assistance for the
rehabilitation of four rental housing units.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-13.1 during 2017:

Poor.

Program 14: Code Enforcement

169 H-14.1 Deliverable: Ongoing enforcement of property maintenance standards and the abatement of substandard

structures through code enforcement and various housing rehabilitation programs.
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County Reporting

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 14.1 is printed in full below:

“The County continues to enforce zoning and building
codes to ensure compliance with land use regulations
and safety codes. Code enforcement staff will respond
to complaints and pursue each case to abate the
violation. The County Ordinance includes fines and
other punitive measures for those who do not abate the
violations.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County continued to enforce zoning and
building codes.

(It should be noted that the County provided
no information on code enforcement activities
during 2017, such as the number of
complaints, the types of violations or the
extent to which the County employed fines or
other punitive measures.)

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County has been able to enforce property
maintenance standards and the abatement of
substandard structures through code
enforcement and various housing
rehabilitation programs.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-14.1 during 2017:

Poor.

Housing Assistance

Program 15: Homebuyer Assistance Program (HAP)

H-15.1

Deliverable: Assistance to 11 low-income households as part of an 11-unit affordable housing project in
Riverdale during the planning period (2015 - 2023).

County Reporting

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 15.1 is printed in full below:

“The County provided HAP loans to two low income
homebuyers to purchase a home in the unincorporated
area during 2017. An additional two HAP loans were
made (one very low income homebuyer and one low
income homebuyer) for purchases in participating cities
during this period.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County had provided HAP loans to two low-
income homebuyers to purchase homes in
unincorporated areas of the county. Even so,
the one objective of this program was to
provide assistance to 11 low-income
households as part of an 11-unit affordable
housing project in Riverdale during the
planning period (2015 - 2023).
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The County continues to market HAP to eligible first
time homebuyers, and works closely with lenders and
the real estate community to ensure the program is
made available whenever possible to qualified
applicants.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

There is no information in the County’s 2017
APR to support a conclusion that the County
has provided assistance to 11 low-income
households as part of an 11-unit affordable
housing project in Riverdale.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-15.1 during 2017:

None.

Program 16: First-Time Homebuyer Resources

172

H-16.1 Deliverable: Promotion of available homebuyer resources on the County website and at public counters.
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 16.1 is printed in full below: County promoted available homebuyer
resources on the County website and at
“The County continues to provide information on its public counters.
Homebuyer Assistance Program to first time
homebuyers via flyers and its website, as well as The County has a webpage entitled
through meetings with lenders, realtors, and community “Affordable Housing Programs” where
groups, to ensure the program is made available programs such as the Homebuyer Assistance
whenever possible to qualified applicants. During Program are explained.
meetings with lenders and community groups, other
non-County sources of available financing are also
discussed.”
Conclusion:
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
The County promotes available homebuyer
None. resources on the County’s website and at
public counters.
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-16.1 during 2017:
Good.
H-16.2 Deliverable: Annual review of funding resources available at the state and federal levels and, as

appropriate, pursuit of funding sources to provide homebuyer assistance.
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County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 16.2 is printed in full below:

“The County continues to review funding resources
available from the State and Federal government to
pursue as appropriate to provide homebuyer
assistance. There were no new funding sources
available to the County from these or other sources
during 2017.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County continued to review funding resources
available from the state and federal
government during 2017 and that there were
no “new” funding sources available to the
County from state, federal or other sources.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County, in 2017, conducted a review of
funding resources and provided assistance to
homebuyers through the pursuit of that
funding.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-16.2 during 2017:

Poor.

Program 17: Housing Choice Voucher Rental Assistance

H-17.1

Deliverable: Ongoing support for and encouragement of the provision of Housing Choice Vouchers
(HCVs) to qualifying Fresno County households.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 17.1 is printed in full below:

“The County supports the efforts of the Housing
Authority of Fresno County (HAFC) in offering Section 8
and other rental assistance programs in the
unincorporated area.

The County reviews and certifies the HAFC’s five-year
and annual plans for consistency with the County’s
Consolidated Plan. The County does not provide rental
assistance directly.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that although
the County does not administer Housing
Choice Vouchers directly, it does certify the
annual and five-year plans of the Housing
Authority of Fresno County, which does
provide the Section 8 vouchers.

Conclusion:

The County supports and encourages the
provision of Housing Choice Vouchers to
qualifying Fresno County households.
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Evidence of the successful implementation
of Program H-17.1 during 2017:

Good.

H-17.2

Deliverable: Ongoing referral of interested households and homeowners to the Fresno Housing Authority
and encouragement of landlords to register their properties with the Housing Authority for
accepting Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs).

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
17.2.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that the County refers interested
households and homeowners to the Fresno
Housing Authority and encourages landlords
to register their properties with the Housing
Authority for accepting Housing Choice
Vouchers.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-17.2 during 2017:

None.

H-17.3

Deliverable: Evidence of working with the Housing Authority to disseminate information on incentives for
participating in the Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) program to promote housing
opportunities for all unincorporated community residents.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
17.3.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that the County works with the

Housing Authority to disseminate information
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on incentives for participating in the Housing
Choice Vouchers program.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-17.3 during 2017:

None.

Program 18: Energy Conservation

176

H-18.1 Deliverable: Ongoing promotion and implementation of the County’s Go Green initiatives
County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the

Program Objective 18.1 is printed in full below: County continued to promote and implement
the County’s Go Green initiatives.

“The County makes every effort to incorporate ‘green

building’ and energy efficient components in housing

being rehabilitated when practical and acceptable to the

client. The County continues to promote and implement | Conclusion:

the County’s Go Green initiatives.”
Information provided by the County is

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document insufficient to understand the extent to which

the County promoted and implemented the

None. County’s Go Green initiatives.
Evidence of the successful
implementation of Program H-18.1 during
2017:
Poor.

H-18.2 Deliverable: To conserve energy and improve air quality, consideration of the inclusion of design

standards for new development that encourage alternative transportation as a part of the

update of the County Zoning Ordinance.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 18.2 is printed in full below:

“[The County] is considering inclusion of design
standards for new development that encourage
alternative transportation (for example, bicycle lanes,
bus turnouts, and direct pedestrian connections to
transit lines) as a part of the update of the County

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County was considering inclusion of design
standards for new development that
encouraged alternative transportation as part
of the pending comprehensive update of the
Zoning Ordinance.
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Zoning Ordinance to conserve energy and improve air
quality.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

Since program implementation only required
“consideration” of the inclusion of design
standards for new development that
encourage alternative transportation as part
of an effort to conserve energy and improve
air quality, the program must be deemed fully
implemented independent of whether or not
the County actually adopted such design
standards.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-18.2 during 2017:

Good.

H-18.3

Deliverable: Ongoing promotion and support for Pacific Gas and Electric Company programs that provide
energy efficiency rebates for qualifying energy-efficient upgrades.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
18.3.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that the County promotes and
supports Pacific Gas and Electric Company
programs that provide energy efficiency
rebates for qualifying energy-efficient
upgrades.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-18.3 during 2017:

None.

H-18.4

Deliverable: Ongoing incorporation of conservation measures into housing rehabilitation programs.

County Reporting

2017 APR

League Reporting
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The 2017 APR appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 18.4 was identical to that for
Program Objective 18.1.

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 18.1 is reprinted in full below:

“The County continues to promote and implement the
County’s Go Green initiatives and....

The County makes every effort to incorporate ‘green
building’ and energy efficient components in housing
being rehabilitated when practical and acceptable to the
client”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County continued to promote and implement
the County’s Go Green initiatives.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County incorporates conservation
measures into housing rehabilitation
programs.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-18.4 during 2017:

Poor.

H-18.5

Deliverable: Evidence of the expeditious review and approval of residential alternative energy devices.

County Reporting
2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
18.5.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

Conclusion:

Because the 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective, there is no information
to indicate that the County expeditiously
reviews and approve residential alternative
energy devices.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-18.5 during 2017:

None.

Program 19: Fair Housing

H-19.1

Deliverable: At least annually, the presentation of outreach and education workshops regarding fair
housing for lenders, real estate professionals, housing providers, community stakeholders

and the community at large.

County Reporting

League Reporting
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2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 19.1 is printed in full below:

“During 2017, nine outreach and education workshops
were conducted on fair housing for lenders, real estate
professionals, housing providers, community
stakeholders and the community at large.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
County presented nine outreach and
education workshops regarding fair housing
to lenders, real estate professionals, housing
providers, community stakeholders and the
community at large.

Conclusion:

The County presented outreach and
education workshops in 2017 regarding fair
housing for lenders, real estate professionals,
housing providers, community stakeholders
and the community at large.

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-19.1 during 2017:

Good.

H-19.2

Deliverable: Dissemination of information and written materials in English and Spanish on fair housing
rights, available services, and responsible agencies at County libraries, at Community
Services District (CSA) offices, at public counters and on the County’s website.

County Reporting

2017 APR

The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of
Program Objective 19.2 is printed in full below:

“Fresno County focuses available resources toward
mitigating obstacles through its affordable housing
programs and services.

Information on fair housing rights and responsibilities is
available at public counters, and is provided during
outreach efforts around the County.”

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

League Reporting

The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
information on fair housing rights was at
public centers and was disseminated during
outreach events.

The APR did not state such information was
available at County libraries, at Community
Services District Offices or on the County’s
website.

Conclusion:

Information provided by the County is
insufficient to understand the extent to which
the County disseminated information on fair
housing rights, available services and
responsible agencies at County libraries, at
community services district offices and on the
County’s website.
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Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-19.2 during 2017:

Poor.

H-19.3 Deliverable: Referral of fair housing complaints to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DEFH),
the Fair Housing Council of Central California (FHCCC) and other housing agencies.

County Reporting League Reporting
2017 APR
The County’s 2017 appraisal of the implementation of The County’s 2017 APR stated that the
Program Objective 19.3 is printed in full below: County did not receive any complaints during
2017. As a result, Program H-19.3 did not
“No complaints were received regarding fair housing take effect that year.
during 2017.”
Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document
Conclusion:
None.
The County did not receive any fair housing
complaints during 2017. (Program H-19.3
becomes effective upon the County receiving
one or more fair housing complaints.)
Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-19.3 during 2017:
Good.
H-19.4 Deliverable: Every five years, a Fair Housing Assessment as required by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
County Reporting Implementation
2017 APR

The 2017 APR did not comment on Program Objective
19.4.

Recommendations in the Draft 2017 Policy Document

None.

Conclusion:

Evidence of the successful implementation of
Program H-19.4 during 2017:

The County’s 2017 APR did not comment on
this program objective.

The County’s Analysis of Impediments (Al) to
Fair Housing was last reviewed in May and
will likely be done again in 2020.

Good.
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Tables Submitted by the County

As Part of its 2017 Annual Progress Report (APR)

(Tables A, A2, A3 and B below were not reviewed by the League.)

Table A

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - New Construction
Very Low-, Low-, and Mixed-Income Multifamily Projects

Housing Development Information

Housing with Financial
Assistance and/or
Deed Restrictions

Housing without
Financial Assistance
or Deed Restrictions

1 2 3 4 5 5a 6 T 8
. _ Affordability by Household Incomes Assistance Deed Note below the number of units
Project ldentifier Tenure Total Units Programs Restricted detenljlned to be aﬁngue without
(may be APNNo., Unit Ab per Est. # Infill for Each e :32';1'2'"“;:;2:;53;"?;&";:“"
; ove oo
project name or Category | R=Renter |Very Low -| Low - Moderate- Ny Project Units Development jurisdiction determined the units
address) O=0Owner | Income Income Income ) See were affordable. Refer to
Income See Instructions Instructions [ mstructiens.
[APN 312-400-24, 130-920-30, 580-
030-215; 334-300-32; 335-240-35; MH © 6 6
208-081-505
[APN 553-052-19, 185-340-265, 055
240705 34002060, 313.082.39 & MH o 6 6
208-34002
[APN 385-072-36, 138-371-12, 310-
143-40; 334-400-16; 363-061-29 su © 5 5
36328004
APN 335-170-12, 13, 335140235,
232-200-21; 310-220-22; 333-120- Su © 5 5
61; 360-120-01, 360-010-11s
[APN 335-040-10, 346-180-28, 306-
250-04s; 424-073-01; 327-150-20s, su © 6 &
21s; 055-450-265
APN 150-081-22, 327-210-23, 340
160-265; 334-250-47, 385-042-17s su © 5 5
[APN 553-030-26, 308-410-23, 566-
021-195; 042-061-15 & 393-121-31 su © 5 5
(9) Total of Moderate and Above Moderate from Table A3 > 54 71 125
(10) Total by income Table A/A3 B B 12 26 54 71 163
(11) Total Extremely Low-Income Units*
* Note: These fields are voluntary
Table A2

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - Units Rehabilitated, Preserved and Acquired pursuant
to GC Section 65583.1(c)(1)

Please note: Units may only be credited to the table below when a jurisdiction has included a program it its housing element to rehabilitate, preserve or
acquire units to accommodate a portion of its RHNA which meet the specific criteria as outlined in GC Section 65583.1(c)(1)

Affordability by Household Incomes
3 4) The Description should adequately document how each unit complies with
Extremel ¢
Activity Type Lote¥ | Very Low-|  Low- | TOTAL subsection (c )(7) of Government Code Section 65583.1
Income Income UNITS
Income*
T . Owner-Occupied units receiving a Housing Assistance Rehabilitation Program (HARP)
(1) Rehabilitation Activity 0 0 1 loan from the County of Fresno for housing rehabilitation
(2) Preservation of Units At-Risk 0 0 0 0
(3) Acquisition of Units 0 0 0 0
(5) Total Units by Income 0 0 1

" Note: This field is voluntary
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Table A3

Annual building Activity Report Summary for Above Moderate-Income Units
(not including those units reported on Table A)

7.
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
. ] . . . . Number of
Single Family 2 - 4 Units 5+ Units Second Unit Mobile Homes Total e e
infill units
No. of Units Permitted for 44 0 0 0 10 54 NA
Moderate
No. of Units Permitted for
71 0 0 0 0 71 NA
Above Moderate
" Note: This field is voluntary
Table B
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress
Permitted Units Issued by Affordability
Enter Calendar Year starting with the first
year of the RHNA allocation period. See 7 Total
Example Total Units Remaining
to Date
RHNA Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year (all years) RHNA
Income Level Allocation by by Income Level
1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8 9
Income Level
Deed
Restricted
Very Low 460 426
Non-_deed 22 12 2
restricted
Deed
Restricted
Low 527 302
Non-deed 199 26 225
restricted
Deed
Restricted
Moderate 547 -200
Non-deed 693 54 747
restricted
Above Moderate 728 1,418 7 1,489 -761
Total RHNA by COG. 2262
Enter allocation number: 2932 163 2 495
TotalUnits  » » » -233
Remaining Need for RHNA Period » » » » »
Note: units serving extremely low -income households are included in the very low -income permitted units totals.
Table C
Program Implementation Status
L Housing Programs Progress Report - Government Code Section 65583.
Program Description ) . . ) .
. Describe progress of all programs including local efforts to remove governmental constraints to the maintenance,
(By Housing Element Program Names) . ; . . - .
improvement, and development of housing as identified in the housing element.
Timeframe
Name of Program Objective in H.E Status of Program Implementation

The information required for Table C above is found in Appendix B of this APR (pp. 137 — 181).
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Appendix C

List of General Plan Goals

Listed below are the 46 goals from the first six elements of the 2000 General Plan Policy
Document and the 6 goals from the seventh element — the 2015-2023 Housing Element.

The County uses a system of letters or numbers to identity each of these 52 goals.

ED - AB,C (for the 3 goals in the Economic Development Element)

Lu - AB,CD,EFGH (for the 8 goals in the Agriculture and Land Use Element)

TR - AB,CD,EF (for the 6 goals in the Transportation and Circulation Element)
PF - AB,C/D,EFGHIJ (for the 10 goals in the Public Facilities and Services Element)
0OS - ABCDEFGHIJ KL (forthe 12 goals in the Open Space and Conservation Element)
HS - AB,C,DEFG (for the 7 goals in the Health and Safety Element)

Goal 1,2,3,4,56 (for the 6 goals in the Housing Element)

For the sake of brevity, the 52 goals are abridged. To illustrate, printed below are both the full
text of the first goal in the General Plan, Goal ED-A, and its abridged form.

Goal ED-A.A

Full Text: “To increase job creation through regional leadership, agricultural
productivity, and development of high-value-added processing firms.”

Abridged Form:  Increase job creation.

For easy reference, the 52 goals are also numbered 1 - 52.

Goals of the 2000 General Plan and the 2015-2023 Housing Element

1 Job Creation
ED-A Increase job creation.

2 Economic Base Diversification
ED-B  Diversify the county’s economic base.

3 Labor Force Preparedness
ED-C  Improve labor force preparedness.

4 Agriculture
LU-A  Promote the long-term conservation of agricultural lands.

5 Westside Rangelands
LU-B  Preserve the unique and sensitive character of the Westside rangelands.

6 River Influence Areas
LU-C  Preserve, protect and enhance river environments as a multiple-use, open space resource.

7 Westside Freeway Corridor
LU-D  Promote agricultural uses, protect scenic views and provide for commercial uses that cater to travelers.

8 Non-Agricultural Rural Development
LU-E  Provide for the development of areas already designated for rural-residential development.

9 Urban Development Patterns
LU-F  Encourage mixed-use pedestrian and transit-oriented development.

182



10
LU-G

1
LU-H

12
TR-A

13
TR-B
14
TR-C
15
TR-D
16
TR-E
17
TR-F
18
PF-A
19
PF-B
20
PF-C
21
PF-D
22
PF-E
23
PF-F
24
PF-G
25
PF-H
26
PF-|
27
PF-J
28
0S-A
29
0SB

30
0S-C

KY
0S-D

Urban, Fringe Area and Rural Community Development
Direct urban development within city spheres of influence to existing cities.

General and Administrative provisions
Provide for the development of mobile homes, home occupations and second dwellings.
Provide for the effective and systematic implementation of the General Plan.

Streets and Highways
Plan and provide a unified, coordinated and cost-efficient countywide street and highway system.

Transit
Promote a safe and efficient mass transit system.

Transportation Systems Management
Reduce travel demand and maximize the efficiency of the County’s transportation facilities.

Bicycle Facilities
Plan and provide a safe, continuous and easily accessible bikeway system.

Rail Transportation
Plan for a safe, efficient and environmentally-sound rail system.

Air Transportation
Promote the maintenance and improvement of general and commercial aviation facilities.

General Public Facilities and Services
Ensure the timely development of public facilities and maintain an adequate level of service.

Funding
Ensure that facility and service standards are achieved and maintained through equitable funding methods.

Water Supply and Delivery
Ensure the availability of an adequate and safe water supply.

Wastewater Collection, Treatment and Disposal
Ensure adequate wastewater collection and treatment and the safe disposal of wastewater.

Storm Drainage
Provide efficient, cost-effective drainage and flood control.

Landfills and Solid Waste Processing Facilities
Ensure the safe and efficient disposal or recycling of solid waste.

Law Enforcement
Protect life and property and ensure the prompt and efficient provision of law enforcement.

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services
Ensure the prompt and efficient provision of fire and emergency medical facilities and services.

School and Library Facilities

Provide for the educational needs of Fresno County, including the provision for libraries.
Utilities

Provide efficient and cost-effective utilities.

Water Resources
Protect and enhance the water quality/quantity of Fresno County’s streams, creeks and groundwater basins.

Forest Resources
Preserve, protect and maintain healthy, sustainable forest resources and ecosystems.

Mineral Resources
Conserve areas containing significant mineral deposits and oil and gas resources.
Promote the reasonable, safe and orderly extraction of mineral resources.

Wetland and Riparian Areas
Protect the aesthetics, water quality, floodplain, ecology, and recreation values of wetland and riparian areas.
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32 Fish and Wildlife Habitat
OS-E  Help protect, restore and enhance habitats that support fish and wildlife species.

33 Vegetation
OS-F  Preserve and protect valuable vegetation resources.

34 Air Quality
0S-G  Improve air quality and minimize the adverse effects of air pollution.

35 Parks and Recreation
OS-H Designate land for and promote the development and expansion of public and private recreational facilities.

36 Recreational Trails
OS-I  Develop a system of hiking, riding and bicycling trails and paths.

37 Historical, Cultural and Geological Resources
0S-J  Identify, protect and enhance historical, archeological, paleontological, geological and cultural sites.

38 Scenic Resources
OS-K  Conserve, protect and maintain the scenic quality of Fresno County.

39 Scenic Roadways
OS-L  Conserve, protect, and maintain the scenic quality of land and landscapes adjacent to scenic roads.

40 Emergency Management and Response
HS-A  Protect public health and safety from the effects of natural or technological disasters.

41 Fire Hazards
HS-B  Minimize loss of life, injury and damage to both property and natural resources from fire hazards.

42 Flood Hazards
HS-C  Minimize the loss of life, injury and damage from flood hazards.

43 Seismic and Geological Hazards
HS-D  Minimize the loss of life, injury and property damage from seismic and geologic hazards.

44 Airport Hazards
HS-E  Minimize public exposure to high noise levels and safety hazards near airports.

45 Hazardous Materials
HS-F  Minimize the loss of life, injury, iliness and damage to property from the presence of hazardous materials.
46 Noise

HS-G  Protect noise-sensitive uses from harmful or annoying noise levels.

Goals in the 2015-2023 Housing Element

47 New Housing Development
Goal 1 Facilitate and encourage a range of housing types to meet the needs of residents.

48 Affordable Housing
Goal 2 Encourage and facilitate the development of affordable housing.

49 Housing and Neighborhood Conversion
Goal 3 Improve and maintain the quality of housing and residential neighborhoods.

50 Special Needs Housing
Goal 4 Provide a range of housing types and services for households with special needs.

51 Fair and Equal Housing Opportunities
Goal 5 Promote housing opportunities for all residents regardless of age, race, religion, sex, marital status,
ancestry, national origin, disability or economic status.

52 Energy Conservation and Sustainable Development
Goal 6  Encourage energy efficiency in all new and existing housing.
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APPENDIX D

List of Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Of the 2000 General Plan

The Environmental Impact Report for the adoption of the 2000 General Plan concluded that with the
best mitigation available, the following impacts would nonetheless remain significant and unavoidable.

Public Services
- Inability to meet the demand for police and fire protection and other public services.
- Inability to meet the demand for recreation facilities (parks) and library services.

Transportation and Circulation

- Operation of roadway segments at unacceptable levels of service.

- Reduction in the ability to maintain adequate pavement conditions on rural roadways.
- Inability to meet the demand for transit services.

- Inability to meet the demand for bicycle facilities.

Agricultural Resources
- Permanent loss of important farmland.
- Significant reduction in agricultural production.

Water Resources

- Demand for water exceeding available supply, resulting in overdraft conditions.

- Demand for water exceeding available supply, resulting in adverse effects on groundwater recharge potential.
- Exacerbation of groundwater overdraft conditions, resulting in land subsidence.

- Alteration of the rate and direction of the flows of contaminated groundwater.

Biological Resources

- Degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat.

- Loss of wetland and grassland habitat.

- Loss of habitat for special-status wildlife and plant species.

Mineral Resources
- Reduction of the amount of land available for mineral resource extraction.

Historical Resources
- Devaluation, disturbance, or destruction of unidentified subsurface prehistoric resources and historic sites.

Air Resources
- Increase in air pollution caused by mobile and stationary sources.

Wastewater and Hazardous materials
- Demand for wastewater treatment beyond the capacities of existing facilities.
- Increase in the use of hazardous materials and an increase in the generation of hazardous waste.

Storm Drainage and Flooding
- Increase in stormwater runoff and the potential for downstream flooding.

Noise
- Permanent increase in ambient noise levels that could affect sensitive receptors.

Esthetics
- Permanent alteration of the existing visual character of the region and/or visual access to scenic resources.
- Introduction of new sources of light and glare into development areas and surrounding rural areas.
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To lessen the adverse impacts listed above (but not to a level of insignificance), 304 policies in 31
sections of the 2000 Policy Document were adopted as environmental mitigation measures. There
is no evidence in the County’s APRs to show that the County has ever systematically monitored
the implementation of these mitigation measures.

The 304 policies (listed below) are found in the following five General Plan elements: Agriculture and
Land Use Element, Transportation and Circulation Element, Public Facilities and Services Element,
Open Space and Conservation Element, and Health and Safety Element. (None of the policies in
the Economic Development Element or the Housing Element serve as mitigation measures.)

Section Individual Policies Adopted as Environmental Mitigation Measures for the 2000 General Plan

LU-A
LU-B
LU-C
LU-D
LU-E
LU-F
LU-G
LU-H
TR-A
TR-B
TR-C
TR-D
TR-E
TR-F
PF-A
PF-B
PF-C
PF-D
PF-E
PF-F
PF-G
PF-H
PF-|
PF-J
0S-A
0SB
0S-C
0S-D
OS-E
0S-F
0S-G
0S-H
0S|
0S-J
0SK
0s-L
HS-A
HS-B
HS-C
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HS-E
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HS-G
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APPENDIX E

List of Program Deliverables and Calculation of Successful Implementation

Below is a list of the deliverables for the 121 sections of the first 6 elements of the General Plan
and the 63 subcomponents (objectives) in the 19 programs in the Housing Element.

The list of programs is color coded per the explanations provided on pages 25 and 139.

2000 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT

Deliverable(s)

Creation of a staff position to coordinate countywide economic development.

Creation of an Action Team to coordinate countywide economic development.

ED-A.C | 5-year evaluations of the success of the County’s Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy.
ED-A.D | Creation of criteria for the location of value-added agricultural facilities.
ED-A.E | Establishment of a set of guidelines for the analysis of economic impacts within staff reports.
n ED-A.F | Contract with the Economic Development Corporation for the marketing of county produce.
ED-A.G | Determination of the existence of capital deficiencies for farmers shifting to production modes
that create greater employment; redirection of existing funds should such deficiencies be found.
ED-B.A | Assemblage of a group of service providers to assess telecommunications infrastructure.
ED-B.B | Delivery to businesses of a comprehensive package of assistance regarding available technologies.
ED-B.C | Creation of a roundtable of financial institutions to improve access to capital for non-agricultural
businesses.
ED-B.D | Creation of a planning process to identify additional recreational opportunities countywide.
ED-B.E | Evaluation of business marketing programs and funding of the Visitor and Convention Bureau.
ED-C.A | Development of a countywide workforce preparation system.
ED-C.B | Development of a CalWORKs labor pool skills inventory.
ED-C.C | Improvement of an employment and retention tracking system for CalWORKs recipients.
16 | ED-C.D | Assistance to the Fresno Economic Development Corporation, placement agencies and businesses
for the assessment of the work availability and readiness of CalWORKs recipients.
17 | ED-C.E | Collaboration with various agencies and institutions to plan and fund a wide variety of services
designed to promote employment.
ED-C.F | Identification of employee skills required by the business clusters and industries targeted for

expansion, attraction and development.
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2000 AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE ELEMENT

No. | ID No. Deliverable(s)

19 | LU-A.A | Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to ensure conformity with the Agriculture and Land Use
Element of the 2000 update of the General Plan.

20 | LU-A.B | Evaluation of parcel sizes necessary for sustained agriculture and subsequent amendment of the
Zoning Ordinance.

LU-A.C | Creation of a set of guidelines for agricultural buffers.

LU-A.D | Assessments of agricultural land preservation programs.

LU-A.E | Implementation of the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance; dissemination of information to the real
estate industry.

LU-A.F | Development and implementation of a public outreach program for agricultural land conservation.

LU-A.G | Active search for grants for conservation easements.

LU-A.H | Creation of a program to establish criteria for prioritizing funding for agricultural easements.

LU-A.l | Assessment of agricultural land values; creation of an agricultural quality scale system.

LU-A.J | Annual inventory of lot size exceptions for agricultural areas.

LU-B.A | Annual inventory of lot size exceptions for Westside rangelands.

LU-C.A | Update of the Kings River Regional Plan.

LU-C.B | Assistance with the implement the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan.

LU-D.A | Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to implement provisions in the 2000 update of the General
Plan regarding the Westside Freeway Corridor.

LU-F.A | Adoption of incentives/disincentives to support compact urban development and infill.

LU-F.B | Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance to implement provisions in the
2000 update of the General Plan regarding pedestrian and transit-oriented development.

LU-G.A | Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to facilitate moderate increases in housing density.

LU-G.B | Review of all annexation proposals, including formal County protests when annexations are
inconsistent with either the cities’ general plans or the County’s General Plan.

LU-H.A | Adoption of a Friant-Millerton Regional Plan.

LU-H.B | Annual reports of meetings with the county’s 15 cities regarding planning and growth issues.

LU-H.C | Creation of a set of guidelines for creating or updating land use plans.

LU-H.D | Annual reviews of the General Plan.

LU-H.E | 5-year reviews the General Plan.

LU-H.F | Comprehensive amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to ensure conformity with the 2000 update
of the General Plan.

188



2000 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION ELEMENT

m ID No. Deliverable(s)
TR-A.A | 5-year updates of the County’s Road Improvement program (RIP).
TR-A.B | Consideration of the adoption of a traffic fee ordinance.

45 | TR-A.C | Pursuit of new funding sources for transportation improvements.

46 | TR-A.D | Coordination of transportation planning with LAFCo, Caltrans, the cities and neighboring counties.

47 | TR-A.E | Update of Improvement Standards for County development projects, including private roads
dedicated to public use.

TR-B.A | Periodic update of short-range transit plans.
TR-B.B | Encouragement to transit providers and the Fresno Council of Governments to prepare, adopt and
implement a long-range strategic transit master plan for the county or subareas of the county.

50 | TR-B.C | Pursuit of transit funding through the Fresno Council of Governments and the Fresno County Rural
Transit Agency.

51 | TR-B.D | Identification of/acquisition of rail right-of-way needs in designated transit corridors.

TR-B.E | Preparation and adoption of land use and design standards that promote transit accessibility and
use within designated urban transit corridors.
TR-B.F | Identification of the need for additional or expanded park-and-ride lots.
TR-D.A | Update of the County’s Regional Bikeways Plan to ensure conformity with the Circulation Diagram
and Standards section of the 2000 update of the General Plan.
TR-D.B | Encouragement of the use of bikeways and the search for funding for their maintenance.
TR-D.C | Design of road construction projects to incorporate bikeways.
TR-D.D | Use of Caltrans standards for the construction of bike lanes.

58 | TR-D.E | Provision for facilities that link bicycle use with other modes of transportation, including the
provision of bicycle racks or bicycle space on buses, as well as parking or lockers for bicycles at
transportation terminals.

59 | TR-E.A | Preservation of railroad rights-of-way for future rail expansion or other transportation facilities.

60 | TR-E.B | Use of appropriate zoning in designated rail corridors to ensure preservation of rail facilities for
future rail use.

- TR-E.C | Participation on the Fresno Council of Governments Rail Committee.
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2000 PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT

m ID No. Deliverable(s)
PF-A.A | Preparation of infrastructure plans or area facility plans for new or expanded community or
specific plans.
PF-B.A | Adoption of a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the design and construction of County
facilities.
PF-B.B | Adoption of ordinances specifying methods for new development paying for new capital facilities
and expanded services.
PF-C.A | Development of a process for resolving water supply problems.
66 PF-C.B | Adoption of a well construction/deconstruction ordinance.
67 | PF-C.C | Preparation of water master plans for areas undergoing urban growth.
PF-C.D | Creation of a tiered water pricing structure for County Service Areas and Waterworks Districts.
PF-C.E | Establishment of water demand standards for new development.
PF-C.F | Establishment of a regulatory process for transferring surface water out of the county and
substituting groundwater for the transferred surface water.
PF-C.G | Development and update of a list of technologies and methods to maximize the beneficial use of
water resources.
72 | PF-D.A | Preparation of sewer master plans for urban growth areas.
73 PF-E.A | Adoption of regulations and programs to implement required state and federal stormwater quality
programs.
PF-F.A | Accommodation of the required collection and storage of recyclables by new commercial,
industrial and multi-family residential development.
PF-G.A | Adoption of a master plan for the location of sheriff substations.
PF-H.A | Adoption of fire protection master plans or fire facilities for discretionary development projects.
77 | PF-H.B | In cooperation with the California Department of Forestry and local fire protection agencies, the
consolidation and standardization of fire protection services.
PF-L.A Identification of the location for new or expanded school facilities as regional, community and
specific plans are updated.
PF-1.B Identification of the need for new or expanded library facilities as regional, community and specific

plans are updated.
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2000 OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION ELEMENT

m ID No. Deliverable(s)
OS-A.A | Development of a water sustainability plan.
0OS-A.B | Development of a surface water and groundwater database.
0OS-A.C | Development of a groundwater monitoring program with annual reporting to the Board of
Supervisors.
0OS-A.D | Development of land use plans to identify and preserve groundwater recharge areas.
0OS-B.A | Evaluation of Forest Practice Rules regarding clearcutting, prescribed burning and the protection of
various resources: soil, water and biological, including the protection of old growth forests.
0S-B.B | Encouragement to the U.S. Forest Service and the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection to complete an inventory of old growth forests in Fresno County.
0S-B.C | Encouragement to the U.S. Forest Service and the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection to identify potential impacts on, and the need for preservation of, old growth forests.
0S-B.D | Request to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to include in its Notices of
Intent to Harvest Timber educational materials for residents on the Forest Practice Act, Forest
Practice Rules and the Timber Harvest Plan review process.
0S-D.A | Assistance to various agencies and non-profit conservation organizations in their acquisition of
creek corridors, wetlands and areas rich in wildlife or of fragile ecological structure.
0S-D.B | Adoption of an ordinance identifying riparian protection zones and allowable activities therein.
OS-E.A | Compilation and regular update of ecological inventories for areas of environmental significance.
0S-E.B | Maintenance of maps identifying significant habitat for important fish and game species.
OS-F.A | Compilation and regular updates of lists of state and federal rare, threatened and endangered
plant species.
OS-F.B | Dissemination of the Fresno County Oak Management Guidelines to landowners with oak
woodland habitat.
0S-G.A | Adoption of procedures for performing air quality impact analyses based on a review of the Guide
for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts published by the Air Pollution Control District.
0S-G.B | Adoption of a package of programs to reduce County employee work-related vehicular trips.
0S-G.C | Amendment of the Subdivision and Grading Ordinances and Development Standards to address
dust control.
OS-H.A | Inventory of recreation areas in the county; possible design of a parks and recreation master plan.
0OS-H.B | Consideration of contracting with existing entities or forming new County Service Areas for the
development and maintenance of parks.
OS-I.LA | Preparation of a Recreation Trails Master Plan.
0OS-1.B | Identification of potential land use controls to reserve areas for trails.
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Adoption of an ordinance to regulate the use of multi-purpose trails.

Adoption of an ordinance to protect archaeological, historical and geographical sites.

Preparation of a landscape master plan for the Highway 99 corridor.

101 | OS-I.C
OS-J.A
OS-LA

104 | OS-L.B

Application for scenic highway designation for eligible segments of state highways (in consultation
with Caltrans).

2000 HEALTH AND SAFETY ELEMENT

Deliverable(s)

Maintenance of local, state and federal agreements coordinating disaster relief.

Monitoring and evaluation of County emergency planning, operations and training capabilities.

107 | HS-A.C | Evaluation of County-owned safety and emergency management facilities and public utility
systems for susceptibility to flood damage.
HS-A.D | Implementation of programs that inform the general public of emergency and disaster response
procedures.
HS-B.A | Review of the design of all new buildings and structures to ensure that they are constructed to
state and local standards.
HS-C.A | Participation in the Federal Flood Insurance Program and the update of flood hazard maps.
HS-C.B | Implementation of the County’s Floodplain Management Ordinance.
112 | HS-C.C | Review of dam failure evacuation plans; dissemination of information on dam failure
preparedness.
HS-D.A | Regular review of information published by the California Division of Mines and Geology for the
purpose of updating County maps and the General Plan Background Report.
HS-D.B | Inventory of unreinforced masonry structures constructed prior to 1948.
HS-D.C | Development of a public awareness program to aid in the identification and mitigation of
unreinforced masonry structures.
HS-E.A | Referral of projects within the Airport Review Area to the Fresno County Airport Land Use
Commission.
HS-F.A | Review of discretionary uses which involve hazardous materials or generate hazardous wastes.
HS-F.B | Investigation of funding for site acquisition for a permanent household waste facility.
HS-F.C | Review of plans to mitigate soil or groundwater contamination for redevelopment or infill projects.
HS-G.A | Amendment of the Noise Ordinance to ensure conformity with the General Plan.
HS-G.B | Development of a noise control program that includes an ordinance on effective noise control.
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2015-2023 HOUSING ELEMENT

No. | ID No. Deliverable(s)

122 | H-1.1 Department of Public Works and Planning coordination of the Countywide Fifth Cycle Housing
Element Committee meetings.

123 | H-1.2 Countywide collaboration on housing program implementation and regional housing issues.

124 | H-1.3 Biannual meetings of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee to evaluate the
implementation of Housing Element programs and the identification of additional housing needs.

125 | H-1.4 Annual meeting of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee with the California
Department of Housing and Community Development and other agencies to discuss funding
opportunities and challenges with program implementation.

126 | H-1.5 Periodic meetings of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee with Fair Housing of
Central California to discuss fair housing issues and opportunities to educate the public.

127 | H-1.6 Advocacy of the Countywide Housing Element Technical Committee in support of grant funding for
affordable housing and infrastructure improvements.

128 | H-1.7 Search for partnerships with agencies, housing developers, community stakeholders, and
agricultural employers to explore options for increasing the availability of farmworker housing.

H-2.1 Review and revision of the standards for annexation contained in Memorandums of Understanding
between the County and the cities during the Housing Element planning period.

H-3.1 Completion of technical amendments to the Zoning Ordinance to achieve internal consistency with
the General Plan.

H-3.2 Annual update of the inventory of residential land resources.

H-3.3 Monitoring the inventory of residential land resources to ensure that the County has residential
land resource capacity consistent with its share of the region’s housing needs.

H-3.4 Designation and zoning of sites adequate to meet the special housing needs specified in the
County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).

H-3.5 Encouragement of a variety of housing types through implementation of the General Plan and
through mechanisms encouraging housing affordability.

H-3.6 Directing interested residential developers to community plan and specific plan areas that have
water and sewer capacity or where water and sewer providers can provide capacity.

H-3.7 Meeting(s) with developers to discuss constraints and opportunities on Trailer Park (TP) zoned
sites; establishment of incentives and procedures to promote development of such sites.

H-3.8 Participation in the development of the next Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.

H-4.1 Development and implementation of a formal evaluation procedure to ensure sufficient residential
capacity to meet the County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation.

H-4.2 Annual monitoring of the effectiveness of non-residential zones to facilitate residential
development.

H-4.3 Accommodation of housing facilities at least 16 units in size (at densities of least 20 units per acre)
— in the event that rezoning/upzoning is required to meet a RHNA shortfall.
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H-5.1

Assistance to interested developers/property owners to identify opportunities for lot consolidation
or lot splitting.

H-5.2

Streamlining of the processing of requests for lot consolidation and lot splitting.

H-5.3

Annual evaluation of the effectiveness of the County’s efforts to facilitate lot consolidation of small
sites for residential development.

H-5.4

Encouragement of the use of master plans/specific plans to provide a cohesive development
strategy for large lots.

H-6.1

At least semi-annual coordination with independent service providers to assess development
trends, needs for infrastructure and services and plans to meet the County’s RHNA.

H-6.2

Assistance to County Service Districts to address infrastructure and service deficiencies.

H-6.3

Search for funding for County Service Districts to expand infrastructure and services consistent
with the County’s General Plan and community plan policies.

H-6.4

Meeting(s) with developers and community stakeholders in support of funding sources, including
CDBG and/or HOME funds, to reduce the costs of development (i.e., infrastructure improvements).

H-6.5

Annual pursuit of funding opportunities for community plan updates to promote the development
of active transportation and access to services and amenities within existing communities.

H-6.6

Distribution of adopted Housing Element to service providers serving unincorporated communities.

H-7.1

Offer of incentives to facilitate the development of affordable housing opportunities for very-low
and extremely-low income households, as well as special needs populations.

H-7.2 Search for partnerships and regular meetings with agencies, housing developers, community
stakeholders and employers to pursue opportunities for providing affordable housing.

H-7.3 Monitoring the websites of the California Department of Housing and Community Development
and HUD for Notices of Funding Ability and preparation or support of applications for funding
affordable housing for lower-income households.

154 | H-7.4 Encouragement to agencies and housing developers to apply for USDA Rural Development loans
and grants and funding from the California Department of Housing and Community Development.

155 | H-7.5 Streamlining and improving efficiencies in planning, permit approval and building inspection.

156 | H-7.6 Establishment of a program via the Internet that accommodates submittal and issuance of permits
pertaining to the development of affordable housing.

H-8.1 Search for partnerships with agencies, housing developers, community stakeholders and
agricultural employers to explore options for the location of farmworker housing.

158 | H-8.2 Encouragement to agencies and housing developers to apply for funding for farmworker housing.

H-8.3 Annual monitoring of the status of farmworker housing and evaluation of the effectiveness of the
County’s efforts to facilitate the provision of farmworker housing.

H-9.1 Monitoring affordable housing projects to determine if they are at risk of converting to market-
rate housing, and if found to be at risk, engagement in a set of actions to address the situation.

161 | H-10.1 | Completion of a comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update to increase allowable densities to 20
units per acre in R2, R2-A, R3, R3-A, R4, C4 and RP Districts.

162 | H-10.2 | Addressing the provision of Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) housing as part of a comprehensive
Zoning Ordinance update.
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163 | H-10.3 | Examination of alternatives to requiring discretionary approval for the development of multi-family
housing in the C-4 Zone District; expediting the review and processing of multi-family housing
development applications.

164 | H-10.4 | Consideration of the establishment of a discretionary permit requirement for new agricultural
operations and farm labor housing in residential zones.

H-10.5 | Annual review of the effectiveness of the Zoning Ordinance; amendment of the Zoning Ordinance
to remove or mitigate potential constraints to the development of housing.

H-11.1 | Annual monitoring of public facilities impact fees to ensure they do not unduly constrain housing
development (should the Board of Supervisors decide to reinstate the fees).

H-12.1 | Rehabilitation assistance to 8 low-income households during the planning period (2015 — 2023).

168 | H-13.1 | Assistance for the rehabilitation of 4 rental housing units during the planning period (2015 —2023).

169 | H-14.1 | Enforcement of property maintenance standards; abatement of substandard structures through
code enforcement and housing rehabilitation programs.

H-15.1 | Assistance to 11 low-income households as part of the 11-unit affordable housing project in
Riverdale during the planning period (2015 —2023).

H-16.1 | Promotion of available homebuyer resources on the County’s website and at public counters.

H-16.2 | Annual review and pursuit of funding resources to provide assistance to homebuyers.

H-17.1 | Ongoing support for and encouragement of the provision of Housing Choice Vouchers.

H-17.2 | Encouragement of landlords to accept Housing Choice Vouchers by registering their properties
with the Housing Authority; referral of households/homeowners to the Fresno Housing Authority.

H-17.3 | Dissemination of information regarding participation in the Housing Choice Vouchers program.

H-18.1 | Ongoing promotion and implementation of the County’s Go Green initiatives.

H-18.2 | Consideration of the inclusion of design standards for new development that encourage
alternative transportation as part of an update of the Zoning Ordinance.

H-18.3 | Promotion and support for Pacific Gas and Electric Company programs that provide energy
efficiency rebates.

H-18.4 | Incorporation of conservation measures into housing rehabilitation programs.

H-18.5 | Expeditious review and approval of residential alternative energy devices.

H-19.1 | Annual presentation of outreach and education workshops regarding fair housing for lenders, real
estate professionals, housing providers, community stakeholders and the community at large.

H-19.2 | Distribution of information on fair housing rights, available services and responsible agencies to
libraries, community services districts offices and public counters; posting of the same on the
County’s website.

H-19.3 | Referral of fair housing complaints to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the
California Department of Fair Employment and Housing, the Fair Housing Council of Central
California and other housing agencies.

H-19.4 | Every 5 years, a Fair Housing Assessment.
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Calculation of the Success of Program Implementation

For the 2015-2023 General Plan Housing Element

Below is the data used to calculate the County’s success in implementing each of the 19 programs
in its 2015-2023 Housing Element. The data, based on information gleaned from the County’s 2017
Annual Progress Report (APR), was obtained from Appendix B — Progress toward Implementing
the Programs and Objectives of the Housing Element — pages 137 through 181 above.

To arrive at a calculation of the overall success of the implementation of each of the 19 Housing
Element programs, it was necessary to average the County’s success in implementing the
objectives within each program. For example, the overall success of the implementation of
Program H-3 — with its 8 objectives distributed across row 3 below — was determined to be poor
because the County’s 2017 APR reported good implementation for 4 of the objectives, poor
implementation for 2 objectives and no implementation for the other 2 objectives. Therefore, the
report of the success for Program H-3 was determined to be, on average, poor.

Programs Green Orange Red Overall Success
Color Codes H-1 0 7 0 Poor
H-2 1 0 0
l Green
H-3 4 2 2 Poor
Good evidence
of successful H-4 1 0 2 Pl
implementation i
during 2017. H-> 0 ! 3
H-6 1 1 4 Poor
|:| Orange H-7 0 4 2 Poor
Poor evidence H-8 0 ! 2
of successful H-9 1 0 0
implementation
only partial
success in H-11 1 0 0
implementation.
H-12 1 0 0
H-13 0 1 0 P
l Red oor
H-14 0 1 0 Poor
No evidence by
which to confirm H-15 0 0 ! -
successful H-16 1 1 0 Poor
implementation
during 2017 or H-17 1 0 2 Poor
evidence that
implementation H-18 1 2 2 Poor
was not
successful or H-19 3 1 0 -
not initiated.
Totals 16 26 21 63 Objectives
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For All Seven General Plan Elements (Including the Housing Element)

The League of Women Voters of Fresno (League) evaluated Fresno County’s 2017 APR,
coming to conclusions very different for those offered by the County.

With an aim to improve transparency and accuracy, the League decided to prepare its own APR
for 2017. The League found that the County’s 2017 report of a 90% * success rate for the
implementation of General Plan programs was far from accurate. The rate of success was
closer to 33%. More specifically, the League found, through very careful analyses, that the
County’s 2017 APR had demonstrated good implementation of 46 programs (33%), poor
implementation of 44 programs (31%) and no implementation or failed implementation of 50
programs (36%).

Listed below are tabulations based on information taken from Appendix A (Implementation of the
First Six Elements in the General Plan, pp. 24-136 above) and Appendix B (Implementation of the
General Plan Housing Element, pp. 137-181 above). (See pages 25 and 139 for explanations of
the color coding.)

Tabulation of the County’s Success

In Implementing 140 General Plan Programs During 2017

Number of Programs
Green Orange Red in Each Element
Economic Development Element 3 4 11 18
Agriculture and Land Use Element 6 9 9 24
Transportation and Circulation Element 8 10 1 19
Public Facilities and Services Element 7 5 6 18
Open Space and Conservation Element 4 3 18 25
Health and Safety Element 13 2 2 17
Housing Element 5 11 3 19
Totals 46 44 50 140
Calculations

Color Code Degree of Success Number of Programs Percent

Orange Poor 44 out of 140 31.43 %

100.00 %

* The County’s 2017 APR identified only 14 of 140 programs (10%) as being unsatisfactorily
implemented. They were Programs ED-B.A, LU-A.l, LU-C.A, LU-H.A, TR-A.B, PF-B.A, PF-B.B,
PF-C.E, PF-G.A, 0OS-D.B, OS-F.B, OS-H.A, OS-J.A and HS-G.B. (The County did not report
any deficiencies in the implementation of the Housing Element.)
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April 11, 2019
Dear Members of the Fresno County Planning Commission,

Below are two comments regarding the County’s draft Annual Progress Report (APR) on the implementation
of the General Plan for calendar year 2018.

Comment #1
Below is a chart that shows Planning staff’s recommendations to the Planning Commission over the past five
years for the review and adoption of APRs.

There has been a gradual change in staff recommendations. For example, in 2015, staff recommended that
your Commission review and accept the APR, then either recommend adoption by the Board of Supervisors or,
if the document was found deficient in some way, direct the Planning staff to make changes to the document.

In marked contrast, today, the Planning staff is recommending that your Commission receive the APR and then
make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors — if you find that necessary.

Because | know that you are interested in making sure that the General Plan is implemented well, 1 suggest
you follow the direction given to the Commission in 2015 and not just receive the report but review it well. |
also recommend that if you should find the report to be lacking in some way that you direct staff to make the
requisite changes so that the APR presented to the Board of Supervisors is both dependable and of high value.

Staff Recommendations to the Fresno County Planning Commission from 2015 to 2019

APRs Hearing Dates Staff Recommendations Possible Planning Commission Motions

2013/2014 02-26-15 Review and accept the APR. | Recommend adoption by the Board
Or direct staff to make changesin the APR.

2015 07-21-16 Review the APR. Recommend adoption by the Board.
2016 03-30-17 Review the APR. Recommend adoption by the Board.
2017 03-15-18 Review the APR. Recommend adoption by the Board.
2018 04-11-19 Receive the APR. Make recommendations, if any, to the Board.

Comment #2
A report is useful when it is prepared well. The second page shows the reporting in the 2018 APR for the first
3 of 140 programs in the General Plan — for Programs ED-A.A, ED-A.B and ED-A.C.

I know it’s not easy to acknowledge that implementation is not going well, but wouldn’t be to the benefit of all
concerned to report that Programs ED-A.A and ED-A.C are not being implemented and that the
implementation of Program ED-A.B in 2017 — the establishment of an Economic Development Action Team —
did not comply with directives in General Policy ED-A.3. And wouldn’t it also be good to include in the 2018
APR a general statement about what the Action Team accomplished in 2018?

Thank you,

Radley Reep




#1

#2

#3

PROGRAM

STATUS

ED-A.A

The County shall create an economic
development staff position(s) in the County
Administrative Office and the Planning &
Resource Management Department to serve
as liaison/facilitator and support for the
economic development implementation
program and the Action Team. (See Policy ED-
A. 2, ED-A.3)

Policy ED-A.3

The County shall support and staff an Economic
Development Action Team composed of County
departments, including the Agricultural
Commissioner, city representatives, and
regional organizations engaged in the various
facets of economic development in the county.

4

On September 12, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved
formation of an Economic Development Action Team (EDAT)
Standing Committee with Structure, Objectives and Composition
as outlined below:

Structure

® Formed as a Standing Committee to discuss EDAT
issues/projects with meetings convened based on need.

Objectives

® Work with County staff to implement the following three goals
of the Economic Development Element of the County's
General Plan: (1) Job Creation, (2) Economic Base
Diversification, and (3) Labor Force Preparedness;

¢ Assist County staff in reviewing the Economic Development
Element of the County General Plan; and

° Provide direction to County staff regarding economic
development projects in the unincorporated area of Fresno
County.

Composition
County of Fresno

® Chairman of the Board of Supervisors, or another supervisor
designated by the Chairman;

°® A second County Supervisor determined by the issue/project
the EDAT is discussing;

® County Administrative Officer;

° Public Works and Planning Director; and

e City representatives impacted by the issue/project the EDAT
is discussing.

For the City of Fresno the representatives would include:

° Mayor of the City of Fresno;

® President of the City Council for the City of Fresno; and

® City Manager of the City of Fresno

For the Cities of Clovis, Coalinga, Firebaugh, Fowler, Huron,
Kerman, Kingsburg, Mendota, Orange Cove, Pailier, Reedley,
Sanger, San Joaquin, or Selma the representatives would
include:

® Mayor of that City; and

® City Manager of that City

PROGRAM STATUS

ED-AB See ED-AA.

The County shall create, support, and sl+ﬁ an

Action Team to coordinate countywide

economic development. (See Policy ED-A.3)

PROGRAM STATUS

ED-A.C The Economic Development Corporation works with the County

The County shall retain an independent and
qualified institution to conduct an evaluation at
least every five (5) years of success in
achieving the goals and targets of the
Economic Development Strategy. (See Policy
ED-A.4)

to update the County’s Economic Development Strategy CEDS).
As part of the General Plan Review process, policies and
programs of the Economic Development Element are being
reviewed to determine which policies still serve a purpose and
should be kept/modified and which ones have served their
purpose or are no longer relevant and should be deleted.
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