
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 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING 

STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR 
 
 
June 22, 2018 
 
 
State Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning and Research 
Attn: Sheila Brown  
1400 Tenth Street, Room 212 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 
Dear Ms. Brown: 
 
Subject: State Clearinghouse Review of Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for 

Initial Study Application No. 7357/ Unclassified Conditional Use Permit No. 3591. 
(Taco Bell) 

 
Enclosed Please find the following documents: 
 

1. Reviewing agencies checklist 
2. Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
3. Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration, Location Map, and proposed 

Mitigated Negative Declaration (Draft) 
4. Fifteen (15) hard copies of the Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study and Project 

Routing  
5. One (1) electronic copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study and Project 

Routing  
 
We request that you distribute the documents to appropriate state agencies for review as 
provided for in Section 15073 of the CEQA Guidelines, and that the review be completed within 
the normal 30-day review period.  Please transmit any document to my attention at the below 
listed address or to jshaw@co.fresno.ca.us.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jeremy Shaw, Planner 
Development Services Division 
 
JS: 
G:\4360Devs&Pln\PROJSEC\PROJDOCS\CUP\3500-3599\3591\IS CEQA\CUP3591 SCH Ltr.docx 
 
Enclosures 
 
 







 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
DATE:  June 22, 2018 
 
TO:  County Clerk’s Office 
 
 
FROM: Jeremy Shaw, Department of Public Works and Planning 
 
Subject: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 Initial Study No. 7357 
 Conditional Use Permit No. 3591 
 
Please note that in the attached Notice of Intent the project description should read that 
the project proposes a 1,823 square-foot Taco Bell, not 1,633 square-feet.  
 
If you have any questions, please call me at 600-4207.  
 
Thank you for your assistance. 







 
 
 

File original and one copy with:    

Fresno County Clerk 
2221 Kern Street 
Fresno, California 93721 

Space Below For County Clerk Only. 

 
 
 
 
CLK-2046.00 E04-73 R00-00  

Agency File No: 
IS 7357  

LOCAL AGENCY 
PROPOSED MITIGATED 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

County Clerk File No: 
E- 

Responsible Agency (Name): 
Fresno County 

 Address (Street and P.O. Box): 

2220 Tulare St. Sixth Floor 
City: 

Fresno 
Zip Code: 
93721 

Agency Contact Person (Name and Title):  

 
Jeremy Shaw, Planner 

Area Code: 

559 
Telephone Number: 

600-4207 
Extension: 

N/A 

Applicant (Name): Ghai Management, Inc. Project Title:  Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3591 

Project Description:                Allow an Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development, consisting of a 1,823 square-foot 
Taco Bell restaurant with drive through service on a 0.58-acre parcel in the AE-40 (Exclusive 
Agricultural, 40-acre minimum parcel size) Zone District. The project site is located on the north side of 
West Panoche Road approximately 1,000 feet southwest of its intersection with Interstate 5, and 
approximately 15 miles southwest of the nearest city limits of the City of Mendota (SUP. DIST. 1) (APN 
027-190-29S). 

Justification for Negative Declaration:  

Based upon the Initial Study prepared for Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3591, staff has concluded 
that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment.  It has been determined that there would be no impacts 
to agricultural and forestry resources, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, mineral resources, 
population and housing, public services and recreation. 
 
Potential impacts related to air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and 
water quality, noise, and utilities and service systems have determined to be less than significant.  
 
Potential Impacts relating to Aesthetics, Cultural Resources and Transportation/Traffic have been determined to be less 
than significant upon compliance with the identified mitigation measures. 
 

FINDING:  

The proposed project will not have a significant impact on the environment. 
 
Newspaper and Date of Publication:  
Fresno Business Journal – June 25, 2018 

Review Date Deadline: 

Planning Commission – July 26, 2018 
Date: 

 

Type or Print Signature: 
Marianne Mollring 
Senior Planner 

Submitted by (Signature): 

Jeremy Shaw 
Planner 

 
State 15083, 15085 County Clerk File No.:_________________ 

 
LOCAL AGENCY 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 
 
G:\4360Devs&Pln\PROJSEC\PROJDOCS\CUP\3500-3599\3591\IS CEQA\CUP3591 MND Draft.docx 



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 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING 

STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR 
 
 

INITIAL STUDY 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

_____________________________________________ 

1. Project title:  
Initial Study Application No. 7357 and Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3591 
 

2. Lead agency name and address:  
  Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning 
  Development Services and Capital Projects Division 
  2220 Tulare Street, 6th Floor 
  Fresno, CA 93721-2104 
 
3. Contact person and phone number:  
  Jeremy Shaw, Planner (559) 600-4207 
 
4. Project location: 

 The subject parcel is located on West Panoche Road, approximately 1,000 feet west of Interstate 5, and 
approximately 15 miles southwest of the nearest city limits of the City of Mendota (SUP. DIST. 1) (APN 027-190-
29S). 

 
5. Project Applicant's name and address: 
  Ghai Management, Inc. 
  25 East Airway Blvd. 
  Livermore, CA 95991 
 
6. General Plan designation:  

 Agriculture/Westside Freeway Corridor Overlay 
 
7. Zoning:  

 AE-40 (Exclusive Agricultural, 40-acre minimum parcel size) Zone District 
 
8. Description of project:   

 Allow an Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial Development, consisting of a 1,823 square-foot Taco Bell 
 restaurant with drive through service on a 0.58-acre parcel in the AE-40 (Exclusive Agricultural, 40-acre minimum 
 parcel size) Zone District. 
 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:  Briefly describe the project's surroundings: 
The subject parcel is located in an area designated for commercial development within a one square mile area 

 centered on the intersection of Interstate 5 and West Panoche Road. The surrounding area consists primarily of 
 agricultural uses. 
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INITIAL STUDY 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

(Initial Study Application No. 7357 and 
Unclassified Conditional Use Permit  

Application No. 3591) 
 

The following checklist is used to determine if the 
proposed project could potentially have a significant 
effect on the environment.  Explanations and information 
regarding each question follow the checklist. 

1 = No Impact 

2 = Less Than Significant Impact 

3 = Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

4 = Potentially Significant Impact 

 

I. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 
  2   a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
  2   b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

  2   c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings? 

  3    d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

II. AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
  1   a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

  1   b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act Contract? 

  1   c) Conflict with existing zoning for forest land, timberland or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production? 

  1   d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use? 

  1    e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use? 

III. AIR QUALITY 

Would the project: 
  2   a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable Air 

Quality Plan? 
  2   b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 

an existing or projected air quality violation? 
  2   c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 

criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under applicable Federal or State ambient air 
quality standards (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  2   d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

  2   e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
  2   a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

  2   b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

  2   c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally-protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

  2   d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

  2   e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

  2   f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat 
Conservation Plan? 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
  3   a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 15064.5? 

  3   b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 15064.5? 

  3   c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site, or unique geologic feature? 

  3   d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

  3   e) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074? 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 
 a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
  2    i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 

the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

  2    ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
  2    iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
  2    iv) Landslides? 
  1   b) Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil? 
  1   c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 

would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 
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  1   d) Be located on expansive soil as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks 
to life or property? 

  1   e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
  2    a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

  2   b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
  1   a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

  1   b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

  1   c) Create hazardous emissions or utilize hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

  1   d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

  1   e) Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area for a project located within an Airport Land 
Use Plan or, where such a Plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport? 

  1   f) Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area for a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip? 

  1   g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted Emergency Response Plan or Emergency 
Evacuation Plan? 

  1   h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
  1   a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
  2   b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

  2   c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off site? 

  2   d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on or off site? 

  2   e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage  
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

  1   f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
  1   g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

  1   h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?  

  1   i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

  1   j) Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
  1   a) Physically divide an established community? 
  1   b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to, the General Plan, Specific Plan, 
local coastal program, or Zoning Ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

  1   c) Conflict with any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan or 
Natural Community Conservation Plan? 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
  1   a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 

that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

  1   b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local General Plan, 
Specific Plan or other land use plan? 

XII. NOISE 

Would the project: 
  2   a) Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of 

standards established in the local General Plan or Noise 
Ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

  2   b) Expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels? 

  2   c) Create a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

  2   d) Create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

  1   e) Expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels, for a project located within an Airport 
Land Use Plan or, where such a Plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport? 

  1   f) Expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels, for a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip? 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
  1   a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

  1   b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
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  1   c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project: 
 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 

the provision of new or physically-altered governmental facilities, 
or the need for new or physically-altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

  1   a) Fire protection? 
  1   b) Police protection? 
  1   c) Schools? 
  1   d) Parks? 
  1   e) Other public facilities? 

XV. RECREATION 

Would the project: 
  1   a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

  1   b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 
  3   a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance 
of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized  
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, 
including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways 
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 

  3   b) Conflict with an applicable Congestion Management 
Program including, but not limited to, level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the County congestion management agency 
for designated roads or highways? 

  1   c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location, which 
results in substantial safety risks? 

  3   d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

  2   e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
  1   f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding 

public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
  2   a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 

Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
  2   b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

  2   c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

  2   d) Have sufficient water supplies available to service the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new 
or expanded entitlements needed? 

  2   e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

  2   f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

  2   g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Would the project: 
  3   a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

  3   b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects.) 

  1   c) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly?

 
Documents Referenced: 
This Initial Study is referenced by the documents listed below.  These documents are available for public review at the 
County of Fresno, Department of Public Works and Planning, Development Services and Capital Projects Division, 2220 
Tulare Street, Suite A, Fresno, California (corner of M & Tulare Streets).  
 

Fresno County General Plan, Policy Document and Final EIR 
Fresno County Zoning Ordinance 
Important Farmland 2014 Map, State Department of Conservation 
Traffic Impact Study, prepared by Peters Engineering Group, dated April 19, 2018 
Equitable Share of Cost Estimate prepared by the Peters Engineering Group, dated April 2018 
 

JS 
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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 

 

  
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING 

STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR 
 
 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
APPLICANT: Ghai Management, Inc. 
 
APPLICATION NOS.: Initial Study Application No. 7357 and Unclassified 

Conditional Use Permit Application No. 3591 
 
DESCRIPTION: Allow an Interstate Freeway Interchange Commercial 

Development consisting of a 1,823 square-foot Taco Bell 
restaurant with drive-through service on a 0.58-acre parcel in 
the AE-40 (Exclusive Agricultural, 40-acre minimum parcel 
size) Zone District. 

 
LOCATION: The project site is located on the north side of West Panoche 

Road, approximately 1,000 feet southwest of Interstate 5 
and approximately 15 miles southwest of the nearest city 
limits of the City of Mendota (SUP. DIST. 1) (APN 027-190-
29S). 

 
I. AESTHETICS 

 
A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or 
 
B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway; or 
 
C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 

site and its surroundings? 
 

FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT: 
 
Policy LU-D.6 of the Fresno County General Plan requires that a commercial 
interchange development be designed to achieve aesthetic excellence and incorporate 
considerations for noise contours abutting traffic ways, architectural cohesiveness, and 
signing restraints. The proposal involves the construction of a new 1,823 square-foot 
Taco Bell restaurant with drive-through service on a currently vacant parcel within an 
existing commercial development that includes restaurants, gas stations, convenience 
stores and a motel. The project site is located approximately 1,000 feet southwest of 
Interstate 5 and westerly adjacent to the southbound exit ramp. Given the limited size of 
the proposed development, and the requirement that it be aesthetically consistent with 
surrounding commercial development in an area designated for such development by 
Section 860 of the Fresno County General Plan, it would not degrade the visual 
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character or quality of the site and its surroundings. Additionally, no scenic vistas, 
scenic resources or landscape features were identified in the project analysis, and 
accordingly, no such resources will be adversely impacted by this proposal. Interstate 5, 
easterly adjacent to the project site is designated as a scenic highway in the Fresno 
County General Plan. General Plan Policy OS-L.3.d. requires that commercial 
developments provide for maintenance of a natural open space area that is 200 feet in 
depth parallel to the right-of-way of the scenic drive or roadway. However, the proposed 
development is not within the 200-foot-wide natural Open Space Area, and therefore will 
not impact the scenic quality of the landscape adjacent to Interstate 5, consistent with 
General Plan Goal OS-l.  
 
Section 860.E.2 of the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance addresses development 
standards for Freeway Interchange Development, and requires that landscaping be 
provided and maintained, and that plants and related materials shall be arranged in a 
manner consistent with and complementary to the building design and materials.  
 

D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

 
FINDING:  LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED: 

 
Development of this proposal will generate new sources of light and glare resulting from 
outdoor lighting around the building and parking and circulation areas. Mitigation would 
require that all outdoor lighting be hooded and directed downward as to not shine 
toward adjacent property and public streets. The Road Maintenance and Operations 
Division expressed concerns that headlights from vehicles queuing in the proposed 
drive-through would shine toward oncoming traffic on the adjacent roadway. As such, a 
Mitigation Measure has been included under Section XVI. D. Transportation/Traffic to 
address these concerns. See further discussion under the above-referenced section. 
    
* Mitigation Measure: 
 

1. All outdoor lighting shall be hooded and directed downward so as not to shine 
toward adjacent properties and public streets or roadways. 
 

II. AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 

A. Would the project convert prime or unique farmlands or farmland of state-wide 
importance to non-agricultural use; or 

 
B. Would the project conflict with existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act Contracts; 

or 
 
C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forest land, 

timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production; or 
 
D. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-

forest use; or 
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E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The subject parcel is zoned AE-40 (Exclusive Agricultural, 40-acre minimum parcel 
size) Zone District, however, it is located in an area designated for commercial 
development and is not restricted under Williamson Act Contract. The 0.58-acre subject 
parcel is classified as Urban and Built-Up Land according to the 2014 Fresno County 
Important Farmlands Map. Therefore, this proposal is not in conflict with existing 
Agricultural zoning. General Plan Policy LU-D.4 states that the County shall generally 
limit development at major or minor commercial interchanges to one square mile of land 
centered on the freeway interchange structure. The subject proposal is therefore 
consistent with this policy. 
 
There are existing agricultural operations in the vicinity of the project site, however, 
much of the land within the one square-mile Interstate Freeway Interchange Area has 
been commercially developed as prescribed by the Fresno County General Plan and 
the approved Master Plan. Therefore, the project will not result in the conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural uses, other than that area which has been designated for 
commercial development. The subject property is not located on forestland. This 
proposal was reviewed by the Fresno County Department of Agriculture, which did not 
express and concerns. 

 
III. AIR QUALITY 
 

A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable Air Quality 
Plan; or 

 
B. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or 

projected air quality violation; or 
 
C. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 

pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under a Federal or State ambient 
air quality standard; or 

 
D. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 
 
E. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
This proposal was reviewed by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 
which determined that project-specific criteria pollutant emissions are not expected to 
have an adverse impact on air quality. The Air District required that the applicant submit 
an application for an Air Impact Assessment per District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source 
Review). An Air Impact Assessment application was submitted by the applicant and 
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approved by the Air District on February 14, 2018. The proposed restaurant with drive-
through service will be part of an existing commercial development, and once 
construction is complete, any impacts to air quality will be less than significant. Per the 
Air District’s recommendation, the following District Enforced Emission Reduction 
Measures will be included as Conditions of Approval: (1) Within 30-days of the issuance 
of building permits and certification of occupancy, the applicant shall submit a summary 
report of the construction start and end dates, and date of the first permit issuance and 
occupancy certification; and (2) The project shall maintain records on site during 
construction, and for a period of ten years following either the end of construction and/ 
or issuance of permits and certification of occupancy, whichever date is later. Records 
shall be made available for Air District inspection upon request.  
 
Additionally, the applicant may be required to submit a Construction Notification Form or 
submit and receive approval of a Dust Control Plan prior to commencing any 
earthmoving activities as described in District Rule 8021 - Construction, Demolition, 
Excavation, Extraction, and Other Earthmoving Activities. Per District Rule 2010, the 
applicant may be required to obtain a District Authority to Construct prior to installation 
of equipment that controls or may emit air contaminants, including, but not limited to, 
emergency internal combustion engines, boilers, and baghouses.  
 
According to the Air District, particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in size (PM2.5) from 
under-fired char-broilers (UFC) pose an immediate health risk because the cooking of 
meat can release carcinogenic compounds, and controlling such emissions will have a 
positive impact on public health. In order to reduce potential impacts from the release of 
carcinogenic compounds into the air, a Condition of Approval will be included requiring 
that the applicant install emission control systems during the construction phase of the 
project. 
 
The project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or 
create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people in or near 
the project area. 
 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species; or 

 
B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS); or 
 

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally-protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption or other means; or 
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D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; or 
 

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 

 
F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 

Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The subject parcel is located within an existing Interstate Freeway Interchange 
commercial development, consisting of gas stations, convenience stores, restaurants 
and a motel, located on both the north and south sides of Panoche Road. Large parcels 
utilized for farming and other agriculture-related operations characterize the surrounding 
area. As a result of the existing commercial development, the ground on and 
surrounding the project site, has been previously disturbed.  
 
The project was reviewed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service. Neither agency expressed any concerns relating to 
adverse effects upon any sensitive or special-status species through habitat 
modification, either riparian habitat or other sensitive species. Additionally, no federally-
protected wetlands, native resident or migratory fish, or wildlife species were identified 
in the analysis. 
 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource as defined in Section 15064.5; or 
 
B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5; or 
 
C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site 

or unique geologic feature; or 
 

D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries; or 
 

E. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074? 
 
FINDING:  LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED: 
 
The project site is located in an area designated as “moderately” sensitive for the 
existence of archaeological resources, and has been previously disturbed. The project 
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was routed to the Southern San Joaquin Information Center, which recommended that a 
cultural resources survey be undertaken. A Phase-One Archaeological Survey was 
complete by Soar Environmental Consulting on October 20, 2017. No historical, tribal-
cultural resources or unique paleontological resources were identified during the survey; 
however, this does not preclude the existence of subsurface cultural deposits. To 
address this possibility, a Mitigation Measure has been included requiring further 
evaluation upon the discovery of any historical or tribal cultural resources, or human 
remains during ground-disturbing activities. 
 
* Mitigation Measure: 
 

           1. In the event that cultural resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing 
activities, all work shall be halted in the area of the find. An archaeologist shall be 
called to evaluate the findings and make any necessary mitigation 
recommendations. If human remains are unearthed during ground disturbing 
activities, no further disturbance is to occur until the Fresno County Sheriff-
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition. All normal 
evidence procedures should be followed by photos, reports, video, etc. If such 
remains are determined to be Native American, the Sheriff-Coroner must notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours. 

 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

A. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including risk of loss, injury or death involving:  
 
1. Rupture of a known earthquake; or 

 
2. Strong seismic ground shaking; or 

 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or 

 
4. Landslides? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The subject parcel and surrounding area is in California Building Code Seismic Zone 4 
according the Fresno County General Plan Background Report (FCGPBR) Figure 9-4, 
and in an area of Probabilistic Seismic Hazards (10% probability in 50 years). It is not 
located in a known earthquake fault zone per the California Department of 
Conservation, California Geological Survey (CGS) Information Warehouse: Interactive 
Regulatory Maps. The project will be subject to current building code with regard to 
seismic design category requirements. Additionally, the subject parcel is not in an area 
subject to liquefaction as described in the FCGPBR, Chapter 9, or as indicated on State 
of California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, and other 
Regulatory Maps. 
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B. Would the project result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil; or 
 
C. Would the project result in on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction or collapse; or 
 

D. Would the project be located on expansive soils, creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The proposed project is not in an area subject to expansive soils nor in an area prone to 
liquefaction, landslides, lateral spreading, or collapse. According to the Fresno County 
General Plan Background Report (FCGPBR), Figure 9-6, the project site is located in an 
area of shallow subsidence; however, no impacts related to the potential for soil 
subsidence were identified in the analysis or in reviewing agency comments.  
 
Additionally, the project area is confined to the 0.58-acre subject parcel, limiting any 
potential erosion resulting from grading activity; However, a Condition of Approval will 
be included, requiring that any grading activity proposed with this project would 
necessitate a grading permit or grading voucher from the Fresno County Department of 
Public Works and Planning, and any additional runoff generated by the proposed 
development is required to be stored on site or disposed of per County standards.   
 

E. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative disposal systems where sewers are not available for wastewater 
disposal? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project proposes to connect to existing wastewater treatment facilities located in the 
vicinity for the provision of sanitary sewer services. No new on-site wastewater 
treatment  systems are proposed with this application. 
 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 

may have a significant impact on the environment; or 
 
B. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The project was reviewed by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District for 
potential adverse impacts to air quality (see discussion under Section III. Air Quality). 
The Air District did not express any concerns related to greenhouse gas emissions. 
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

A. Would the project create a significant public hazard through routine transport, use or 
disposal of hazardous materials; or 

 
B. Would the project create a significant public hazard involving accidental release of 

hazardous materials into the environment; or 
C. Would the project create hazardous emissions or utilize hazardous materials, 

substances or waste within one quarter-mile of a school; or 
 
D. Would the project be located on a hazardous materials site? 

 
 FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
      The project is not located on or near a hazardous materials site, will not involve the 

transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, and is not located within one quarter-
mile of a school. 

 
E. Would a project located within an airport land use plan or, absent such a plan, within 

two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area; or 

 
F. Would a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip result in a safety hazard 

for people residing or working in the project area? 
  
 FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
      The project site is not located within two miles of any public or private airstrip or  
 airport. 

 
G. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan; or 
 
H. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 

involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project will not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
Emergency Response Plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. While the project 
site is located in a wildland fire area, and is in a moderate-severity fire hazard zone, 
according to the CAL FIRE Hazard Severity Zone Map for Fresno County, dated 
November 6, 2007, the immediate area has been commercially developed and 
residential development is limited. The nearest residence is located more than one half-
mile from the project site. If approved, the project will be subject to current fire code, 
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Title 24 California Code of Regulations (CCR), at the time that permits or a certificate of 
occupancy is issued.  
 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

or otherwise degrade water quality? 
 

  FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
  The project will connect to an existing community system for the provision of water and 

sewer services, and it is not anticipated that the proposed operation will violate any 
water quality standards, waste discharge requirements or degrade water quality in any 
way. With regard to sewer and water services, the applicant’s operational statement 
indicates that the existing off-site water treatment facility has a design capacity of 
90,000 gallons per day and is currently operating at 40,000 gallons per day. The 
California State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water, reviewed 
this proposal, and did not express any concerns related to water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements. 

 
B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 

with groundwater recharge so that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table? 
 

  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
       The project proposes to use up to 2,000 gallons of water per day, and will connect to a 

non-transient, non-community public water system operated by I-5 Property Services, 
Inc., which supplies surface-water to the surrounding commercial development. I-5 
Property Services has indicated that it would provide up to two acre-feet of water per 
year for the proposed Taco Bell restaurant. Westlands Water District, which supplies 
water to I-5 Property Services, Inc., stated that I-5 Property Services must secure an 
alternate water supply to support the demand created by the proposed development if 
current allocations from Westands Water District are exceeded.   

 
C. Would the project substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on or off site; or 

 
D. Would the project substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site; 
or 
 

E. Would the project create or contribute run-off, which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned storm-water drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted run-off? 
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  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 

The project proposal entails the establishment of a 1,823 square-foot restaurant with 
drive-through services, within an existing commercial development. Given the limited 
size of the proposed development, it is not anticipated to alter drainage patterns, alter 
the course of a stream, or result in substantial erosion or siltation, and no streams or 
other watercourses were identified in the vicinity of or traversing the subject parcel. 
Panoche Creek is located approximately one half-mile west of the project site. This 
project will require the submission of an Engineered Grading and Drainage Plan prior to 
the issuance of a grading permit or grading voucher. Any additional runoff generated by 
the project must be retained on site or disposed of per County Standards. 

 
F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

 
  FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
  The project proposes to connect to existing facilities for the provision of water and  
  sewer services. None of the reviewing agencies or departments expressed any   
  concerns that this project would have an impact on water quality in the area.  
 

G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year floodplain; or 
 
H. Would the project place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would 

impede or redirect flood flows; or 
 

I. Would the project expose persons or structures to levee or dam failure? 
 
  FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
  The subject parcel is not located in an area within a 100-year floodplain according to  
  Figure 9-7 of the Fresno County General Plan Background Report, nor is it located in a  
  Dam Failure Flood Inundation Area, identified by Figure 9-8 of the FCGPBR.   
  Additionally, comments from the Development Engineering Section of the Fresno  
  County Department of Public Works and Planning indicate the subject parcel is not  
  subject to flooding from the 100-year, one-percent-chance storm event, per FEMA,  
  FIRM Panel1950H. 

 
J. Would the project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not in an area subject to tsunami or mudflow, and earthquake-
induced seiche is not considered a risk in Fresno County, according to the Fresno 
County General Plan Background Report (FCGPBR) Chapter 9. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
A. Will the project physically divide an established community? 

  FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
       The project will not divide an established community. The project site is    
  located approximately 15 miles southwest of the nearest city limits of the City of   
  Mendota. 
 

B. Will the project conflict with any Land Use Plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project? 

 
  FINDING: NO IMPACT: 

 
The subject parcel is designated as agricultural land in the Fresno County General Plan, 
and located within the Westside Freeway Corridor Overlay, extending for one mile east 
and west of Interstate 5 where it traverses the County. The overlay area allows for 
commercial uses at designated interchanges along the Interstate. Section 860 of the 
Fresno County Zoning Ordinance, Regulations for Interstate Freeway Interchange 
Commercial Development, specifically designates one square-mile of land centered on 
the intersection of Panoche Road and Interstate 5 as a Major Commercial Center. The 
Zoning Ordinance lists specific uses allowed at a Major Commercial Center, subject to 
discretionary approval through a Conditional Use Permit application, this proposal is 
consistent with those allowed uses. The Commercial Interchange area consists of four 
quadrants surrounding the intersection. The subject parcel is located in the northwest 
quadrant of the interchange. Each quadrant is limited to one master-planned area for 
development. This proposal is consistent with the allowable uses at such designated 
interchanges, subject to a Conditional Use Permit, Site Plan Review and applicable 
development standards.  

 
C. Will the project conflict with any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural 

Community Conservation Plan? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project is located within the PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operations and 
Maintenance Habitat Conservation Plan, however, the proposal was reviewed by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the United States Fish and 
Wildlife service (USFWS), and neither agency expressed any concerns with the project 
proposal. The proposed project will not conflict with any Habitat Conservation Plan or 
Natural Community Conservation Plan. 

 
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource; or 
 

B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site designated on a General Plan? 



Evaluation of Environmental Impacts – Page 12 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The proposed project does not involve the extraction of any known mineral resources, 
and is not located in an area identified as Mineral Resource Zone by Figures 7-7 and 7-
9 of the Fresno County General Plan Background Report (FCGPBR). 

 
XII. NOISE 
 

A. Would the project result in exposure of people to severe noise levels; or 
 
B. Would the project result in exposure of people to or generate excessive ground-borne 

vibration or ground-borne noise levels; or 
 
C. Would the project cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 

project vicinity; or 
D. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 

levels? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
No noise-related impacts were identified by any of the reviewing agencies. Noise 
impacts from construction-related activities are exempt from compliance with the Fresno 
County Noise Ordinance (Chapter 8.40.060 Noise Source Exemptions) provided that 
noise-generating construction activity is limited to the hours between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 
p.m., Monday through Friday, and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., 
Saturday and/or Sunday.   

 
E. Would the project expose people to excessive noise levels associated with a location 

near an airport or a private airstrip; or 
 
F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not located in the vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip and will 
not be impacted by airport-related noise. 

 
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

A. Would the project induce substantial population growth either directly or indirectly; or 
 
B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing; or 
 
C. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 

construction of housing elsewhere? 
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FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project will not induce population growth directly or indirectly, nor displace any 
existing housing or people. The nearest dwelling to the proposed project site is more 
than one half-mile southwest. 
 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES  
 

A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically-altered public facilities in the following areas: 

 
1. Fire protection; or 
 
2. Police protection; or 
 
3. Schools; or 
4. Parks; or 
 
5. Other public facilities? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts related to provision of 
new facilities for fire or police protection, schools, parks or other public facilities. No 
concerns were expressed by any reviewing agencies regarding impacts to the provision 
of public services. 
 

XV. RECREATION 
 

A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks; or 
 
B. Would the project require the construction of or expansion of recreational facilities? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project is not located in the vicinity of any existing public parks and is therefore not 
expected to result in an increase in the use of existing parks or recreational facilities.  
 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 

A. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation; or 

 
B. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 

including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demands measures; or 
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FINDING:  LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED: 
 
The proposed project will not have direct access from Panoche Road, however it will be 
accessed from a road labeled on the applicant’s submitted site plan as “Farm Access 
Road Easement”, a private easment owned by the State of California, which connects to 
Panoche Road via Road A as labeled on the Applicants site plan. The Farm Access 
Road Easement and Road A are both part of the same easement owned by the State of 
California.  After review of the proposal, the Road Maintenance and Operations and 
Design Divisions, of the Department of Public Works and Planning determined that a 
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was required in order to evaluate potential impacts to County 
roadways.  
 
A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was prepared by Peters Engineering, for the proposed 
project on December 15, 2017. After review by County staff and Caltrans, it was 
determined that some revisions were necessary. A final revised version was submitted 
to the Department of Public Works and Planning on April 19, 2018.  Conclusions of the 
Traffic Impact Study indicated that the project is expected to cause or contribute to 
significant impacts, based on Level of Service estimates for the intersection of Panoche 
Road and Interstate 5 northbound ramps, and the intersection of Panoche Road and 
Road A.  The recommendation of the TIS was that the applicant be required to 
contribute a fair share of cost (estimated to be 21.5 percent for the northbound ramps 
and 23.09 percent for the southbound ramps) for the construction of all-way stop control 
at the intersection of Panoche Road and Road A. However, the all-way stop control 
should not be installed until the project is in operation and observed traffic volumes 
indicate that the warrants (standard criteria) for installing said stop controls are met.  
 
The project was reviewed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 
which indicated that the Traffic Impact Study shows that the project would cause an 
increase in traffic congestion at the intersection of Panoche Road and Interstate 5 
northbound ramps during peak traffic hours; however, the criteria necessary for the 
immediate installation of traffic signals at the Panoche Road and Interstate 5 
northbound ramps would be met by the addition of the proposed project in the near 
term. Caltrans did find that the criteria for traffic signals at said intersection would likely 
be satisfied by 2035, and that installation of signals would then be warranted.  
Therefore, the following mitigation is required:  
 
* Mitigation Measures: 
 

1. To address future long-term cumulative traffic impacts identified by the project’s 
Traffic Impact Study, the Applicant/Operator shall be responsible for preparing a 
traffic analysis at the intersection of Panoche Road and private Road A 
subsequent to occupancy/opening day and to occur at the approximate one-year 
anniversary of commencing operations.  The Applicant shall provide the traffic 
analysis to the Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning at the 
conclusion of the initial one-year operational period to document changed traffic 
volumes and determine warrants for intersection control measures.  

 



Evaluation of Environmental Impacts – Page 15 

 Should the traffic analysis indicate that the warrants for an all-way stop are met; 
the Applicant shall install an all-way stop control at the intersection of West 
Panoche Road and Private Road A. 

 Should the traffic analysis indicate warrants for an all-way stop are not be met at 
the conclusion of the one-year operational period, the Applicant/Operator will be 
responsible for future participation in the proportionate share (8.60 percent) for 
installing an all-way stop control at the intersection of West Panoche Road and 
Road A in conjunction with existing businesses and future development serviced 
by private Road A for the northwest quadrant of the Panoche Road/I-5 Interstate 
Interchange. 

 
 Note:  Due to the length of time that may elapse between opening day and 

realization of signal warrants, the Applicant/future operator may conduct 
additional traffic analysis to re-examine the proportionate share amount.  As 
Road A is a private road, shared installation costs shall be between existing and 
future operators of the northwestern quadrant. 

 
2. To address project-related traffic impacts as identified by the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the Applicant shall enter into a traffic 
mitigation agreement with Caltrans to ensure the project contributes its fair share 
toward the cost of future installation of all-way stop control at the intersections of 
Panoche Road and the Interstate 5 southbound ramps and Panoche Road and 
the Interstate 5 northbound ramps.  Based on the Traffic Impact Study prepared 
for this project, the Applicant’s fair share contribution is currently estimated to be 
$4,189.00 ($2,150.00 for the northbound ramps and $2,039.00 for the southbound 
ramps). 

 
C.  Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns? 

 
  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 

This proposal will not result in a change in air traffic patterns. The nearest airport to the 
project site is William Robert Johnson Municipal Airport (Mendota), located 
approximately 16 miles to the northeast.  

 
D.  Would the project substantially increase traffic hazards due to design features? 

 
  FINDING:  LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED: 
 

The Road Maintenance and Operations Division of the Fresno County Department of 
Public Works and Planning reviewed this proposal and expressed concerns that cars 
queuing in the proposed drive through would project their headlights at traffic on 
Panoche Road, thereby impacting driver visibility. A Mitigation Measure has been 
included requiring that screening will be added to the drive through to minimize the 
impacts to traffic on the County roadway.  
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* Mitigation Measure: 
 
     1. To prevent headlights from vehicles in the drive through from impairing the 

visibility of traffic along Panoche Road, the proposed drive through shall be 
screened by a fence that is architecturally consistent with the surrounding 
development. Examples of acceptable screening include a wooden rail fencing, a 
low-profile solid wall, or other barrier deemed acceptable to the Department of 
Public Works and Planning. 

 
E.  Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 

The project does not propose any changes to existing road configuration and will not 
result in inadequate emergency access. The project was reviewed by the Fresno 
County Fire Protection District/CALFIRE, which indicated that the Farm Access Road 
Easement along the northerly boundary of the project site would be adequate in width, 
provided there is a minimum of 12 feet of paved road width for each direction of travel 
with no parking allowed on either site of the easement. As a Condition of Approval, the 
applicant will be required to paint the south curb along the Farm Access Road 
Easement red, and install “No Stopping” signage. 

 
F.  Would the project conflict with adopted plans, policies or programs regarding public 

transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project will not conflict with any adopted transportation plans, policies or programs. 
 

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 

A. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements; or 
 
B. Would the project require construction of or the expansion of new water or wastewater 

treatment facilities? 
 

  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 

The project will be provided community water and sewer services by I-5 Property 
Services, Inc.  According to the applicant’s Operational Statement, the project is 
estimated to use 2,000 gallons of water per day, and will connect to a community water 
system operated by I-5 Property Services, Inc. with water purchased from Westlands 
Water District.  The project is not anticipated to exceed wastewater facility capacity or 
require expansion of existing water treatment facilities. A Condition of Approval will be 
included requiring that the project secure a water supply to support any additional 
municipal and industrial demand if the water allocation that I-5 Property Services, Inc. 
receives from Westlands Water District is insufficient to meet the increased demand. 
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C. Would the project require or result in the construction or expansion of new storm-water 
drainage facilities? 
 

  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
   See discussion in Section IX. C., IX. D. and IX. E. Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 

D. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

 
  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
   See discussion in Section XVII. A. and XVII. B. above. 
 

E. Would the project result in a determination of inadequate wastewater treatment capacity 
to serve project demand? 

 
  FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 

The applicant-submitted operational statement (addendum) indicates that the proposed 
Taco Bell restaurant will generate approximately 1,000 gallons of liquid waste per day. 
The project proposes to connect to the existing off-site wastewater treatment facility 
operated by I-5 Property Services, Inc. The applicant’s supplemental information to the 
operational statement, it is indicated that the existing sanitary sewer system has a 
design capacity of 76,000 gallons per day and is currently operating at 30,000 to 40,000 
gallons per day. The proposed operation is not anticipated to exceed the capacity of the 
system.  

   
   See additional discussion in Section XVII. A. and XVII. B. above. 

 
F. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity; or 

 
G. Would the project comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to 

solid waste? 
 

FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The applicant’s operational statement indicates than the proposed operation will 
generate approximately .75 cubic yards of solid waste per day. The solid waste 
material will be stored in bins which will be picked up by a properly licensed solid waste 
hauler on a regular basis, and be disposed of in an approved landfill and/or recycling 
facility. 

 
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

A. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
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community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California prehistory or 
history? 
 

  FINDING:  LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
 

No impacts to biological resources were identified in the analysis or in reviewing agency 
comments.  Potential impacts to Cultural Resources will be reduced to a less than 
significant level with incorporation of the Mitigation Measure listed in Section V. 

 
B. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? 
 
  FINDING:  LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

Cumulatively considerable impacts related to Aesthetics, Cultural Resources and 
Transportation/Traffic were identified in the analysis. Impacts to these resources will be 
reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation of the Mitigation Measures 
listed in Sections I, V and XVI. 

 
C. Does the project have environmental impacts, which will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
No environmental impacts which would cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings were identified in the analysis or in reviewing agency/department comments. 

 
CONCLUSION/SUMMARY 
 
Based upon the Initial Study prepared for Unclassified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 
3591, staff has concluded that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment.  
It has been determined that there would be no impacts to agricultural and forestry resources, 
hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and 
housing, public services and recreation. 
 
Potential impacts related to air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, greenhouse 
gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, noise, and utilities and service systems have been 
determined to be less than significant.  
 
Potential Impacts relating to Aesthetics, Cultural Resources and Transportation/Traffic have 
been determined to be less than significant upon compliance with the identified Mitigation 
Measures. 
 
A Mitigated Negative Declaration is recommended and is subject to approval by the decision-
making body.  The Initial Study is available for review at 2220 Tulare Street, Suite A, street 
level, located on the southwest corner of Tulare and “M” Street, Fresno, California. 
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Statement of Operations 
 

Taco Bell Restaurant 
W. Panoche Road, Firebaugh, Fresno County, CA 

 
Ghai Management, Inc. (COMPANY) intends to develop a new Taco Bell Restaurant at W. 
Panoche Road, Firebaugh, Fresno County, CA.  The COMPANY currently owns and 
operates numerous Taco Bell Restaurants throughout California.  The COMPANY and its 
owners are also owners of another 71 Quick Service restaurants (soon to be 116 
restaurants). The intention with this new development is to operate a Taco Bell 
restaurant. 
 
The Taco Bell restaurant will have a drive thru which is anticipated to service 75%-80% 
of its business and will also have an outdoor patio area.  It will serve breakfast from 
6AM to 10:30AM during those hours. The dining room for Taco Bell will remain open 
until 10PM and the drive thru will close at 12AM. The restaurant will serve its iconic 
menu items such as the Burrito Supreme and crunchy Tacos, as well as Pepsi products.  
The Taco Bell restaurant will provide travelers more food choices.  
 
The COMPANY anticipates the Taco Bell to employ 25-35 employees. The staff and 
operation will be per Taco Bell’s brand standards and will have a full complement of 
managers.  A district manager from the COMPANY’s Taco Bell Operation will be 
assigned to overlook the operation. 
 
Access to the Taco Bell restaurant will be directly from the private drive labeled as 
“Farm Access Road” on the Plot Plan.  No access is proposed directly from W. Panoche 
Road. 
 
The site plan will provide an asphalt paved parking area for 19 parking spaces, 
including one accessible parking space.    
 
The Taco Bell restaurant will not cause unsightly appearance, noise, glare, dust, or 
odors problems.  The architectural style of the building incorporates different colors 
and materials types. 
 
The Taco Bell will have an approximate water usage of 2,000 gallons per day . 
 
Standard building identification signage is proposed on the building and a pylon sign 
will be located at the north-end of the site. 
 
The site plan will propose landscaping per current guidelines and water efficient 
standards. 
 
The owner of the project is Sunny Ghai. Sunny will overlook the design and construction 
process directly. He may be contacted for more information at (510) 573-5905.  



SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS 

PROPOSED TACO BELL RESTAURANT 
W. PANOCHE ROAD 

FRESNO COUNTY 
 

Water and sanitary sewer will be provided to the proposed site by I-5 Property Services, Inc.  which also 
provides such services to other properties at the intersection. 
 
The water system for the proposed site operates under State Water Resources Control Board, Division 
of Drinking Water Permit no 03-23-09P-016, System No. 100177. The treatment plant has a design 
capacity of 90,000 gpd and is currently operating at 40,000 gpd +/-.  Thus there is sufficient capacity to 
provide services to the proposed Taco Bell.    
 
The sanitary sewer system has a design capacity of 76,000 gpd and is currently operating at 30,000-
40,000 gpd. Thus, there is sufficient capacity to provide services to the proposed Taco Bell.   
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