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Ladies and Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE ENVISION 2040 GENERAL PLAN
UPDATE EIR, FILE NO. PP09-011

The Planning Commission of the City of San Jose will hold a Public Hearing to consider the
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the project described below. A copy of
the First Amendment to the Draft EIR is attached for your review. Together, the First
Amendment and the Draft EIR constitute the Final EIR for the project.

Project Description:

Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan and Environmental Impact Report, File No PP09-011: The Envision Plan
is a proposed comprehensive update of the City’s current Focus on the Future San Jose 2020 General Plan,
adopted by the City Council in 1994. The Envision Plan update addresses all geographic areas contained
within San José’s Sphere of Influence and also incorporates goals and policies for a wide variety of municipal
services provided by the City. Council District: Citywide

1) Rancho del Pueblo Residential Option (Original File No. GP10-05-01): To change the Envision General
Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram designation from Open Space, Parklands and Habitat (City-owned golf
course) to Mixed Use Neighborhood (up to 30 DU, FAR 0.25 to 2.0) on the approximately 31-acre site
(Rancho del Pueble site) located on the west of King Road, approximately 200 feet south of San Antonio
Street. If approved by the City Council, this request would allow future development of the property with up
to 570 residential units instead of recreational uses currently proposed in the Draft Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan. Council District: 5; SNI: Gateway East

2)_iStar Residential Option (Original File No. GP07-02-01): To change the Envision General Plan Land
Use/Transportation Diagram designation from Combined Industrial / Commercial to Mixed Use Neighborhood
(up to 30 DU, FAR 0.25 to 2.0) on the approximately 76-acre site (iStar site) located north of State Route 85,
west of Monterey Highway. If approved by the City Council, this request would allow future development of
the property with up to 1100 residential units instead of commercial or industrial uses as currently proposed in
the Draft Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

Council District: 2

(over)
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Planning Commission Hearing: Wednesday, September 28, 2011 at 6:30 p.m.

The Planning Commission actions/synopsis will be available for review on our web-site 24-48 hrs after the
hearing.

Please visit: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/hearings/DefaultPC.asp

City Council Hearing: Tuesday, October 25, 2011 at 7:00 p.m. (Current tentative date)

NOTE: Likely to be rescheduled to November 1, 2011, Please check website for an update

Please visit: www.sanjoseca.qgov/clerk/agenda.asp

Contact Person: John Davidson
Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street
San José CA 95113-1905
(ph) 408-535-7895
(fax) 408-292-6055
(email) john.davidson@sanjoseca.gov
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PREFACE

This First Amendment document, together with the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(Draft PEIR), constitutes the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) for the
Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The Draft PEIR was circulated to affected public agencies
and interested parties for a 60-day review period from June 17, 2011 to August 15, 2011. This
document consists of comments received by the City of San José (the Lead Agency) on the Draft
PEIR during the public review period, responses to those comments, and revisions to the text of the
Draft PEIR.

In conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines,
the Final PEIR provides objective information regarding the environmental consequences of the
proposed project. The Final PEIR also examines mitigation measures and alternatives to the project
intended to reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts. The Final PEIR is used by the
City and other Responsible Agencies in making decisions regarding the project. The CEQA
Guidelines advise that, while the information in the Final PEIR does not control the agency’s
ultimate discretion on the project, the agency must respond to each significant effect identified in the
Draft PEIR by making written findings for each of those significant effects. According to the
California Public Resources Code Section 21081, no public agency shall approve or carry out a
project for which an environmental impact report has been certified which identifies one or more
significant effects on the environment that would occur if the project is approved or carried out
unless both of the following occur:

(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each
significant effect:

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which will
mitigate or avoid the significant effect on the environment.

2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.

3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities of highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental
impact report.

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR will be made available prior to
certification of the EIR. All documents referenced in this Final PEIR are available for public review
in the office of the Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement located at 200 East
Santa Clara Street, San José, California, Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. In
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the Final PEIR will be made available to the public ten days
prior to the EIR certification hearing.

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 1 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
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SECTION 1.0 SUMMARY OF DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW
PROCESS

The public review period for the Draft PEIR commenced on June 17, 2011 and concluded on August
15,2011, which constitutes a 60-day review period. A 45-day Draft EIR review period is required
under CEQA.

The City undertook the following actions to inform the public of the availability of the Draft PEIR:

. A “Notice of Availability of Draft PEIR” was published in the San José Mercury News, a
newspaper of general circulation;

. The Draft PEIR was delivered to the State Clearinghouse on June 17, 2011.

. Electronic copies of the Draft PEIR were sent to various governmental agencies upon request
(see Section 2.0 for a list of agencies that received the Draft PEIR);

° An email notice of the availability of the Draft PEIR was also sent to participants in the
Envision 2040 process on June 17, 2011.

. Copies of the Draft PEIR were made available at San José City Hall (Public Information

Counter) and San José Public Libraries (main and branch libraries) and on-line in the City of
San José Environmental Impact Report Library at
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/eir/EIR.asp.
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SECTION 2.0  LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, BUSINESSES,
AND INDIVIDUALS WHO RECEIVED THE DRAFT
PEIR OR NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

Copies of the Draft PEIR and/or Notice of Availability for the Draft PEIR were sent to the following
governmental agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals:

Governmental Agencies

Federal Agencies

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Highway Administration

National Marine Fisheries Services

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Coastal Zones
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

State Agencies

Assembly Local Government Committee

California Air Resources Board

California Department of Food and Agriculture

California Department of Conservation

California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit
California Department of Fish and Game, Region 3

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Department of General Services

California Department of Health Services

California Department of Housing and Community Development
California Department of Parks and Recreation

California Department of Toxic Substances Control

California Department of Transportation, District 4

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics
California Department of Water Resources

California Energy Commission

California Environmental Protection Agency

California Geological Survey

California Highway Patrol

California Resources Agency

California Office of Historic Preservation

California Office of Emergency Services

California Public Utilities Commission

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2
California Seismic Safety Commission

CalRecycle

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 4 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
City of San José September 2011



Section 2.0 — List of Agencies, Organizations, Businesses, and Individuals
Who Received the Draft PEIR or Notice of Availability

Coastal Commission

Department of Education

Native American Heritage Commission

Office of Emergency Management Agency, California

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
State Historic Preservation Officer

State Lands Commission

State Mining and Geology Board

State Water Resources Control Board

Regional Agencies

Airport Land Use Commission

Alameda County Planning Department

Association of Bay Area Governments

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

CalTrain Planning Headquarters

County of Santa Clara, Department of Agriculture and Environmental Management
County of Santa Clara, Department of Environmental Health
County of Santa Clara, Historical Heritage Commission
County of Santa Clara, Parks and Recreation

County of Santa Clara, Planning Department

County of Santa Clara, Roads and Airports

LAFCO

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

San Mateo County Transit District

Santa Clara County Fire District

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Local Agencies

City and County of San Francisco
City of Campbell

City of Cupertino

City of Fremont

City of Gilroy

City of Los Gatos

City of Milpitas

City of Morgan Hill
City of Mountain View
City of Palo Alto

City of Santa Clara
City of Santa Rosa
City of Saratoga

City of Sunnyvale

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 5 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
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Section 2.0 — List of Agencies, Organizations, Businesses, and Individuals

Who Received the Draft PEIR or Notice of Availability

School Districts

Alum Rock Union Elementary
Berryessa Union

Luther Burbank

Cambrian

Campbell Union High

Campbell Union Elementary
Cupertino Union Elementary

East Side Union High

Evergreen School

Foothill/De Anza Community College
Franklin-McKinley

Fremont Union High

Los Gatos-Saratoga Joint Union High
Los Gatos Union Elementary
Moreland School

Morgan Hill Unified

Mt. Pleasant School

Oak Grove School

Orchard School

Santa Clara Unified

Santa Clara University

San Jose City College

San Jose State University

San Jose Unified

University of California, Santa Cruz
Union

West Valley Community College

Organizations and Businesses

13" Street Neighborhood Action Coalition
Adams, Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo
Amah Mutsun Tribal Band

American Indian Education Center & Resource Library

AT&T

Audubon Society

Barry Swenson Builders

Bay Area Ridge Trail Council
Berliner Cohen

Brooks & Hess

Burbank Community Association
California Pilots Association
California Pioneers of Santa Clara County
Cargill Salt

Chinese Historical & Cultural Project
Coalition for a Downtown Hospital

Coalition for Responsible Airport Management & Policy

Envision San José 2040 General Plan
City of San José
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Section 2.0 — List of Agencies, Organizations, Businesses, and Individuals
Who Received the Draft PEIR or Notice of Availability

Comcast
Committee for Green Foothills
Denise Duffy & Associates

Delmas Park Neighborhood Action Coalition
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge

Evergreen Resource Conservation Di
Great Oaks Water Company
Greenbelt Alliance

Green Valley Corporation

strict

Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District
Heritage Council of Santa Clara County

Horace Mann Neighborhood Association

Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan

Japanese American Resource Center
Kinder Morgan Energy Partners
LSA Associates, Inc.

Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area
Naglee Park Campus Community Association

Native Plant Society
Norcal Waste Systems, Inc.

Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University
North Willow Glen Neighborhood Association

Ohlone Indian Tribe
Open Space Authority
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board

Preservation Action Council of San J
Roman Catholic Diocese of San Jose
San José Arena Authority

San José Downtown Association
San Jose Municipal Water System
San Jose Water Company

0sé

Santa Clara & San Benito Counties Building and Construction Trades Council
Santa Clara County Streams for Tomorrow
Shasta Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association

Sierra Club
Silicon Valley Leadership Group
Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition

Sourisseau Academy for State and Local History
South Bay Historical Railroad Society

Teamsters Local 350
Tone & Tone Attorney at Law
Union Pacific Railroad

University of California Observatories

Vendome Neighborhood Association
West Evergreen Neighborhood Actio

n Coalition

Willow Glen Neighborhood Association

Envision San José 2040 General Plan
City of San José
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Section 2.0 — List of Agencies, Organizations, Businesses, and Individuals

Who Received the Draft PEIR or Notice of Availability

Individuals

Jackie Adams
Michele Beasley
Gary Chronert

Pat Colombe
Harvey Darnell
Brian Darrow
Dave Fadness
Jeffrey B. Hare
Nancy lanni
Burton Jones

Jakki Kehl

Shirley Lewis
Linda Lezotte
Christopher Platten
Trina Marine Ruano Family
Dick Santos
Rachel Santos

Erik Schoennauer
Judy Stabile

Jim Zito

Envision San José 2040 General Plan
City of San José
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SECTION 3.0 LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE
DRAFT PEIR

Copies of written comments on the Draft PEIR that were received during the public review period
are provided in Section 6.0 Copies of Comments Received on the Draft PEIR. A list of agencies
and individuals commenting on the Draft PEIR is provided below.

Comments Received From Date of Letter Response on Page

Government Agencies (Federal, State, Regional, and Local)

A. Bay Conservation and Development Commission July 28, 2011 20
B. City of Cupertino July 29, 2011 23
C. USFWS August 1, 2011 30
D. City of Santa Clara August 1, 2011 39
E. California Department of Conservation August 1, 2011 41
F. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority August 5, 2011 46
August 12,2011
G. County of Santa Clara August 12, 2011 56
H. California Department of Fish and Game August 12,2011 72
I. Bay Area Air Quality Management District August 15, 2011 77
J. Santa Clara Valley Water District August 15, 2011 81
K. Santa Clara County Open Space Authority August 15, 2011 94
L. California Department of Transportation August 15, 2011 95

Organizations and Individuals

1. Carol Ashman June 19, 2011 98
2. Craig Ow July 22, 2011 101
3. Almaden Valley Community Association July 26, 2011 102
4. Larry Ames July 27,2011 104
5. Robert Hosler July 27, 2011 108
6. PG&E July 27, 2011 109
7. Preservation Action Council July 28, 2011 110
8. California Clean Energy Committee July 28, 2011 113
9. Loweke Planning Associates July 29, 2011 137
10. VEP Community Association July 29, 2011 142
11. Shirley Worth July 29, 2011 145
12. Lowell Grattan July 29, 2011 145
13. Michael Mulcahy July 29, 2011 148
14. Amy Zeng July 29, 2011 149
15. John Bernstein July 29, 2011 150
16. Vernon Ladd July 30, 2011 151
17. Tao Zeng July 30, 2011 152
18. Dr. Zlian July 30, 2011 153
19. Nancy Goebner July 30, 2011 154
20. Nicholas Jensen July 30, 2011 155
21. Mike Culcasi August 1, 2011 156
22. Henry Cord August 1, 2011 157
Envision San José 2040 General Plan 9 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
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Section 3.0 — List of Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

Comments Received From

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

Pam Deal

Brian Molver

Luke Li

Gary Hurst

Lauren Moll

Bruce Reilly

John Whitaker

Noshaba Afzal

O. Glenn Herrell and Stephanie Blankenship
Save Our Trails

Eileen Mai

Khanh To

Yvette Valenzuela

Phieu (Phil) Truong

Steve Robles

Jimmy Nguyen

Rose Amador

Son Nguyen

Great Oaks Water Company
Tommy Tran

Bob Leininger

Bart Thielges

Carrie Jensen

Celia Poon

Nancy Hickey

Phieu Truong

Phu Tran

Tak Poon

Terri Balandra

Thuy Phuoc

American Lung Association
Building Industry Association
Committee for Green Foothills
David Fadness

De Anza College

Greenbelt Alliance

Greenbelt Alliance et al. (the Sierra Club, Silicon
Valley Leadership Group, Working Partnerships,

USA, The Health Trust, Committee for Green
Foothills, and San Jose Cool Cities)

Health Trust

J. and M. Opulencia

John Urban

Leila Forouhi

Lori and Louis Berry

Members of the Willow Glen Community
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society

Van Diep

Date of Letter

August 1, 2011
August 1, 2011
August 1, 2011
August 3, 2011
August 3, 2011
August 4, 2011
August 5, 2011
August 8, 2011
August 8, 2011
August 8, 2011
August 8, 2011
August §, 2011
August 10, 2011
August 10, 2011
August 10, 2011
August 10, 2011
August 10, 2011
August 12, 2011
August 12, 2011
August 12, 2011
August 12, 2011
August 13, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 14, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15,2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011

August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011
August 15, 2011

Response on Page

158
159
130
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
171
174
175
176
177
178
179
182
187
188
190
191
193
194
195
196
197
198
205
206
214
218
226
232
235
251

256
258
259
261
262
263
265
270

Envision San José 2040 General Plan
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Section 3.0 — List of Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

Comments Received From Date of Letter Response on Page

68. Patrick Pizzo August 16, 2011 271

69. Chris Pollett August 16, 2011 273

70. Mary Pollett August 16, 2011 274
Envision San José 2040 General Plan 11 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
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SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE
DRAFT PEIR

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this document includes written responses to
comments received from persons who reviewed the Draft PEIR. This section includes all of the
comments contained in the letters/emails received during the public review period for the Draft
PEIR, and responses to those comments. The comments are organized under headings containing the
source of the letter and its date. The letters have been grouped into the following categories.

Government Agencies (Federal, State, Regional, and Local)
o Organizations and Individuals

The specific comments have been copied from the letters and presented as “Comment” with its
response directly following. Copies of the actual letters and emails received, and any attachments to
those letters or emails, are found in their entirety in Section 6.0 Comments Received on the Draft
PEIR.

The CEQA Guidelines, in Section 15086, require that a local lead agency consult with and request
comments on the Draft EIR prepared for a project of this type from responsible agencies
(government agencies that must approve or permit some aspect of the project), trustee agencies for
resources affected by the project, any other state, federal and local agencies which have jurisdiction
by law with respect to the project or which exercise authority over resources which may be affected
by the project, water agencies which serve or would serve the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15083.5(b)), adjacent cities and counties, and transportation planning agencies. Section 2.0
of this document lists all of the recipients of the EIR.

Comment letters were received from seven public agencies that may be Responsible Agencies for
parts or subsequent phases of the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines require that:

A responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive comments
regarding those activities involved in the project that are within an area of expertise of the
agency or which are required to be carried out or approved by the responsible agency. Those
comments shall be supported by specific documentation (§15086(c)).

Regarding mitigation measures identified by commenting public agencies, the CEQA Guidelines
state:

Prior to the close of the public review period, a responsible agency or trustee agency which
has identified what the agency considers to be significant environmental effects shall advise
the lead agency of those effects. As to those effects relevant to its decision, if any, on the
project, the responsible or trustee agency shall either submit to the lead agency complete and
detailed performance objectives for mitigation measures addressing those effects or refer the
lead agency to appropriate readily available guidelines or reference documents concerning
mitigation measures. If the responsible agency or trustee agency is not aware of mitigation
measures that address identified effects, the responsible or trustee agency shall so state
(§15086(d)).

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 12 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
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Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

MASTER RESPONSES TO MULTIPLE COMMENTS RECEIVED
ON THE DRAFT PROGRAM EIR

Comments were received from multiple sources on two issues. In order to address the multiplicity of
concerns, including comments that were identical, similar, and very different from each other, Master
Responses were prepared on each topic. Below are Master Response A: Designation of Lincoln
Avenue as a Main Street and Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course for
Mixed Use Neighborhood.

MASTER RESPONSE A: LINCOLN AVENUE

The comment letters to which this Master Response is responding are all listed in Section 3 of this
First Amendment to Draft PEIR, and included in Section 4 Responses to Comments, and are attached
in their entirety in Section 6 of this First Amendment. These include letters listed in Section 3
numbered 4, 11, 13, 15, 16, 19, 20, and 65.

South of San Carlos Street, Lincoln Avenue is an existing street designated as an Arterial (80-106
feet) or a Minor Arterial with four travel lanes' and Pedestrian Corridor that serves the well-
established Neighborhood Business District of Willow Glen (see Figure 2.2-19 in the Draft PEIR).
The street currently consists of four vehicle travel lanes (two in each direction), on-street parking,
and sidewalks. Traffic counts reflected in the Draft PEIR for the segment of Lincoln between Brace
and Minnesota were 17,500 average daily trips (ADT).

The Envision San José 2040 General Plan proposes to designate Lincoln Avenue as a Main Street.
That designation is described in Section 2.2.4 Transportation Network, on page 71 of the Draft PEIR
and illustrated in Figure 3.2-7 Proposed Street Cross Sections. Although the description of the Main
Street designation identifies the street type as being intended to serve “all users”, including
“pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and public transit users of all ages and abilities”, the proposed
cross section for a Main Street does not include bicycle lanes. There is a corrected diagram in
Section 5, Proposed Text Revisions to the Draft PEIR, of this First Amendment. That revised
diagram includes bike lanes, although they are not mandatory on all Main Streets.

The Main Street diagram also illustrates that this type of street could include two to six lanes of
vehicle traffic.

At least five comment letters include statements of opinion that Lincoln Avenue should be reduced in
size from four lanes to two or three lanes and should include bike lanes. Complete copies of all of
the letters are included in their entirety in Section 6 of this First Amendment to the Draft PEIR, and
are also included with responses in Section 4, in the order received. The reasons given in the letters
for why the letter writers think the roadway should be reduced in size include:

e The four lanes are not efficient: one lane is often blocked by left-turners, in other places
other lanes are blocked by parallel-parkers, and moving cars are reduced to a single lane that
requires weaving around the obstacles.

e Currently the speed limit is too high, there are no bike lanes, and crosswalks are unsafe.

e Three lanes would “smooth” the traffic flow, be safer for pedestrians and bicycle lanes, and
would add to the “charm” of the area.

! San José 2020 General Plan, Appendix E.

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 13 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
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Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

e Crossing four lanes of traffic is unsafe for pedestrians.

This specific issue was raised by members of the Task Force and discussed extensively. At their
June 2009 meeting, the Task Force asked staff to respond to this and a number of other proposed
modifications to the General Plan street network. Staff recommended that no change to Lincoln
Avenue be considered at this time. The issue of reducing the capacity of Lincoln Avenue has been
studied in the past. It is a complex issue both because of the traffic it currently carries and the
businesses it serves and because of the likelihood of significant effects on intersection Levels of
Service, adjacent streets and surrounding neighborhoods. The level of analysis required to fully
evaluate and understand impacts on intersections, adjacent streets, and neighborhood traffic
circulation is beyond the scope of a General Plan level traffic analysis. Staff recommended that the
question of reducing the number of lanes on Lincoln Avenue be studied outside of the Envision San
José 2040 process.

This PEIR does not, therefore, address the impacts that would likely occur if Lincoln Avenue were
reduced to two or three lanes.

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 14 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
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Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

MASTER RESPONSE B: RANCHO DEL PUEBLO GOLF COURSE

The comment letters to which this Master Response is responding are all listed in Section 3 of this
First Amendment to the Draft PEIR, and included in Section 4 Responses to Comments, and are
attached in their entirety in Section 6 of this First Amendment. These include letters in Section 3
numbered 5, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23,24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42,
43,46, 48, 49, 50, 52, 61, 63, 64, 67, 68, 69, and 70.

It is appropriate in this context to point out that there is no “proposal” to change the land use
designation on the Rancho del Pueblo golf course. Because of the cumulative effects of budget
deficits in recent years, the City is reviewing all City owned properties for possible sale. At its
meeting of January 25, 2011, the City Council directed that the change in land use designation be
included in the PEIR as an “option”, different from the preferred alternative which does not propose
to change the land use designation on the golf course. In a memo signed by four councilmembers
recommending that this option be included in the PEIR is the statement that “This recommendation
should2 in no way be perceived as Council approval of residential development on this site at this
time.”

After the EIR process is complete, the City Council could, however, decide to approve the
designation change.

Most of the letters received on this amendment option express objections to the change in the
proposed land use designation from Open Space, Parklands and Habitat under the proposed General
Plan to Mixed Use Neighborhood. The new land use designation would allow single family detached
or townhouse dwelling units, not the “high density”” development that is mentioned in many of the
comment letters. The development pattern would be similar to the existing homes built directly
adjacent to the currently existing Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course.

While many of the letters give environmental concerns as reasons for their objections, the letters do
not refer to the analysis in the PEIR nor do they suggest that additional information be included in
the PEIR.

Some of the letters identify adverse environmental impacts which the letter writers believe will result
from the changed land use. These identified impacts include the following:

(1) More traffic and associated noise will be created on King Road, Story Road, US 101, and I-
680 by the additional housing.
(2) Air pollution will increase from additional traffic.

3) Additional residences will result in increasing demand on schools, libraries, and community
recreation facilities.

(4) Additional traffic will increase response time for police, fire, and ambulance services.

(5) Crime will increase in the neighborhood because of the higher density of the housing and the
increased number of residents in the area.

(6) The area is already underserved for recreation and open space and eliminating this facility

will further reduce accessibility. In particular, the existing golf course serves the elderly,

2 Memo dated January 21, 2011, signed by Mayor Reed, Vice Mayor Nguyen, and Councilmembers Liccardo and
Kalra, entitled “Envision San José 2040 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report and Actions on Pending
General Plan Amendments and Requests for Different Envision 2040 General Plan Land Use/Transportation
Diagram Designations.”
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beginners, and youth, who have few choices for this kind of facility. The existing golf course
has a “First Tee” program that offers supportive life skills programs for young people.

(7) The golf course is a buffer for some of the homes for the noise from US 101.
(8) Local schools that already have low test scores may not be able to handle the additional
children.

9) Quality of life in the neighborhood will be adversely impacted

(10)  The facility is a short 9-hole golf course that is unique in the community and particularly
well suited to providing exercise for seniors

(11)  Water hazards on the course provide habitat for water fowl and marsh birds and that loss
must be mitigated.

All of these areas of impact were evaluated in the Draft PEIR. The following discussion addresses
each of these environmental concerns raised in the various letters and emails and identifies where in
the Draft PEIR the relevant information can be found.

(1) Traffic and noise: The proposed General Plan has the same number of jobs and dwelling units as
the General Plan with the residential options. As discussed in Section 3.2.4.8 under Transportation
Impacts (starting on page 294 of the Draft PEIR), the traffic impacts will be just as significant with
the residential options as without them, although there might be very minor variations, as shown in
Table 3.2-19.

The increments of difference between the proposed General Plan and a General Plan that includes the
residential options cannot be calculated at specific local intersections this far in advance of the
General Plan horizon year. It is assumed that adherence to relevant policies, including the
Transportation Level of Service Policy, will minimize or avoid significant impacts from increased
congestion.

Noise on major roadways in 2035 will be the combined impact of the traffic generated from the
various land uses implemented by then. Traffic on a roadway must double in order to generate a
perceptible increase in noise. The amount of residential development allowed by the residential
option for Rancho del Pueblo golf course would not cause the traffic volumes on any of the freeways,
King or Story Roads to double and would therefore not cause a perceptible increase in noise on those
streets. Future traffic volumes on the small dead-end residential access street (Hermocilla Way)
might double, but the small volume of traffic on that street does not generate noise in excess of
General Plan guidelines (Table 3.3-5 on page 323 of the Draft PEIR).

(2) Air pollution: The regional air quality impacts from the proposed General Plan update with the
residential options are the same as from the proposed General Plan update without the residential
options. Development of the golf course property with single family and/or townhouse units as
allowed by the proposed designation would result in a significant impact from exposure of residents
to toxic air contaminants unless the houses are set back approximately 980 feet from the freeway
right-of-way (pages 403-407 of the Draft PEIR).

(3) Increased demand for schools, libraries, recreational facilities: As stated in the Draft PEIR
(pages 620-623) impacts to schools, libraries and recreational facilities from implementing the
proposed General Plan update with the residential options, including residential development of the
Rancho del Pueblo golf course property, would be similar to the impacts of implementing the
proposing General Plan update without the residential options, and all of those impacts would be less
than significant.
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(4) Emergency response time: As stated in response (1) above, any future development would be
evaluated for consistency with City policies, including transportation level of service, to minimize
increased congestion. In addition, the City maintains public safety and provides community services
including police and fire through a variety of mechanisms and facilities that include review of new
development by police, fire, code enforcement, and other City departments to ensure that the design
incorporates crime deterrence, fire safety, and other elements to reduce risk. Emergency vehicles
that can use sirens, red lights, and signal overrides are less impacted than normal traffic by
congestion

(5) Crime will increase: Since the housing type and density will be identical to that already existing
immediately adjacent to the golf course to the south, new residents are unlikely to cause increased
crime any more than existing residents.

(6) Golf course will not be replaced: It is true that the golf course is unlikely to be replaced in the
neighborhood or elsewhere in the City. This is the loss of a community amenity, but it is not a
CEQA impact since it will not result in an exceedance of the threshold of significance for parks and
public facilities, as stated on page 609 of the Draft PEIR.

(7) Noise buffer: The distance from the existing homes to the noise source (the freeway) will remain
the same. Should the golf course be replaced by homes, the new houses will create a real physical
barrier to the freeway noise and would be a better buffer than the flat golf course.

(8) Local schools may lack capacity: School impacts would be mitigated by the same mechanisms
as elsewhere in the City, in conformance with state law which governs CEQA mitigation for school
impacts. Please see discussion on pages 613-615 of the Draft PEIR.

(9) Quality of life will be impacted: This is a subjective opinion and there is no way to adequately
respond to this comment in an EIR.

(10) Golf course is good for seniors: This refers to comments about the role of the golf course in
encouraging seniors to walk and get exercise. The comment is acknowledged but the loss of the
incentive presented by the golf course is not a CEQA-related environmental impact that can be
evaluated in an EIR, since walking is a form of exercise not confined to golf courses.

(11) Water hazards are habitat: Man-made water elements on a golf course are not recognized as
essential or sensitive wildlife habitat and their loss would not be considered a significant
environmental impact. Impacts to individual nesting birds from removal of trees or vegetation during
the nesting season would need to be avoided, in accordance with existing laws and regulations and
migratory bird policies in the proposed General Plan.

Non-CEQA Comments

Other comments in these letters include detailed questions about the type of housing planned, design
of the future development, specific type of access that would be proposed, etc. One question asks if
the City has a list of prospective buyers. None of these questions can be answered at this time. A
General Plan designation only sets the parameters of the type of the development that would be
allowed (which is described for this site starting on page 120 of the Draft PEIR). Later, a specific
proposal must be received from a developer and a public review process (including subsequent
environmental review) would take place. At this time, it is estimated that approximately 570
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dwelling units, probably small lot single family houses and/or townhouses, could be built on this
property under the suggested land use designation.

Other comments in some of the letters are related to economic factors that are not pertinent to
environmental issues. The issues raised include the following:

e Letters ask about whether building more housing is sustainable in the current economy, or
even a good idea, given that housing played such a big role in the current recession.

e [t is pointed out that the housing market is depressed and San Jos¢ will not get fair market
value for the property. Some letter writers are afraid that the addition of “high density”
housing would depress the market value of other houses in the area. At least one letter
points out that if the land sells for a low price, future property taxes based on that low value
will result in a net loss of income to the City, even if the City is not paying off the mortgage
any longer.

e Qentrification from constructing new housing could negatively impact nearby housing which
is already experiencing a large number of foreclosures.

e Loss of the only significant green space in the area, especially given the relatively small
yards of the nearby houses, would further drive down property values.

While these types of questions may be relevant to the project itself including whether this land use
designation should be approved, and are pertinent to the balance of housing in the proposed General
Plan, they are not directly relevant to the environmental review for a general plan because they do
not relate to impacts on the physical environment.

The City cannot predict what specific development would be proposed by a developer under this land
use designation, what amenities might be included, how the streets or driveways would be
configured, or when any future development might occur. The Draft PEIR describes (on pages 120-
122) what would be allowed by the Mixed Use Neighborhood land use designation being evaluated.

Questions about the fiscal prudence or desirability of changing the land use are not relevant to the
analysis in an EIR, and should be directed to the project’s decision makers, the City Council.

Alternatives

The change in land use designation for the golf course property, to Mixed Use Neighborhood, is an
alternative variation (“option”) to the currently proposed project, which is the Envision San José
2040 General Plan in which the golf course property remains designated Open Space, Parklands and
Habitat and the land use does not change from existing conditions.

However, various letters ask about other alternatives, including;:

A “low-maintenance” public park which provides better community building
Part housing, part public park or open space

Waiting a few years before deciding to change the land use

Sell the Hayes Mansion instead of the golf course

These alternatives are not evaluated in this EIR.
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Conclusion

The comment letters provided on this PEIR identify a number of environmental conditions which the
letter writers believe will worsen if the residential option for the Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course is
approved and implemented. The letters do not, however, object to the analysis in the Draft PEIR, do
not raise environmental questions that are not answered in the Draft PEIR, and do not call into
question the analysis in the PEIR.
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GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

A. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DPEIR FROM SAN FRANCISCO BAY
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, DATED JULY 28, 2011.

COMMENT A-1: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan distributed in
June 2011. The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC or
Commission) has notreviewed the PEIR, but the following staff comments are based on the San
Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan) as amended through January 2008, the McAteer-Petris Act, and staff
review of the PEIR.

Jurisdiction. Under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the Commission's

coastal management program is the approved program for the San Francisco Bay segment of the
California coastal zone. The Commission's coastal management program is based on the provisions
and policies of the McAteer-Petris Act, the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act of 1977, the San
Francisco Bay Plan, the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan, and the Commission's administrative
regulations.

The Commission has “Bay” jurisdiction over all areas of the Bay subject to tidal action which is
defined by the shoreline. The shoreline is located at the mean high tide line, except in marsh areas,
where the shoreline is located at five feet above mean sea level. The Commission’s “Bay”
jurisdiction extends to certain waterways identified in the McAteer-Petris Act consisting of all areas
of the waterways that are subject to tidal action including submerged lands, tidelands, and
marshlands up to five feet above mean sea level. Additionally, the Commission has “shoreline band”
jurisdiction over an area 100 feet wide inland and parallel to the shoreline. The Commission controls
filling and dredging within its “Bay” jurisdiction through the permit system established by the
McAteer-Petris Act. The Commission also administers permits for development within its 100-foot
“shoreline band” jurisdiction. However, the Commission’s authority along the shoreline is more
limited; it may deny a permit application for a proposed project only if the project fails to provide
maximum feasible public access to the Bay and shoreline consistent with the project, or is
Inconsistent with a priority use designation.

In accordance with provisions of the McAteer-Petris Act, the Commission has designated certain
areas within the 100-foot “shoreline band” for specific priority uses for ports, water-related
industry, water-oriented recreation, airports and wildlife refuges. The Commission is authorized to
grant or deny permits for development within these priority use areas based on appropriate Bay
Plan development policies pertaining to the priority use.

Staff comments in this letter address strategies and analysis in the General Plan update and
PEIR that pertain to Alviso Planning Area to which BCDC'’s jurisdiction is potentially relevant.

Bay Plan Map 7 (South Bay) identifies a wildlife refuge priority use area in the Alviso area.

Policies 7 and 8 for Bay Plan Map 7 apply to this area, as does the Commission Suggestion A for
Alviso-San Jose which states “Provide continuous shoreline public access.” The PEIR states that
“Approximately 25,500 jobs are planned for Alviso to utilize the undeveloped land owned by the
Water Pollution Control Plant”(Section 2.2.3.3, p. 47). On page 84 the PEIR references the
development of a Water Pollution Control Plant (WCPC) Master Plan for reuse of these buffer lands
for new uses including additional employment capacity. It is unclear if these General Plan strategies
address areas within BCDC’s jurisdiction as defined in the McAteer-Petris Act. If this is
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the case, the WPCP Master Plan should consider impacts to the wildlife refuge priority use area
and/or other relevant Bay and shoreline areas based on provisions of the McAteer-Petris Act and
the San Francisco Bay Plan policies.

RESPONSE A-1: The text on page 84 of the Draft PEIR is part of the project
description for land use designation changes in the proposed Envision San Jos¢ 2040 General
Plan for the Public/Quasi-Public land use designation. As noted in this comment, BCDC’s
jurisdiction as defined in the McAteer-Petris Act includes areas of waterways that are subject
to tidal action including submerged lands, tidelands, and marshlands up to five feet above
mean sea level and a shoreland band over an area 100 feet wide inland and parallel to the
shoreline. Some areas designated for Public/Quasi-Public uses in the proposed Envision San
José 2040 General Plan at the south end of San Francisco Bay may be within BCDC’s
jurisdiction and further development or modifications to infrastructure in these areas would
need to consider BCDC policies and permit requirements.

As noted on page 84 of the Draft PEIR, the City is currently in the process of preparing a
Master Plan for the reuse of buffer lands surrounding in the Water Pollution Control Plant
(WPCP). This process is separate from the proposed update of the City’s General Plan.
These comments regarding San Francisco Bay Plan policies and possible impacts to the
wildlife refuge priority use area and/or other relevant Bay and shoreline areas as part of a
future Master Plan are noted and will be provided to the City staff working on the WPCP
Master Plan.

COMMENT A-2: Additionally, we recommend the following changes to the PEIR: identify the
McAteer-Petris Act in the discussion of Existing Land Use in section 3.1.1.5, the Regulatory
Framework; in sections 3.5.1.6 and 3.1.7.8, under the description of BCDC, correct the name of the
agency in the first sentence to read San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission,
and replace the rest of this first paragraph with the description of BCDC’s jurisdiction and permit
system provided in this letter.

RESPONSE A-2: Text has been added to Section 3.1.1.5 regarding BCDC’s role as a
local coastal program and modifications have been made to the name of the agency and the
descriptions of BCDC’s jurisdiction in Sections 3.5.16 and 3.7.1.8 (see Section 5.0 Revisions
to the Text of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT A-3: Sea Level Rise. We applaud your careful consideration of climate change
impacts in sections 3.7.1.7 and 3.7.3.1 and in Appendix G, as well as proposed policies EC5.13 and
EC5.20 which will help the City of San Jose adaptively address risks of flooding related to future sea
level rise.

On page A-23 of the Climate Change Appendix (in Appendix G) there is a discussion of the
proposed climate change policies for amending the Bay Plan that may be relevant to the City. The
referenced proposed policies have changed significantly through the amendment process. We
recommend updating this section with the current proposed policy language, available at BCDC’s
website (http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/) or, at a minimum, noting that the proposed policies have been
significantly revised since the preparation of the Climate Change Appendix.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on the PEIR. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, or any other matter, please contact me by phone at 415-352-3654 or email
sarap@bcdc.ca.gov.
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RESPONSE A-3: Text has been added to Appendix G prior to the Hydrology and Water
Quality report noting that proposed policy language for BCDC’s amendments to its Bay Plan
have changed subsequent to preparation of the analysis (see Section 5 Revisions to the Text
of the Draft PEIR).
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B.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF CUPERTINO, DATED JULY
28, 2011.

COMMENT B-1: Thank you for providing the City of Cupertino with the opportunity to review
and comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Envision San Jose
2040 General Plan. The City has reviewed the Draft Program EIR and would like to bring to your
attention the City's comments and concerns regarding areas within the City of Cupertino that are
adjacent to the City of San Jose and will be impacted by the proposed General Plan update.

The City of Cupertino recognizes that there are three particular areas within the City of San Jose in
the West Valley Planning Area that are adjacent to the City of Cupertino. These areas include:

1. Area along Stevens Creek Boulevard approximately east of Tantau Avenue to Lawrence
Expressway, which includes Urban Village CR 32

2. Area along South De Anza Boulevard between Bollinger Road and Prospect Avenue which
includes Urban Village C43

3. Area south of Bollinger Road from S. De Anza Boulevard to Lawrence Expressway which
includes Urban Village V61

It appears that these three areas are proposed for a land use designation of Neighborhood/Community
Commercial with an Urban Village overlay that would allow for a density of at least 55 units per acre
and up to 250 units per acre, and a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of up to 10.0 (3 to 10 stories). Although
the type of Urban Village overlay identified for each of these three areas is different, the proposed
General Plan does not specify what will be the likely differences in density range, FAR and height
allowances in each of these different urban villages in the areas adjacent to the City of Cupertino.
The City of Cupertino would like further clarification on the density ranges, FARs and height
allowances proposed for these areas adjacent to our jurisdiction.

RESPONSE B-1: The proposed Land Use/Transportation Diagram for the Envision
2040 General Plan includes designations for Neighborhood Community Commercial and
Urban Residential on land that is directly adjacent to properties within the City of Cupertino.
Both commercially designated areas are within Village Overlay Areas.

Part of C43, a “Commercial Center Village and Corridor” is located east of DeAnza
Boulevard, south of Bollinger Road and north of SR85. A property designation of Urban
Residential is proposed between C43 and the northerly edge of SR 85, just north of Rainbow
Drive and west of DeAnza Boulevard.

A small portion of CR32, a proposed “Light Rail Village and Corridor” that is located on the
south side of Stevens Creek Boulevard and that portion of CR32 that is west of the 1-280
right-of-way is also adjacent to properties in the City of Cupertino.

V61, which is a designated “Neighborhood Village” is located on the southeast corner of
Miller Avenue and Bollinger Road and is separated from properties in the City of Cupertino
by public street rights-of-way.

The Urban Village designation, as stated on page 79 of the PEIR, “is intended to
accommodate higher density housing growth” and significant amounts of job growth. Most
of C43 is located across DeAnza Boulevard from Cupertino, adjacent to properties in San
José. Table 2.2-13 identifies 845 additional dwelling units within C43 as part of the
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Preferred Scenario, and 2,140 jobs. CR32 is planned to include up to 2,400 added jobs and
up to 3,860 additional dwelling units. V61, which is primarily a small shopping center is
planned to add up to 400 additional jobs and 160 additional dwelling units. The Urban
Residential proposed for property between C43 and SR 85 is intended to accommodate
medium density residential (30-95 DU/AC) and a broad range of commercial uses including

retail, offices, hospitals, and private community gathering facilities within Urban Villages
(such as that allowed within C43).

As stated in the General Plan itself, and as analyzed in the Draft PEIR starting on page 157,
there is an extensive process required for implementing these new higher intensity land use
designations. The specific FAR, building heights and residential densities will be identified
during the Village Plan development process for each of the villages. The General Plan
policies for developing design standards and for the extensive public outreach during the
development of each of the plans, is also described beginning on page 157 of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT B-2: The City of Cupertino would also like to provide the following comments and
concerns regarding the proposed land use designation changes per Section 2.2.6 that focuses on these
three particular areas:

1. Area adjacent to the City of Cupertino along Stevens Creek Boulevard approximately east of
Tantau Avenue, including Urban Village CR32
. This area is adjacent to properties in the City of Cupertino within the Heart of the City

Specific Plan Area and South Vallco Master Plan Area which allow for a significantly lower
residential density of 25 units per acre maximum in the Heart of the City Specific Plan Area, and 35
units per acre maximum in the South Vallco Master Plan Area.

. The maximum building height allowances of these properties in the City of Cupertino are
significantly lower at 45 feet in the Heart of the City Specific Plan Area, and up to 60 feet in the
South Vallco Master Plan area if there is a retail component to the building.

. The City is concerned about the impacts and challenges that such significant density and
building height variations could create with respect to the architectural, aesthetic/visual, and
streetscape interfaces between properties within Cupertino and San Jose along Stevens Creek
Boulevard.

RESPONSE B-2: Under existing conditions, Stevens Creek Boulevard is a major six-
lane street, with a wide variety of land uses and development types, including very large
multi-story buildings, high density residential, mixed use (Santana Row), building supplies, a
wide variety of big-box retail, and quasi-industrial uses such as storage, in addition to at least
three major shopping centers, one in Cupertino. Development of each of the future Village
Plans, as required in the General Plan, will take into account all of the existing conditions
relevant to that village location. The process and factors that will be reflected in the
development of this and all other Village Plans are described in the PEIR, starting on page
162, “Proposed General Plan Policies and Actions That Reduce or Avoid Possible Adverse
Impacts from High Intensity Development”.

Stevens Creek Boulevard is intended to include a BRT (bus rapid transit) line in the future.
The proposed Envision 2040 General Plan therefore designates Stevens Creek as a “Grand
Boulevard”, a major transportation element that will provide access to a substantial quantity
of development that will be served by the extensive transportation improvements planned for
it. Standards for the design, scale, setbacks and streetscape will be developed for each of the
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Villages, consistent with the planned land uses, adjacent land uses, and infrastructure,
including the width and use of Stevens Creek Boulevard.

This comment refers only to the development on the north side of Stevens Creek Boulevard.
Existing and future employment land uses in Cupertino that are north of the “Heart of the
City” area that is planned by Cupertino for low to mid-rise buildings, including the highly
publicized new Apple building proposed in Cupertino, will require substantial additional
housing and transit services similar to what is proposed by this General Plan update.

COMMENT B-3: 2. Area adjacent to the City of Cupertino along South De Anza Boulevard
between Bollinger Road and Prospect Avenue, including Urban Village C43

. This area is adjacent to properties within the City of Cupertino that are single-family and
multifamily residential to the west with a maximum density of 1-5 units per acre for single-family
residential, and a maximum density of 5-20 units per acre for multiple-family residential.

. The maximum building heights for these residential units is 28 feet for single-family
residential and 30 feet for multi-family residential.
. This area is also adjacent to commercial properties within the City of Cupertino to the north

along S. De Anza Boulevard which are primarily one-story commercial and office uses. The
maximum allowable building height in this area in Cupertino is 30 feet.

. The City believes that the significant disparity in existing and allowable density and building
heights between properties in Cupertino and San Jose would create challenges with respect to the
aesthetic/visual and streetscape interfaces between adjacent properties in both jurisdictions, and
impacts of privacy, light, air, traffic and noise onto adjacent residential neighborhoods in the City of
Cupertino.

RESPONSE B-3: The City of San José boundaries between Bollinger Road and
Prospect Road include both sides of DeAnza Boulevard between Bollinger and SR 85, and
the east side of DeAnza between SR 85 and Prospect. Only the area north of SR 85 (between
Bollinger and SR 85), however, is designated as a growth area, Urban Village C43. The
Neighborhood Community Commercial designated lands on the east side of DeAnza south of
SR 85 would not be substantively changed by proposed changes to the General Plan.

It should, therefore, be noted that the “streetscape interfaces” on both sides of Stevens Creek
Boulevard within the Village designated as C43 would all be within San José. The nearest
streetscape in Cupertino is either north of the intersection of DeAnza and Bollinger, or south
of the SR 85 interchange, minimizing the potential for aesthetic or visual contrast.

The interfaces between proposed villages and the lower density residential neighborhoods in
Cupertino would be treated in a manner similar to interfaces between proposed Urban
Villages with existing low density neighborhoods in San José (the City’s adopted design
guidelines refer only to land uses, not to jurisdictions). Each Village Plan must develop a
method for protecting adjacent sensitive receptors from noise, light intrusion, visual
intrusion, and similar land use compatibility impacts. The general concept is discussed in
Section 3.1.3 of the DEIR, starting on page 160. Specific policies that will reduce or avoid
each type of impact are called out starting on page 162 of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT B-4: The City also believes the proposed Neighborhood/Community Commercial
uses in this area-could allow for higher intensive uses such as general office uses, hospitals and
private gathering places, than allowed in the adjacent commercial areas within the City of Cupertino
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to the north. The commercial properties in this area in the City of Cupertino are encouraged to
include a neighborhood commercial presence with neighborhood commercial or residential uses, but
not solely by office, commercial-office or general commercial uses.

RESPONSE B-4: The existing designation on this segment of DeAnza Boulevard is
Neighborhood/ Community Commercial, which governs any development that might occur
prior to development and implementation of the Urban Village Plan for the area north of SR
85. The Urban Village Overlay areas will allow a wide variety of commercial, residential,
institutional or other land uses integrated with high density residential, consistent with the
adopted Plan. No explanation is provided in this letter for why different types of commercial
or office uses should be considered incompatible, so no additional response can be provided.

COMMENT B-5: Area adjacent to the City of Cupertino south of Bollinger Road from S. De
Anza Boulevard to Lawrence Expressway, including Urban Village V61

. This area is south of properties within the City of Cupertino that are developed with duplex
homes, a church, an elementary school and single-family residential which have low and medium-
low densities between 1-10 units per acre, and are predominantly single-story in nature and allow for
residential heights of up to a maximum of two stories and 30 feet.

. There is concern that the significant disparity in density and building heights could create
impacts of privacy, light, air, traffic and noise onto the adjacent residential neighborhood in
Cupertino to the north, and present challenges to the aesthetic/visual and streetscape interfaces
between the two jurisdictions.

. The particular type of Urban Village which this area is designated, Neighborhood Villages, is
described as a smaller neighborhood-oriented commercial site that is not anticipated for significant
intensification. However, the description does not specify clearly enough what is not considered
“significant intensification” with respect to the wide range of density, uses and height allowances for
Urban Villages. Clarification is needed to further explain the intended allowable development and
uses for this area.

RESPONSE B-5: The description on page 37 of the PEIR is appropriate to the degree of
specificity that can be provided in a General Plan EIR. The text refers to a “small amount of
housing and a moderate amount of job growth capacity”, and Table 2.2-13 lists a growth
potential of 400 additional jobs and 160 dwelling units for the Neighborhood Village
designated V61.

Again, as discussed above, the process and development of standards for ensuring
compatibility with adjacent low intensity neighborhoods will follow the General Plan policies
discussed in Section 3.1.3 of the DEIR, starting on page 160. Specific policies that speak to
the process of implementation, design development, and to each type of impact are called out
starting on page 162 of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT B-6: Recommendations on the proposed land use designation changes

The City of Cupertino recommends that consideration and policies be incorporated to mitigate
impacts that could occur on properties in the City of Cupertino resulting from these proposed land
use changes, and to also provide compatible transitions and interface between these areas in the City
of San Jose and the adjacent properties in Cupertino, particularly with respect to density, uses,
building height, architectural design, and street frontages. Further, the City recommends that the
City of San Jose include property owners and residents in the City of Cupertino within the
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surrounding neighborhood of these areas in any neighborhood meetings regarding development of
Urban Village plans.

RESPONSE B-6: The responses above describe the process for implementing the
Villages and identify where in the Draft PEIR are the policies that will govern mitigation of
such impacts. City policies for noticing effected residents and property owners do not
distinguish between those in San José and those outside San José’s boundaries. The PEIR
states (on page 155) that:

The design interface between new high density development and the lower density
residential neighborhoods that abut some of the Growth Areas will need to be
sensitive to the need to protect the quality and integrity of the neighborhoods,
consistent with the City’s adopted Design Policies and with the policies in the
proposed General Plan. Late night noise, misdirected and overly bright lighting,
litter, substantial privacy conflicts, spillover parking — all of the effects that are so
frequently feared by existing residents who see a new high density project being
proposed — can be adequately addressed if taken into account in the design of the new
project. Mitigation of possible effects can be accomplished by avoidance as well as a
reduction of impacts that might otherwise occur.

COMMENT B-7: Section 2.2.7 Proposed Planning Horizons

Based on Figure 2.2-34, it appears that the three Urban Village areas adjacent to the City of
Cupertino, CR32, C43, V61, are with the Horizon 3 phasing time frame. Please clarify the
following:

1. Is there an approximation of the period in which the City will enter the Horizon 3 phasing
time line?
2. It appears that any commercial, office and non-residential development may occur in these

areas at any time, regardless of the Horizon period. The City would like to further understand the
concept of the Horizon phasing and would like to ask the following questions:

a. Does this mean residential or mixed-use residential development may not occur in these areas
until the Horizon 3 phasing has been reached?
b. What if a developer were to propose residential or mixed use residential in this area prior to

reaching the Horizon 3 phasing period?

RESPONSE B-7: The three village sites referenced are all in Horizon 3. Answers to
each of the questions follows.

1. There is no specific timeframe assigned to the horizons. The criteria and process for
opening up an horizon are addressed in Section 2.2.7 of the PEIR, starting on page 118.
A new horizon can only be opened during a Major Review of the General Plan, which
occurs every four years.

2. Employment uses can be implemented on any village site at any time. In addition, as
discussed on page 119, a residential pool will be provided which may be used to develop
dwelling units in advance of a designated horizon. Also, “Signature Projects”, as defined
in Chapter 7 of the proposed General Plan, may be developed in advance of the
designated horizon for a specific Village. The process for developing a Village Plan,
with all appropriate outreach and public process will still occur in advance of approval of
a Plan and a Plan must be approved before the Urban Village is developed.
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COMMENT B-8: Transportation
Upon reviewing Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft PEIR, the City has the following
comments:

. The 2040 General Plan proposes reclassifying De Anza Blvd between Bollinger Road and
Prospect Road as a “Main Street”. According to the typical cross section, Figure 3.2-7, this would
involve potentially reducing the number of travel lanes in each direction, and eliminating an existing
bike lane in each direction. Any reduction in vehicle travel lanes would likely result in considerable
congestion along southbound De Anza Blvd north of Bollinger Road through Cupertino, and
elimination of bike lanes runs counter to policies providing for multi-modal accommodations on
streets. We recommend that no vehicle lane reduction be considered, that bike lanes be retained, and
that any re-classification of De Anza Blvd as a “Main Street” that results in either lane reductions or
bike lane removal be considered only south of Highway 8S, where volumes are lower.

Any improvements or changes to De Anza Blvd south of Highway 85 must be done with the consent
and cooperation of the City of Cupertino, as Cupertino has jurisdiction over the western half of the
roadway.

RESPONSE B-8: The typical cross sections provided are exemplary only. The
description of the “Main Street” classification on page 246 of the PEIR states very
specifically that “Each Main Street may be different in character and should reflect the key
characteristics of the surrounding neighborhoods...” The cross section for a Main Street is
modified in the text revisions in Section 5 of this First Amendment to the PEIR to
demonstrate that bicycle lanes may be included and the width of a Main Street may vary.

The description also states specifically that Main Street must support many transportation
modes, including providing comfortable access and travel for “all users” — pedestrians,
bicyclists, motorists and public transport users of all ages and abilities. (Page 247 of the
PEIR). Changes in this and all other roadways would be coordinated with all effected
jurisdictions.

The diagram for a Main Street is modified and clarified in Section 5. Proposed Revisions to
the Text of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT B-9: The 2040 General Plan proposes reclassifying Bollinger Road as an “On-
Street Primary Bicycle Facility”. According to the typical cross section, Figure 3.2-7, this would
involve potentially reducing the number of travel lanes in each direction from two to one. Reducing
travel, lanes on Bollinger Road could cause an increase in congestion along Bollinger Road, along
neighboring streets, and intrusion into adjacent neighborhoods. Any such impacts would need to be
studied and should be mitigated to the extent possible.

Any improvements or changes to Bollinger Road must be done with the consent and cooperation of
the City of Cupertino, as Cupertino has jurisdiction over the northern half of the roadway.

RESPONSE B-9: The text definition of an “On-Street Primary Bicycle Facility” says
that high volumes of motor vehicle traffic will be discouraged, but may be allowed where
necessary (page 246 in the PEIR). The traffic management strategies referred to in that
definition, that would “slow and discourage through automobile and truck traffic” would be
developed in conjunction with the City of Cupertino, should they be necessary.
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COMMENT B-10:  The City of Cupertino appreciates the opportunity you have provided to
review the Draft Program EIR for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan, and looks forward to
receiving a response on the abovementioned. Should you have any questions regarding the above-
referenced comments or need additional information, please feel free to contact Aki Honda Snelling,
Senior Planner, in the City of Cupertino Planning Department at (408) 777-3313. Please provide this
department with any further notices with respect to the environmental review process and the City's
decision-making process on this project to my attention at the above address so that the City may
continue to work with you to address the concerns of the communities both our agencies serve.

RESPONSE B-10:  The comment is acknowledged.
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C. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DPEIR FROM THE U.S. FISH AND
WILDLIFE SERVICE, DATED AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT C-1: This letter is in response to your June 23, 2011, request for comments from
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan Update (proposed Plan) for the City of San Jose
(City) in Santa Clara County, California. Your request for comments was received by our office on
June 23, 2011. At issue are the potential effects of the proposed Plan on the threatened California
red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), threatened Central population of the California tiger salamander
(Ambystoma californiense), endangered California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus),
endangered salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris), threatened Pacific coast
population of the western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivostis), endangered California
least tern (Sternula antiltarum browni), endangered California sea blite (Suaeda californica),
endangered Contra Costa goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens), and the endangered robust spineflower
(Chorizanthe robusta). Additional federally listed species associated with serpentine habitats within
Santa Clara County (e.g, the threatened Bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydras editha bayensis) and
its designated-critical habitat, and listed serpentine plants including the endangered Santa Clara
Valley dudleya (Dudleya setchellii), endangered Tiburon Indian Paintbrush (Castilleja affinis ssp.
neglecta), endangered Coyote ceanothus (Ceanothus ferrisiae), and endangered Metcalf Canyon
jewel-flower (Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus)) may be indirectly affected by growth inducement
and increased atmospheric nitrogen deposition related to the proposed Plan. This response is issued
under the authority of the Endangered Species Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act), the
California Environmental Quality Act, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1917.

The Service has the following Comments on the PEIR:

1. The City should analyze all of the potential direct and indirect effects of the proposed Plan on
federally listed species. State-listed species, California Native Plant Society rare species,
California Species of Special Concern, bald and golden eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus and
Aquila chrysaetos), migratory bats and other special-status species and include appropriate
avoidance, minimization, and restoration/compensation measures. The City should determine the
extent of the action area where federally listed species may be directly or indirectly affected by
the proposed Plan.

RESPONSE C-1: Special-status plant and animal species that could occur in the City of
San José, including the threatened and endangered species listed in the comment above, are
specifically addressed in Section 3.5.1.3, Section 3.5.1.4, Section 3.5.3.6 and Section 3.5.3.7
of the PEIR. Appendix E, Biological Resources, includes more detailed information on the
species listed in this comment and was used to refine proposed General Plan policies
regarding the preservation of habitat areas that support special-status species and avoidance
of development in such habitats.

The “action area” addressed in the PEIR is the City of San José. The proposed General Plan
is a comprehensive, long-term plan that would guide future growth and development within
the city limits of San José (see Figure 3.1-1 and Figure 3.5-1 in the Draft PEIR). The EIR is
a Program EIR that evaluates the types of development activities that could impact biological
resources, including special status species. Planning areas within the city where Special-
status animals potentially could be impacted are listed in Table 3.5-4 and the habitats where
special-status plants may be found are discussed in Section 3.5.3.6 and shown on Figures 3.5-
1 through 3.5-4. Proposed General Plan Policies designed to avoid, minimize or require
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mitigation for impacts to Special-status Plants and Animals are identified in Section 3.5.3.6
and Section 3.5.3.7 of the PEIR. Under proposed General Plan policies, specific mitigation
measures, such as designing roads to allow wildlife movement would be required to be
identified at the time environmental review is undertaken for individual projects (e.g., Policy
ER-2.7, Policy ER-5.1 and Policy ER-5.3 on page 465 and Policy ER-3.4 and Policy ER-8.2
on page 476 of the PEIR which have since been renumbered as shown in Section 5 Revisions
to the Text of the Draft PEIR. Text has been added to the PEIR to reflect policies in the
proposed General Plan regarding migratory bird nests, including those of bald and golden
eagles (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the PEIR).

COMMENT C-2: 2. The City should evaluate the environmental baseline conditions for all
listed species within the action area directly or indirectly affected by the proposed Plan. The
environmental baseline should evaluate the current acres of suitable habitats within the action area,
the quality of those habitats, known occurrences of listed species within and near the action area,
existing threats to listed species in those habitats, and the importance of the action area as a dispersal
corridor or for the recovery of listed species. The establishment of a sufficient biological baseline
will be critical to develop site design alternatives and associated adequate avoidance, minimization
and conservation strategies for the proposed Plan.

RESPONSE C-2: As discussed in Response C-1, information on listed species that
occur in San José is included in Section 3.5.1.3, Section 3.5.1.4, Section 3.5.3.6, Section
3.5.3.7, and Appendix E of the PEIR.

The consideration of wildlife movement is an addition to the proposed update of San José’s
General Plan. Wildlife movement through key areas of the city is described in Section
3.5.1.2 and 3.5.3.5 of the PEIR.

As noted on page 408 of the Draft PEIR, a portion of the city is addressed in the draft Santa
Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP)
released in December 2010. The considerable baseline research done to prepare the
HCP/NCCP was also referenced when preparing the biological resources report in Appendix
E and the goals, policies and actions in the proposed General Plan update.

COMMENT C-3: 3. The Draft Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan (SCVHCP)
(County of Santa Clara ef al. 2010) is currently being refined in response to public comment. The
proposed Plan should be developed consistent with the conservation strategy described in the
SCVHCP. We highlight a few of these measures below. A full description of the conservation
strategy is discussed in Chapter 5 of the SCVHCP.

RESPONSE C-3: The City of San José, as one of the local partners in preparation of the
draft HCP/NCCP, has included an action in the General Plan that addresses implementation
of the HCP/NCCP (Action ER-2.9) once it is completed and adopted.

COMMENT C-4: 4. The proposed Plan has the potential to be growth-inducing and lead to
significant cumulative and interrelated effects to serpentine habitat and associated listed species (e.g.)
Bay checkerspot butterfly and listed serpentine plants) from air quality effects (e.g., increased
atmospheric deposition of nitrogen) related to growth. Atmospheric nitrogen pollution degrades
serpentine habitat for the Bay checkerspot butterfly and listed serpentine plants by facilitating the
invasion of non-native plant species. The City should consider reducing atmospheric nitrogen
pollution in transportation planning. Cumulative effects should be addressed through the
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implementation of minimization and restoration/compensation measures consistent with the
SCVHCP.

RESPONSE C-4: Measures designed to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled
(and associated air emissions from internal combustion engines) are included in the proposed
General Plan update, as described in on pages 262-267 in Section 3.2.4.1 and Table 3.4-9 in
Section 3.4.3.2 of the draft PEIR. They include providing for a more balanced transportation
system, implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and Transportation
Control Measures (TCM), new parking strategies, and trails as transportation policies to
reduce vehicle travel.

Indirect impacts to sensitive serpentine habitats associated with implementation of the
proposed General Plan update are addressed in Section 3.5.3.3 of the PEIR and cumulative
effects are discussed in Section 6.3.5 Cumulative Biological Resources Impacts of the PEIR.
The discussions in these sections disclose that this cumulative issue is being addressed by
local partner agencies participating in the Santa Clara Valley HCP/NCCP. If the Santa Clara
Valley HCP/NCCEP is not adopted, there is no timeline or assurance that
restoration/compensation measures consistent with the December 2010 Draft HCP/NCCP
would be implemented unilaterally by the City of San José, however, given current City
resources.

COMMENT C-5: 5. Rodenticide use should be prohibited in grassland habitats that support the
California tiger salamander because the amphibian relies on small mammals’ burrows for refugia.

RESPONSE C-5: This comment is noted. The City of San Jos¢ generally does not have
the authority to regulate the use of rodenticides in grassland habitats. Limiting rodenticide
use is a measure that could be considered for individual projects where the City has
discretion over approval of a California tiger salamander mitigation or preserve area.

COMMENT C-6: Comment 6. The City should manage ponds in a manner that reduces the
presence of non-native bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana) and non-native eastern tiger salamanders
(Ambystoma tigrinum) that threaten California tiger salamanders and California red-legged frogs.

RESPONSE C-6: Specific City managed ponds that provide habitat to California tiger
salamanders and California red-legged frogs are not identified in this comment. Managing
ponds to reduce the presence of non-native amphibians is a measure that could be considered
for individual projects outside the City’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and in the
Almaden, Coyote, Evergreen and South San Jos¢ Planning areas where these special status
species may occur (refer to Table 3.5-4 in the PEIR).

COMMENT C-7: 7. The proposed Plan should align all trails away from tidal marsh habitat
supporting the California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse and away from nesting habitat for
the western snowy plover.

RESPONSE C-7: While proposed bicycle paths and trails in the Alviso Planning Area
are some of the bicycle and pedestrian facilities anticipated throughout the city in the future
(see Figure 3.2-9 and Figure 3.9-4 in the PEIR), the proposed General Plan does not include
trail construction in tidal marsh habitat or in saline managed ponds used by western snowy
plover. In addition, Bay and Bayland Policies included in the plan call for avoidance of
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development in habitats that support special-status species (Renumbered Policy ER-4.1) and
limiting recreation in wildlife refuge areas (Policy ER-4.2).

COMMENT C-8: 8. The City should avoid planting trees and constructing buildings, towers,
and transmission lines adjacent to tidal marsh areas and nesting habitat for the western snowy plover;
trees, buildings, towers, and transmission lines provide hunting perches for raptors that prey on
California clapper rails, salt marsh harvest mice, and western snowy plovers. The City should
minimize all development near tidal marsh habitat supporting the California clapper rail and salt
marsh harvest mouse and nesting habitat for the western snowy plover.

RESPONSE C-8: Proposed General Plan Policy ER-4.4, listed on page 465 of the Draft
PEIR, calls for avoiding new development which creates substantial adverse impacts on the
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge or results in a net loss of baylands
habitat value. It is acknowledged that planting trees or constructing structures that could
serve as perches for raptors adjacent to tidal marsh areas are some of the types of
development that could adversely affect special status birds and mammals in these habitats.
The placement of trees and structures would be reviewed at the time a specific development
is proposed.

COMMENT C-9: 9. The City should locate landfills away from tidal marsh areas and western
snowy plover nesting areas. Landfills attract California gulls (Larus californicus) that threaten,
compete with, and prey on California clapper rails, salt marsh harvest mice, and western snowy
plovers.

RESPONSE C-9: No new candidate solid waste sites are included on the Land Use and
Transportation Diagram. There are three active landfills (Newby Island Landfill, Zanker
Road Landfill and Zanker Material Processing Facility) within the city limits at the southern
end of San Francisco Bay, one of which accepts putrescible waste. Candidate landfill sites
are in the foothills southeast of the urban area.

COMMENT C-10: 10. In planning for sea level rise, the City should include a sufficient coastal
buffer that will allow for the landward transgression of the salt marsh.

RESPONSE C-10:  Sea level rise and movement of tidal marshes inland at the southern
end of San Francisco Bay is discussed in Section 3.5.3.4 of the PEIR. As recognized in
General Plan Policy ER-4.3, the opportunities for the creation of new marsh and upland
transitional area are greatest in the City’s Alviso Planning Area outside of the Urban Growth
Boundary as a part of the South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project.

COMMENT C-11:  11. The City should assist the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National
Wildlife Refuge in managing mammalian and avian predators and other non-native species that
threaten the California clapper rail, salt marsh harvest mouse, and western snowy plover. The City
should avoid placing rip-rap near tidal marsh areas; shoreline rip-rap supports non-native Norway
rats (Rattus novegicus) that prey on California clapper rail nests.

RESPONSE C-11:  The City has no authority to manage nuisance species on private
property or federal lands. The advice in this comment will be referred to the WPCP for
consideration when designing future slope protection on WPCP lands.
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COMMENT C-12: 12. The City should plant Grindelia and other appropriate native vegetation
adjacent to tidal marsh habitats to provide upland refugia for California clapper rails and salt marsh
harvest mice.

RESPONSE C-12:  This comment regarding enhancing habitat near tidal marsh habitats is
noted for further consideration by the WPCP. The City has no authority to plant vegetation
on privately owned property.

COMMENT C-13:  13. The City should develop and implement a plan for managing highly
invasive non-native plant species that threaten tidal marshes, riparian areas, serpentine grasslands,
and other sensitive habitats.

RESPONSE C-13:  Several policies in the proposed General Plan (e.g. ER-2.8, ER-4.5,
ER-5.3, ER-7.5, MS-21.10) address invasive non-native plant species. These policies
prohibit planting of invasive species citywide in required landscaping as part of the
discretionary review of future development. The City of San José has no authority over most
riparian corridors or over landscaping on privately owned lands except in the context of
development review.

COMMENT C-14: 14. An estimated 600 acres of former salt marsh along Coyote Creek, Alviso
Slough, and Guadalupe Slough, have been converted to fresh- and brackish-water vegetation due to
large-volume freshwater discharge from wastewater facilities in the South Bay degrading the quality
of these habitats for California clapper rails and salt marsh harvest mice. The City should reduce
freshwater discharges that have resulted in a significant loss of tidal marsh habitat for the California
clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse.

RESPONSE C-14: The San José-Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) is
currently limited to discharging no more than 120 million gallons of treated wastewater
effluent per day (dry weather effluent flow) to the slough area to the north. As listed in
Section 3.10.3.1 (Water Supply) of the PEIR, the proposed General Plan includes a number of
water recycling policies and actions that would expand the use of recycled water from the San
José-Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). Increased recycled water use could
effectively reduce discharges from the WPCP to the South Bay.

COMMENT C-15: 15. The City should compare the proposed land uses in the Plan relative to the
recovery goals identified for those lands in the 1999 Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Report
(Goals Project 1999) and the 2010 Draft Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and
Central California (Service 2010).

RESPONSE C-15:  The proposed General Plan focuses growth within San José’s existing
Urban Growth Boundary. As shown on Figure 3.5-2, existing tidal marsh habitat within the
city limits is found primarily outside the Urban Growth Boundary. Muted tidal/diked marsh
is present north of two active landfill areas in the Alviso Planning area and along Coyote
Creek, north of WPCP lands. The proposed land use designation for these wetlands within
the Urban Growth Boundary (refer to Figure 2.2-19 of the PEIR) is Open Space, Parklands,
and Habitat.

The 2010 Draft Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central
California shows a future restoration area adjacent to a saline managed salt pond (Pond A18),
within an area designated as Open Space, Parklands, and Habitat. While some areas
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designated for Public/Quasi-Public Uses on WPCP lands are within the Central/South San
Francisco Bay Recovery Unit of the Recovery Plan, none of the lands designated for
restoration are within this area.

COMMENT C-16: 16. The City should also analyze all of the potential direct and indirect
effects of the proposed Plan on the Service's Birds of Conservation Concern and include appropriate
avoidance, minimization, and restoration/compensation measures. Some of the Birds of
Conservation Concern that may occur within the proposed Plan area include the black-chinned
sparrow (Spizella atrogularis), Bell's sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), peregrine falcon (Falco
peregrinus), Nuttall's woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), yellow-billed magpie (Pica nutallii), Lewis's
woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis), oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia), Allen's hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), Costa's hummingbird (Calypte costae),
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), yellow warbler (Dendroica petechial brewsteri), Alameda
song sparrow (Melospiza melodia pusillula), black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus),
tricolored blackbird (4gelaius tricolor), Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), black skiimmer
(Rynchops niger), whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus), long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus),
marbled godwit (Limosa fedoa). short-billed dowitcher (Limnodromus griseus), and salt marsh
common yellowthroat (Geothylpis trichas sinuosa) (pages 48 and 65 in Service 2008).

RESPONSE C-16:  Direct and indirect effects to birds, including impacts to nesting birds,
their habitats, and movement, are addressed in Sections 3.5.3.2, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.3.5, and 3.5.3.7
of the PEIR. The USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern that are considered species of
special concern under CEQA, such as the peregrine falcon, burrowing owl, loggerhead
shrike, and salt marsh common yellowthroat are specifically addressed in Section 3.5.3.7
with considerable background presented on habitat conditions in San José presented in
Section 3.5.1.4 and 3.5.1.1.  Policies and actions included in the proposed General Plan that
would avoid, minimize or require mitigation measures for impacts to birds or their habitats
(including those listed above) include Policy ER 2.4, ER-2.5, ER-2.8, ER-3.1, ER-3.2, ER-
3.3, ER-4.4, ER-4.5, ER-5.1, ER-5.2, ER-5.3, ER-5.4, ER-7.3, ER-7.4, ER-7.5, and ER-8.1
These policies are listed on pages 464-466, 477, and 483 of the Draft PEIR and have since
been renumbered as shown in Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR. Two
policies regarding protection of nesting birds, which are in the proposed General Plan but
were not listed in the Draft PEIR (Policies ER-6.1 and ER-6.2; now renumbered to ER-5.1
and ER-5.2) have been added (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR).
Please note that the numbering of Environmental Resources policies in the proposed General
Plan will be modified (refer to Section 5 of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT C-17:  17. The City should follow the guidelines in the bird conservation plans
developed by California Partners in Flight, Riparian Habitat Joint Venture, PRBO Conservation
Science, and River Partners for managing, restoring, and conserving habitats for the benefit of
migratory birds (California Partners in Flight 2000, 2002, 2004; Riparian Habitat Joint Venture 2004;
River Partners and Riparian Habitat Joint Venture 2009; Hickey et al. 2003).

RESPONSE C-17: The proposed General Plan policies are generally consistent with the
recommendations of bird conservation plans developed by the California Partners in Flight,
Riparian Habitat Joint Venture, PRBO Conservation Science, and River Partners. These bird
conservation plans include a number of general conservation recommendations targeting
individual habitats or groups of bird species, such as avoidance of high-quality habitat,
limiting impacts to particular habitat types, and restoring bird habitats that are captured
within the City’s policies. For example, Policy ER-1.5 protects existing oak woodland
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habitat in line with the habitat protection recommendations of Oak Woodland Bird
Conservation Plan developed by California Partners In Flight, Wildlife Conservation
Society, and PRBO Conservation Science. Policies ER-2.2 and 2.3 reinforce the City’s 100-
foot setback from riparian habitat and protect riparian corridors from encroachment of
lighting, exotic landscaping, noise, and toxic substances, in accordance with the habitat
protection recommendations of Riparian Bird Conservation Plan developed by California
Partners in Flight and the California Riparian Habitat Joint Venture. It should be noted,
however, that these conservation plans also include a number of research, monitoring, and
restoration recommendations that are outside the scope of the City’s General Plan.

COMMENT C-18: 18. The City should incorporate bird-friendly designs on skyscrapers that
reduce the rate of collision of migratory birds with skyscraper windows.

RESPONSE C-18:  Policy ER-7.1 calls for buildings and structures located north of
Highway 237 to be designed and constructed in a bird-friendly manner that would reduce the
potential for bird strikes for species associated with the baylands or the riparian habitats of
lower Coyote Creek. This is the area of the city where bird-friendly design is particularly
important given bird movements to and from the baylands.

The City recognizes that there is an increasing body of information on design features and
building management that can be employed to reduce the rate of collision of migratory birds
with structures. Such measures can include considering the extent of transparent or reflective
glazing (windows), employing different glazing treatments to make glass more visible to
birds, use of external surfaces/designs that “break up” reflective surfaces, avoiding
uplighting, minimizing light spillage and maximizing light shielding, and best management
practices for lighting operations (such as the use of motion sensors or window coverings),
especially during migration seasons. These measures are particularly important for multiple
story buildings near wooded riparian corridors, areas of high bird activity or movement, and
buildings that rise well above other buildings and can reflect landscapes. Appropriate
measures may vary with location. An Action item has been added to the proposed General
Plan that calls for updating City of San José design guidelines with best design practices for
avoiding and minimizing bird strikes based on guidance from agencies such as the USFWS
(see Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT C-19: 19. The City should follow the recommendations suggested practices in the
power line guidelines published by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) and the
Service to minimize impacts from existing facilities and in the construction of new utility and energy

systems and associated infrastructure (APLIC 1994, 1996, and 2006; APLIC and Service 2005).

RESPONSE C-19:  While some additions to existing utilities systems would be required
to serve the growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan, construction of power lines
is not under the jurisdiction of the City of San Jos¢.

COMMENT C-20: 20. Lights should be designed with wildlife species in mind using appropriate
wavelength light sources that are shaded to direct lights away from sensitive habitats. The City
should follow the recommendations in Fure (2006) for minimizing the impacts of light pollution on
migratory birds, bats, and other special-status species.

a. Avoid illuminating bat roosting areas (e.g., suitable crevices in overcrossings).
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b. Use low-pressure sodium lamps instead of high-pressure sodium or mercury lamps; fit
mercury lamps with ultraviolet filters.

c. Maintain the brightness as low as possible (less than 2,000 lumens (150 watts) are
generally needed for security lights).

Limit the times during which the lighting can be used to provide some dark periods.

e. Direct the lighting to where it is needed to avoid light spillage; minimize upward lighting
to avoid light pollution; limit the height of lighting columns to 26 feet; use plantings to
screen out light.

f. Enhance bat roosting habitat by installing bat boxes away from artificial light sources.

g. Restrict the use of insecticides in bat foraging habitat.

RESPONSE C-20:  Specific details of allowed lighting brightness or height are
appropriately included in City municipal codes, design guidelines, and City Council lighting
policies. General Plan policies provide a framework for evaluation of future projects and
generally do not include specific details, such as maximum brightness of lighting measured in
lumens or watts. An Action item has been added to the proposed General Plan that calls for
the City to update policies and guidelines that address lighting (e.g, the Riparian Corridor
Policy Study and City design guidelines for residential, commercial and industrial uses)
based on guidance from Responsible Agencies. These revisions would be designed to
include best practices for lighting to protect sensitive habitats and species, including birds
and bats (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT C-21: 21. The City should maintain important wildlife corridors, remove barriers
that significantly restrict their movements, and incorporate wildlife passage into the design of
roadways.

RESPONSE C-21:  As described in Section 3.5.3.5 of the PEIR, the proposed Envision
San José 2040 General Plan includes updated policies that address wildlife movement,
including policies to design new roads or improvements to existing roads to allow wildlife
movement in Coyote Valley (e.g., Policy ER-7.2 and Policy ER-7.3).

COMMENT C-22: 22. The Service recommends working toward making the proposed Plan
carbon neutral. Consistent with the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (2007a,b)
adaptation strategies mitigation recommendations, the Service recommends compensating for the
proposed Plan’s carbon emissions by purchasing carbon offsets and/or restoring tidal marshes,
reforestation, managing grasslands to increase carbon sequestration, and planting nest trees for
raptors in areas away from transmission lines and sensitive prey species.

The Service appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan Update. We look forward to continued
coordination with the City in the development of the proposed Plan. Please contact Joseph Terry,
Senior Biologist, or Ryan Olah, Coast Bay/Forest Foothills Division Chief, at the letterhead address,
electronic mail (Joseph_Terry@fws.gov; Ryan Olah@fws.gov), or at telephone (916) 414-6600 if
you have any questions regarding this response.

RESPONSE C-22:  The proposed General Plan includes a Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reduction Strategy and policies designed to increase tree plantings in the community forest
(refer to Goal MS-21 and associated policies and actions in Chapter 3 of the proposed
General Plan). The City’s strategy focuses on reducing emissions from mobile and stationary
sources and from energy and water use. Measures to increase carbon sequestration may be
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considered at the time of future Major Reviews of the proposed General Plan as the science
of implementing and monitoring these measures improves.
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D. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, DATED
AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT D-1: The City of Santa Clara Planning Division has reviewed the Draft Program
EIR for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan, and has no major comments or concerns with the
analysis presented.

It is understood that the City of San Jose intends to use a phased approach to implement the Plan,
referred to as Horizons or Plan Horizons. It is further understood that the Draft Plan intends to
accommodate most new job and housing growth within new Urban Villages and Corridors
designated along existing major city transit corridors. Figure 2.21 of the Plan indicates that three
urban villages arc planned along roadways adjacent to the City of Santa Clara’s jurisdiction. These
villages are referenced as:

e CR30 - The Alameda (West), which is shown to extend along both sides of The Alameda,
from Hwy 880 to the city limit line of the City of Santa Clara.

e (CR32 (A&B) - Stevens Creek Boulevard, which is shown to extend along the south side of
Stevens Creek Boulevard, from Winchester Boulevard on the east, to Lawrence Expressway
on the West.

e (CR35 - Valley Fair / Santana Row - which adjoins the borders of the City of Santa Clara to
the Southwest along Winchester Boulevard, on the north and south sides of Stevens Creek
Boulevard.

It is further understood, that per Figure 2.2-34, the Plan designates future growth in the above-
identified Urban Villages to occur in the Horizon 3 Phase, the proposed final phase of Plan
implementation.

RESPONSE D-1: The information reflected in this comment is correct. It should be
noted, as discussed on pages 118-119 of the PEIR, that “Signature” projects and residential
development allowed by a “pool” of residential unit capacity could be approved in locations
other than the current Horizon.

COMMENT D-2: Clarification is requested for the following:

Figure 3.2-5 indicates that a segment of Coleman Avenue extending from Highway 880 northwest to
the City of Santa Clara's City limit line would be increased by one or more lanes per direction. The
number of proposed travel lanes does not appear to be detailed in Tables 3.2-7 through 3.2-10, where
presented for other proposed roadway network changes. Please clarify.

RESPONSE D-2: Coleman Avenue is and has been designated as six lanes all the way
north of 880 to Santa Clara in both GP2020 and in Envision San José 2040. So it is not
identified in Table 3.2-7 for GP changes. Figure 3.2-5 shows changes in the future (or in the
model) compared to existing 2008 conditions on the ground. Coleman is not yet built out to
6 lanes near the border with Santa Clara. The addition of the lanes as shown in Figure 3.2-5
will “complete” Coleman to the planned full six lanes.
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COMMENT D-3: Under Section 3.2.4.5 - Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions: Stevens Creek
Boulevard and North Winchester Boulevard should be added to the list of City of Santa Clara
roadways.

Also, please note that the following roadways are mistakenly identified as City of Santa
Clara Roadways: North Mathilda Avenue, Crossman Avenue, and East Arques Avenue.

RESPONSE D-3: These corrections are included in the proposed text revisions in
Section 5 of this First Amendment to the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT D-4: Under Section 3.2.4.5 - Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions, and Section 6.3.2 —
Cumulative Transportation Impacts: Please consider adding as possible mitigation that, in
cooperation with other agencies through the CEQA process, individual projects may mitigate for the
adverse impacts of congestion in adjoining agencies through a contribution to planned or
programmed roadway improvements approved by the relevant jurisdiction, in order to serve existing,
approved and planned-for growth.

RESPONSE D-4: Such a policy, requiring developers to give money to other
jurisdictions for planned but not funded improvements, would probably not be consistent
with CEQA — at least not as a mitigation measure. It would also only be fair and effective if
adopted by all jurisdictions in an area. (The City of Santa Clara, for example, does not
appear to have such a policy in its recently updated General Plan.)

It would place San José at a severe economic disadvantage to be the only jurisdiction in the
County requiring developers to pay for mitigation in other cities. San José has worked with
the County and other cities (including Santa Clara) on a reciprocal basis, however, and
allowed developers to contribute to programmed mitigation that is scheduled for
implementation, consistent with CEQA.

COMMENT D-5: Under Section 6.2.1.7 - City of Santa Clara General Plan Update: It is stated
“The Santa Clara Station Focus Area is adjacent to the northwestern boundary of a proposed
transportation Village (VT3) within San Jose.” Figures 2.2-1 and 2.2-13 identify this area as VTS5.
Please clarify.

RESPONSE D-5: The error is corrected in the proposed text revisions in Section 5 of
this First Amendment to the Draft PEIR.
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E. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
CONSERVATION, DATED AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT E-1: The Department of Conservation's (Department) Division of Land Resource
Protection (Division) has reviewed the Draft Program EIR for the City of San Jose General Plan
2040. The Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California
Land Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. We offer the
following comments and recommendations with respect to the proposed project's potential impacts
on agricultural land and resources.

Protect Description:

The Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan is a comprehensive update of the Focus on the Future San
Jose 2020 General Plan. Goals and policies are comprehensively revised throughout the General Plan
and a series of action items added to implement new and existing policies.

Impacts to farmland from cumulative projects include approximately 300-400 acres within the 1,300
acre proposed Southeast Quadrant project. Build-out allowed under the Morgan Hill and Gilroy
General Plans include approximately 120 acres of Prime Farmland in Morgan Hill, rural residential
development allowed under the County of Santa Clara General Plan, over 50 acres for US 101
roadway improvements along a 7.6 mile alignment south of Gilroy, and 900-1,000 acres of
agricultural land in north Coyote Valley, Although the future loss of agricultural land in north Coyote
Valley has been anticipated for many years in the City's General Plan, this impact combined with
other planned or possible impacts to farmland would be substantial and implementation of the
Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan would contribute to a significant cumulative loss of agricultural
land in southern Santa Clara County.

RESPONSE E-1: The discussion of impacts to agricultural lands in the PEIR identifies
the remaining agricultural land within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary including the 957
acres in North Coyote Valley (pages 141-142, 176-179) and the status of that land (much of
which is already entitled). The PEIR also discusses possible mitigation measures (pages 193-
194). The PEIR includes the information stated in this comment regarding cumulative
impacts and concludes that the buildout of the proposed General Plan, particularly in north
Coyote Valley, would be a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative loss of
agricultural land (page 845).

COMMENT E-2: Division Comments:
The Draft Program EIR's comments on mitigation measures for cumulative impacts to agricultural
land include the following:

“While conservation easements or strengthened zoning protections for agriculture could be
used to limit future loss of Prime Farmland in other parts of the County, no feasible
mitigation measures are available to offset the cumulative loss of agricultural land, especially
prime agricultural land, within areas previously planned and designated for development
within the City's Urban Growth Boundary or areas of the County already planned and
approved for development. Conversion of developed rural or suburban areas (e.g.,
“ranchettes” or residences on lots of five to 20 acres) back to farmland may be possible in
limited areas as housing stock ages; however opportunities to convert sizeable areas back to
prime farmland are limited by the challenges of assembling a sizeable group of properties,
removing physical improvements (such as buildings. pavement, and underground utility
lines), and cost. Therefore, the cumulative loss of agricultural land would remain a
significant" and unavoidable impact.
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The Division does not agree with the statement, “no feasible mitigation measures are available to
offset the cumulative loss of agricultural land, especially prime agricultural land, within areas
previously planned and designated for development”. Given that the City of San Jose most likely
receives many of its agricultural goods from surrounding farming communities within Santa Clara
County and the rest of the State; it would be in the City's best interests to consider mitigation in
outlying areas of the County or regionally to help preserve these resources. The City of San Jose has
areas of prime farmland within its Urban Growth Boundary and any loss of this agricultural land
should be mitigated whenever possible. In addition, reduction to a level below significance is not a
criterion for mitigation.

The Department's data on land use conversion shows that Santa Clara County lost a total of 22,805
acres of Important Farmland from 1984 to 2010, with an annual average loss of 877 acres per year.
This cumulative loss represents a significant and permanent impact to the agricultural resources of
the County and the State, and shows why the remaining agricultural resources in the County should
be protected whenever feasible. In 2009, approximately $260,139,000 in farm sales was generated in
Santa Clara County. That value demonstrates the significance of agriculture to the economy of Santa
Clara County.

RESPONSE E-2: The threshold of significance against which the impacts to farmland
are measured, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, is whether or not the project
would “convert ...farmland as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

2

use.

Although this comment states that the Department disagrees with the conclusion in the PEIR
relative to the feasibility of mitigation, especially for cumulative impacts, it does not offer
clarification or guidance as to how the mitigation identified on page 193 could be
implemented despite the difficulties identified. The statement that “reduction to a level
below significance is not a criterion for mitigation” is unclear. The PEIR points out that
protecting other existing farmland somewhere else, although a benefit to agriculture is not
mitigation because the impacted farmland is still lost. The purpose of the two statements that
San José would benefit from protecting farmland somewhere else, and that farming generates
a lot of money in Santa Clara County, is not clear in this context and neither of the statements
clarify what mitigation would or could be implemented.

The PEIR does identify (in Section 3.1.4.1) conservation easements on existing farmland as
an offset that could be required of development that eliminates agriculture on prime
farmland. The discussion also acknowledges that conservation easements on other
agricultural land does not mitigate the loss of the farmland, since it does not reduce or avoid
the loss, nor does it replace the farmland — it just protects some other farmland somewhere
else from being lost.

Should the City Council wish to require such easements, they can do so at any time
development is being considered on prime farmland. This is a policy decision.

COMMENT E-3: Mitigation Measures

Although direct conversion of agricultural land is often an unavoidable impact under California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis, mitigation measures must be considered. The adoption
of a Statement of Overriding Consideration does not absolve an agency of the requirement to
implement feasible mitigation that lessens a project's impacts.
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RESPONSE E-3: This PEIR does identify and discuss mitigation measures, and offers a
number of proposed policies that will help to maintain agriculture outside the Urban Growth
Boundary. The PEIR identifies the few remaining properties within the UGB that are still
designated as Prime Farmland and also identifies that most of that land is already entitled for
development. The PEIR does not anywhere state or imply that the ultimate adoption of a
statement of overriding considerations would “absolve the City” of any obligation to mitigate
impacts to farmland. The PEIR also does not identify any feasible mitigation that could be
implemented. The option of requiring easements on other farmland elsewhere is discussed,
but as a policy choice, not as mitigation.

COMMENT E-4: In some cases, the argument is made that mitigation cannot reduce impacts to
below the level of significance because agricultural land will still be converted by the project, and
therefore, mitigation is not required or cannot be accomplished. However, reduction to a level below
significance is not a criterion for mitigation. Rather, the criterion is feasible mitigation that lessens a
project's impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline §15370, mitigation includes measures that "avoid,
minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate, or compensate" for the impact.

RESPONSE E-4: The argument made is that placing a conservation easement on other
agricultural land does not reduce the magnitude or severity of the impact, if the impact is
converting prime farmland to non-agricultural uses. If the baseline is 200 acres of prime
farmland and the project converts 100 acres of prime farmland, placing a conservation
easement on the remaining 100 acres does not mitigate, avoid, reduce, or compensate for the
loss of the first 100 acres.

As required by CEQA, the PEIR identifies the impact to farmland that will occur if the
proposed General Plan is implemented, both inside the UGB (Section 3.1.3.6) and outside the
UGB (Section 3.1.3.7). This takes into consideration the policies in the proposed General
Plan that provide protection for farmland outside the UGB (pages 177-178) which will limit
the likelihood that the remaining farmland is also converted. In Section 3.1.4.1, there is a
discussion of how conservation easements might be utilized, but the discussion points out
that since conservation easements do not create any new farmland, they do not reduce or
avoid the impact itself. There is also a discussion in Section 6.3.1 under Cumulative Impacts
of how new agricultural land might be created on land that has been previously developed,
but this approach is not believed to be feasible for the reasons stated therein. The loss of
remaining agricultural land inside the UGB is considered to be unavoidable because “No
feasible mitigation measures are available” (page 194). A similar conclusion is reached on
page 845 for cumulative impacts.

COMMENT E-5: The loss of agricultural land represents a permanent reduction in the State's
agricultural land resources. As such, the Department recommends the use of permanent agricultural
conservation easements on land of at least equal quality and size as partial compensation for the
direct loss of agricultural land. Conservation easements will protect a portion of those remaining land
resources and lessen project impacts in accordance with CEQA Guideline §15370. The Department
highlights this measure because of its acceptance and use by lead agencies as an appropriate
mitigation measure under CEQA and because it follows an established rationale similar to that of
wildlife habitat mitigation.

Mitigation via agricultural conservation easements can be implemented by at least two alternative
approaches: the outright purchase of easements or the donation of mitigation fees to a local, regional,
or statewide organization or agency whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship of

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 43 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
City of San José September 2011



Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

agricultural conservation easements. The conversion of agricultural land should be deemed an impact
of at least regional significance. Hence, the search for replacement lands should not be limited
strictly to lands within the project's surrounding area.

One source that has proven helpful for regional and statewide agricultural mitigation banks is the
California Council of Land Trusts, which can be found at:

http://www.calandtrusts.org

The California Council of Land Trusts deals with all types of mitigation banks. It is suggested that
the County contact them to get an understanding of the fees associated with mitigation banking and
the options available.

Another source is the Division's California Farmland Conservancy Program (CFCP), which has
participated in bringing about conservation easements throughout the State of California involving
Land Trust Alliance, the California Council of Land Trusts, and the American Farmland Trust. The
establishment of an easement in the County may potentially feasible. If the City were not able to
make arrangements for easement mitigation through one of these or many other land trusts operating
in California, the Department would be glad to help. We recommend that the Final Program EIR
consider agricultural conservation easement mitigation for this project. Of course, the use of
conservation easements is only one form of mitigation that should be considered. Any other feasible
mitigation measures should also be considered.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR for the City of San
Jose General Plan 2040. Please provide this Department with the date of any hearings for this
particular action, and any staff reports pertaining to it. If you have questions regarding our
comments, or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land conservation, please
contact Meri Meraz, Environmental Planner, at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento, California
95814, or by phone at (916) 445-9411

RESPONSE E-5: The comparison in this comment to wildlife habitat mitigation does
not explain how the two processes are similar in those areas touched on in this comment.
Simply protecting other occupied habitat somewhere else does not mitigate the destruction of
occupied habitat at another location, especially for an endangered species. Creation of
suitable habitat, including appropriate enhancements and provision for maintenance and
permanent protection can be so considered, especially if the total amount of the new habitat
provided includes additional acreage to reflect temporal loss of the habitat while it is
developing into habitat. Paying money into a mitigation “bank’ that protects existing
occupied habitat elsewhere on an ongoing basis does not reduce or avoid an impact that
includes permanent loss of occupied habitat, which would still be a significant impact. If the
mitigation bank includes improvement and/or expansion of existing habitat so that the area
supports an expanded population permanently, it is mitigating loss of the same habitat
elsewhere.

Payment of a fee under an adopted habitat conservation plan may be considered mitigation,
since the plan itself would typically demonstrate how the fee would be used to acquire,
improve, and maintain the critical habitat necessary to sustain the species.

Payments to an agricultural mitigation bank that converts land no longer fit or available for
farming back into viable farmland could be considered for mitigation purposes, since it
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would be creating new agricultural land. It is not known if such operations currently exist in
California.

The EIR does identify conservation easements as a possible means of offsetting some of the
impacts of converting agricultural land to non-agricultural land uses. The decision of
whether or not to require such easements of new development on land not yet entitled in San
José must be made by the decision-making body for the City of San José, the City Council.
Those properties that are designated as Prime Farmland, do not have entitlements for the uses
discussed, and whose development is considered likely during the timeframe of this General
Plan (see list on pages 176-177) include: Cilker, Lester, iStar, and some parcels in North
Coyote Valley that have not yet been entitled.
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F. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, DATED AUGUST 5 & 12, 2011.

COMMENT F-1: The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) has reviewed the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) and the draft Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan. We have a number of comments on these documents, which are included in the
attached memorandum. However, I would like to highlight here the key themes from our review.

o First, we strongly support the General Plan objectives that strive to concentrate growth within
Downtown and on lands located at the center of regional transportation systems, and to create
an interconnected city where activities and services are easily accessible by walking,
bicycling and public transit. These General Plan objectives represent a very positive
direction for the City in land use and transportation planning. VTA supports policies and
projects that target development around the established transportation cores, corridors, and
station areas in Santa Clara County. VTA is in the process of making major transit
investments in San Jose over the next 5 to 10 years with the extension of BART and the
introduction of Bus Rapid Transit service, and growth should be concentrated more heavily
around these investments rather than in outlying areas.

RESPONSE F-1: No response is required since this comment does not ask any
questions or raise any issue about the adequacy of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT F-2: Second, we commend the City for establishing an objective to design streets
for people, not just cars, and for identifying opportunities to modify the City's roadway network to
accommodate multimodal travel, such as by defining Grand Boulevards which provide priority for
transit vehicles. It is clear that the City has given serious consideration to alternative modes of
transportation in the draft General Plan and the Draft PEIR; this emphasis is consistent with the goals
of the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program managed by VTA. VTA has programs
that offer grants to help plan and construct multimodal transportation improvements, and we are
ready to help the City implement the vision identified in the Plan.

RESPONSE F-2: No response is required since this comment does not ask any
questions or raise any issue about the adequacy of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT F-3: While VTA understands the City’s rationale for emphasizing job growth and
the need to create a better balance of land uses to support the provision of services, we believe that
the proposed General Plan land uses do not fully support the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction goals
established early in the Envision process. The proximity of jobs to transit, and job concentration
versus dispersal, are two of the largest factors affecting transit ridership and mode share. By
continuing to disperse significant job capacity in outlying areas such as Alviso, New Edenvale,
Evergreen, and North Coyote Valley, the proposed General Plan misses an opportunity to reduce
Vehicle-Miles-Traveled (VMT) and GHG emissions. This approach is not fully consistent with the
goals established in Senate Bill 375 and regional efforts in the development of the Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

RESPONSE F-3: As stated in the Draft PEIR, much of the development planned in
Evergreen, North Coyote Valley, and New Edenvale is already approved and has
entitlements. The Evergreen employment area was originally designated by the City because
of the limited roadway system providing access to the area, and the need to internalize some
of the traffic from the extensive existing residential development. While the employment
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uses have been slower to develop than the residential, the goal of creating some means of
reducing the substantial out-migration of commute traffic in the morning and inward bound
traffic in the PM peak hour is still relevant.

While Alviso is not currently served by transit, it is not an outlying area. It is immediately
adjacent to SR 237 which is its only separation from the heavily developed industrial areas of
San José and Santa Clara. Alviso is also immediately adjacent to commercial and industrial
areas of Milpitas and Fremont to the east and northeast, with near access to [-880 via Dixon
Landing Road. As stated in the Draft PEIR, it would not be inconsistent with current policies
and practices to include Alviso in the existing transit system if substantial infill development
occurs there (see Section 3.2.4.2 Mode Share Impact on page 269 of the Draft PEIR).

The City of San José has the largest supply of existing and planned housing, including
affordable housing, of any community in the Bay Area. The location of the proposed
employment areas in this General Plan are generally as close to the greatest concentrations of
existing and planned housing as physically possible, and have urban infrastructure including
major roadways, in place. The Envision San José 2040 General Plan is not starting with a
blank slate, but must work both with and within a large existing community, including
providing jobs for residents of the very large (albeit, lower density) residential neighborhoods
that already exist in the Evergreen, Edenvale, Cambrian, and Almaden Planning Areas.

COMMENT F-4: The Alternative scenarios included in the Draft PEIR appear to evaluate only
differences in the overall level of population and employment growth in the City, and not the degree
to which this growth is concentrated versus dispersed. In our letter on the Notice of Preparation for
this Draft PEIR, VTA encouraged the City include a feedback loop in the analysis of land
use/transportation scenarios so that stakeholder input could be considered during the refinement of
the alternatives. We request that the City consider adding another scenario that aims to achieve
larger VMT and GHG reductions — through strategies such as concentrating growth in central,
transit-rich areas such as Downtown and North San Jose, pricing strategies, employer-provided
shuttles, and other measures.

RESPONSE F-4: The proposed General Plan and all of the alternatives evaluated in the
Draft PEIR were developed to be consistent with the Project Objectives listed in Section 2.3.
The first objective is to establish San José as a regional employment center and increase
utilization of the regional transit system. This is to be done by promoting “job growth within
San José’s Downtown and on employment lands located at the center of regional
transportation systems” (page 126 of the Draft PEIR).

This comment suggests that the City “consider adding another scenario that aims to achieve
larger VMT and GHG reductions.” The proposed project in this Draft PEIR is, as it turns
out, such a scenario. The City began environmental review with what was originally called
Scenario 6. Scenario 6 was developed through the Task Force process and was created at a
point early in the development of the Water Pollution Control Plan Master Plan. At the
suggestion of the consultant working on the Master Plan, a large quantity of job growth was
estimated for the Plant lands. Subsequently, it was determined that the job growth assumed
was well in excess of what could be accommodated in the area. Scenario 7 was therefore
created and modeled and is the basis of the analysis in the Draft PEIR. The differences
between Scenario 6 and Scenario 7 can be seen by comparing the numbers in the Fehr &
Peers report in Appendix B with the numbers in the report which follows the larger Fehr &
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Peers report, also in Appendix B and entitled Project Scenario 7 and Land Use Options
Scsenario 74 Transportation Impact Analysis Report.

Scenario 7 reduces planned employment in Alviso by 11,080 jobs and assigns increased job
capacities mostly to various Light Rail Villages and Corridors, all served by existing LRT. A
small number of jobs were added to vacant land. By making these changes, it was
anticipated that an incremental reduction would occur in VMT/SP and possibly in drive-alone
mode share. Instead, projected VMT/SP increased from 19.08 to 19.2; drive alone mode
share increased slightly from 67 to 68 percent; and transit mode share decreased slightly
from 11 to 10 percent. In the overall scope of the proposed General Plan Update, the change
was a relatively minor one, and the change in impacts was also very small. Unfortunately,
however, the impacts moved in the “wrong” direction.

The discussion on pages 268-269 of the Draft PEIR reflects this anomaly in the modeling
outcome. It also explains how regional land use and travel patterns also contribute to the
VMT/SP results presented in the Draft PEIR. Consistent with CEQA, the travel model is
reasonably conservative, and preparing multiple iterations of specific land use scenarios at
this time is not productive. As discussed in the PEIR (on page 261 and elsewhere), it is the
City of San José’s intention to do a thorough assessment of the City’s progress toward its
General Plan goals every four years. During that time, it is anticipated that better tools may
be developed, and at least the City will have time to monitor its own progress toward its goals
and objectives, and measure the real world effects of that progress.

COMMENT F-5: The Draft PEIR states that implementation of the proposed General Plan
would have significant adverse impacts on 12 of 14 designated Transit Priority Corridors in the City.
The DPEIR classifies this as a Significant Unavoidable Impact because it concludes that there is no
assurance that transit priority techniques would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Given
that the draft General Plan's VMT and GHG reduction strategies rely heavily on a mode shift to
transit, it is vital that transit remain time-competitive on these key corridors. The draft General Plan
should be revised to include stronger policies supporting the implementation of transit priority
measures such as signal priority, queue jump lanes and/or exclusive bus lanes on these corridors.
VTA stands ready to assist the City in implementing these priority measures, by providing grant
funding, inter-agency coordination, and technical assistance.

RESPONSE F-5: The mitigation policies to which this comment refers are all proposed.
It is not clear exactly what “stronger” policies are intended in this comment. Policy TR-3.2
says the City will “Prioritize bus mobility along Stevens Creek Boulevard, The Alameda and
other heavily traveled transit corridors.” TR-3.6 says the City will “Collaborate with
Caltrans and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority to prioritize transit mobility along
the Grand Boulevards...” The transit mobility improvements could include “transit signals
priority, queue jump lanes at congested intersections, and/or exclusive bus lanes.”

The City of San José is not in a position to control or manage any form of transit and cannot
commit to its intensification or expansion or operations. To the extent that some signals and
operations at certain roadway locations are managed by Caltrans or the County, the City
cannot commit to changing those operations. Exactly what operational changes will be found
acceptable by all jurisdictions, what physical impacts those changes will cause, and how they
will be implemented, are all unknown at this time.
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COMMENT F-6: The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) has reviewed the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) and the draft Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan. In addition to the key themes raised in our letter from John Ristow dated August 5,
2011, we have the following specific comments based on our review.

Transportation Analysis — Model Conformance

As described in the Envision San Jose 2040 Draft PEIR, the travel demand methodology used by the
City of San Jose to determine transportation impacts is based on the use of the VT A Countywide
model, adjusted and validated to more refined local conditions within the City of San Jose. City staff
has worked in coordination with VTA modeling staff and has developed the model to be consistent
with the methodologies used by the VTA and has provided detailed documentation of the base year
2008 model validation. VTA modeling staff has reviewed the City model documentation and has
found that the model meets the CMA Local Model Consistency Guidelines adopted by the VTA
Board of Directors in May 2009 in terms of methodologies and quality of the base year model
validation. Subsequent to VTA staff review, the model consistency finding was adopted by the VTA
Systems Operations Management Working Group and the VTA Technical Advisory Committee. The
model consistency finding is expected to be approved by the VTA Board of Directors at the August
Board meeting. City of San Jose staff is to be commended for preparing comprehensive model
documentation facilitating VTA staff review of the modeling assumptions and base year validation,
as this improves the credibility of the model results described in the Transportation section of the
Draft PEIR.

RESPONSE F-6: The comment is acknowledged. No response is required.

COMMENT F-7: Transportation Analysis — Description of Model Methodology

There are inconsistencies in the description of model methodologies in Section 3.2.3.2 of the

Draft PEIR and those reported in Appendix B. As an example, the process for distributing excess
growth to outlying jurisdictions is more concise in Section 3.2.3.2 than the process described in the
Appendix. Please ensure consistent wording between each section to minimize confusion.

RESPONSE F-7: The two descriptions are different (i.e., use different words) but the
meaning is the same. City Staff reviewed both sections of text again and found no
inconsistencies. It is accepted professional practice to sometimes rephrase technical analyses
to make the explanation in the EIR text more accessible to laypersons.

COMMENT F-8: Transportation Analysis — Testing of Pricing Strategies

The preferred General Plan alternative has been shown to increase VMT per service population
compared to existing conditions. Under proposed policies and actions that reduce or avoid adverse
impacts from increased VMT, there is no direct mention of parking pricing strategies in the shorter
term that may be adopted to decrease VMT. Pricing and availability of parking is a strong factor in
reducing automobile travel and is also a variable that can be tested within the framework of the
models. Therefore increased parking costs could be a factor in helping meet the Plan’s VMT
reduction goals, and can be tested in a variety of manners including increasing long and short term
parking costs for specific areas of the City or through congestion cordon pricing strategies for the
downtown district. As noted in our letter from John Ristow dated August 5, 2011, we recommend
that the City consider adding another scenario that aims to achieve larger VMT and GHG reductions;
pricing strategies would be a key part of this scenario.
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RESPONSE F-8: Reasons for not accelerating the implementing of pricing strategies
for parking are discussed in Section 8.5 Selection of CEQA Alternatives, on page 864 of the
Draft PEIR. An additional factor is that parking cost is an input to the travel demand forecast
(TDF) model. The TDF cannot forecast parking cost. Any attempt to predict or assume
parking costs and input that information into the TDF will generate somewhat speculative
results that would not be appropriate for use in an EIR. Further, the City has no influence or
control over parking costs in other jurisdictions, (e.g., San Francisco, Hayward, etc.). It
would be inappropriate and generally inaccurate for the City to predict or assume parking
costs for other jurisdictions in the TDF.

The addition of another scenario to reduce VMT is discussed in Response F-4 above.
COMMENT F-9: Transportation Analysis — Mode Share Impact

In the Transportation section of the Draft PEIR (p. 270), daily BART boardings by the San José
service population are reported to be 198,000. This value appears to be too high and it is
recommended that staff verify this value.

RESPONSE F-9: This number is the projected ridership based on this proposed General
Plan. Previous estimates were based on, it is assumed, ABAG projections which are different
than those in this General Plan. The TDF analysis assumes full buildout of employment and
housing capacities planned in this General Plan. The full buildout would attract more BART
patrons according to the travel demand forecast.

COMMENT F-10: Transportation Analysis — Roadway Congestion and the CMP

The Draft PEIR states that implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in significant
increases in congestion on already congested roadways crossing identified screenlines (Impact
TRANS-3), adverse impacts on designated Transit Priority Corridors (Impact TRANS4), and
increases in congestion on congested roadways in neighboring cities and on County and Caltrans
facilities (Impact TRANS-5). While the Draft PEIR does not call them out as such, many of these
impacted roadways are Congestion Management Program (CMP) facilities. Per state Congestion
Management Agency legislation, the City will need to prepare one or more Deficiency Plans in
accordance with VTA’s Deficiency Plan Requirements to address these congestion impacts as they
arise. Deficiency Plans can be prepared in conjunction with Area Development Policies and must
contain a list of actions to help offset the vehicular level of service impacts, and an implementation
plan with specific responsibilities and a schedule.

The preparation of a Deficiency Plan can be an opportunity to implement multimodal (non-
automotive) transportation improvements as off-setting measures. As noted in Policy TR-5.3 of the
draft General Plan, these off-setting improvements can include improvements to transit, bicycle,
and/or pedestrian facilities. They may also include the implementation of transit priority measures
such as signal priority, queue jump lanes and/or exclusive bus lanes, or developer funding of shuttles
to connect employment or residential sites to the regional transit system. VTA recommends that the
discussion of roadway congestion impacts and mitigation measures in Section 3.2 of the Draft PEIR
be revised to reference the VTA Congestion Management Program Deficiency Plan process.

RESPONSE F-10:  There is a discussion of the Congestion Management Plan, including
the preparation of Deficiency Plans, in the Draft PEIR starting on page 234. Off-setting
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measures as described in this comment may be methods of achieving plan conformance but
they are usually not mitigation measures as defined by CEQA.

The City of San José will be working with VTA and other cities in the region to monitor
traffic Levels of Service on all Congestion Management facilities according to VTA’s
technical standards and procedures. Deficiency Plans will be prepared in consultation with
VTA and affected jurisdictions when the level of service of Congestion Management
facilities falls below the CMP threshold. Preparing a Deficiency Plan for the entire City of
San José would be inappropriate at this time, and would not qualify as mitigation.

COMMENT F-11:  Description of Proposed Transit Improvements — BART Extension

The description of the planned BART extension to Silicon Valley in Section 3.2 of the Draft PEIR is
out of date and should be replaced by the following:

“As shown on Figure 3.2-8, the BART system is proposed to extend 16 miles from the planned
terminus at the Warm Springs station in Fremont (currently under construction by BART) to Santa
Clara via Downtown San Jose. The extension through San Jose is being implemented by the Santa
Clara Valley Transportation Authority and will be constructed in phases. The 10-mile first phase,
currently in design, will commence construction early in 2012 with service expected to begin in
2018. This first phase will include two stations, one in Milpitas and the other in the Berryessa
community of San Jose. The remaining segment is planned to include stations at Alum Rock,
Downtown San Jose, San Jose Diridon, and Santa Clara. The route will be fully grade-separated
including a subway through Downtown San Jose. Trains are expected to arrive on this extension
every 7.5 minutes initially, increasing to one train every six minutes in the future, and would serve
the routes to Daly City via San Francisco and to Richmond via Oakland. The 16-mile extension is
estimated to have approximately 90,000 riders per day on an average weekday by 2030.”

RESPONSE F-11:  The estimated ridership in this comment is based on numbers
different from those proposed in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The text is added
to the PEIR in Section 5 Proposed Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR with that
qualification.

COMMENT F-12: Land Use and Transportation Diagram — Designation of Former UPRR
Corridor South of US101

The VTA Silicon Valley Rapid Transit (SVRT) Program Office will submit specific comments on
the designation of former Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) lands south of US 101 in a subsequent
comment letter.

RESPONSE F-12:  No response is possible to this comment. Please see Response F-18
below.

COMMENT F-13: Land Use and Transportation Diagram — Designations at Park & Ride Lots
and Transit Centers

As a general comment, VTA is pleased with the collaborative effort the City of San Jose has made to
intensify land uses around transit and promote transit-oriented development along the light rail, Bus
Rapid Transit and future BART corridors. There are very few VTA Park & Ride lots and transit
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centers that are not designated with a Village overlay or a compatible land use designation.
However, we would like to point out a few remaining properties that merit attention:

e Cottle LRT Station and Park & Ride is a potential transit-oriented development site and is
designated as a potential joint development in VTA’s Joint Development Portfolio. The
majority of the Park & Ride is designated as Neighborhood Community Commercial but not
its entirety. In addition, the areas to the north and south of the Park & Ride have a Village
overlay but the VTA Park & Ride does not. (DPEIR Figure 2.2-22)

e [t is our strong preference to have a Village overlay at the VT A-owned parking lot adjacent
to the Capitol Caltrain station (DPEIR Figure 2.2-22)

e The Tamien Specific Plan area is not updated per the agreed changes related to the VTA sale
of 3.5 acres of the station to City of San Jose for use of a park (DPEIR Figure 2.2-22)

VTA requests that the City make the relevant changes to the designations in the Land Use/
Transportation Diagram in the Draft PEIR as well as in the draft General Plan document.

RESPONSE F-13:  The land use designation changes that are listed here were evaluated
by the City’s Task Force during formulation of the Envision San José 2040 General Plan.
During that process, the numbers of changes, the quantity of jobs and dwelling units were
evaluated and a balanced scenario that is consistent with the project objectives was proposed,
based on an economic analysis prepared for the City of San José.

Those land use changes were not proposed, were not evaluated by this PEIR, and cannot be
added to the General Plan at this time.

COMMENT F-14:  Land Use and Transportation Diagram — Residential Densities and
Commercial Intensities

VTA supports the proposed intensification of land use in core areas and near existing and planned
transit stations as outlined in the land use designations in Chapter 5 of the draft General Plan. It is
not clear from these descriptions which of these land use categories would include residential density
minimums and commercial Floor Area Ratio minimums, and whether these would be binding or
advisory. VTA recommends including density and intensity minimums in key areas of the City near
transit stations and corridors, such as near the planned Berryessa BART station and Diridon Station.
Implementing density minimums in the General Plan and the zoning code would acknowledge the
important role of these lands in generating transit ridership and contributing to VMT and GHG
reduction goals, and ensure that these lands are utilized to the greatest extent possible.

RESPONSE F-14:  Land Use designations that are intended to support substantial
numbers of dwelling units have minimum densities. Urban Villages, for example, must
develop with a minimum density of 50 DU/AC for all locations that are intended to include a
significant residential component. Likewise, the new urban land use designations include
minimum floor area ratios (FAR) for non-residential uses to ensure that future development
occurs at the urban density necessary to provide the jobs and housing planned.

COMMENT F-15: Land Use and Transportation Diagram — Multimodal Streets and Roadway
Network Changes

VTA commends the City for including specific actions to retrofit existing streets to accommodate
multimodal travel options including bicycle lanes and wider sidewalks, as summarized in Table 3.2-9
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of the Draft PEIR. We encourage the City to identify other streets that may be candidates for these
‘Group 3 Actions’, particularly near transit stations and corridors and in Village areas, and include
these in the Draft PEIR and draft General Plan. In addition, we encourage the City to reconsider the
proposed widening of Zanker Road from SR237 to Montague Expressway, as noted in Table 3.2-10
of the Draft PEIR. We believe that widening Zanker Road to 6 travel lanes will create an
unnecessary barrier to pedestrian travel in an area with thousands of recently constructed and planned
residential units, and discourage walk access to nearby light rail stations. In addition, we believe that
the proposed widening is inconsistent with the proposed Village designation for these areas which is
intended to create walkable, human-scale neighborhoods. We encourage the City to coordinate with
VTA and other stakeholders regarding re-designation of Zanker Road in the draft General Plan.

RESPONSE F-15:  North San Jos¢ is planned to accommodate a substantial component
of the increased future jobs and housing in San José. North First Street, which is the parallel
north/south route west of Zanker Road, contains light rail tracks and already accommodates
substantial traffic, which will increase with the completion of the regional commercial
development at the southeast corner of North First Street and SR 237. The segment of
Zanker Road between SR 237 and the US 101 freeway (mistakenly listed as Montague
Expressway in Table 3.2-10) is almost completely built to planned width (six lanes). Among
other uses, a major bus yard for VTA takes its sole access by way of this segment of North
Zanker. Reducing the right-of-way width for North Zanker Road was evaluated by the City
and is not considered feasible as part of this General Plan Update. The six-lane Zanker Road
is identified in the North San José Deficiency Plan previously approved by VTA.

The City is not proposing to reduce the vehicle capacity for North Zanker Road at this time,
and that option was not evaluated in this PEIR.

Future multi-modal streets are not limited to the “Group 3 Actions” in Table 3.2-9. Table
3.2-9 lists streets or segments for which reduction of vehicular lanes are prerequisites for

installation of multi-modal streets. Other multi-modal streets not requiring vehicular lane
reduction are not included in the table.

COMMENT F-16: Land Use and Transportation Policies — Connectivity

VTA supports the inclusion of roadway network changes that improve the connectivity of the
transportation system, such as the extension of Chynoweth Avenue from Almaden Expressway to
Winfield Boulevard and the extension of Charcot Avenue from O’Toole Avenue to Oakland Road, as
identified in Table 3.2-10 of the Draft PEIR. Improving the connectivity of the transportation system
can have a number of benefits, providing connections for automobiles, pedestrians, and bicyclists
between residential areas, jobs, transit, shopping and services, schools, trails, and bicycle lanes.
Improving connectivity in this way is likely to reduce the overall length of automobile trips, ease the
burden on already-congested intersections and ultimately reduce vehicle-related emissions.

In addition, VTA recommends that the City consider including locations for new crossings (either
roadway or bicycle/pedestrian-only) over freeways at key locations around the city. These crossings,
such as a potential extension of Branham Lane over US 101, can help reduce congestion at key
interchanges by diverting local vehicular and non-vehicular traffic away from freeway facilities,
thereby reducing turning movements at ramps and improving operations and safety.
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RESPONSE F-16:  Such crossings do not require General Plan amendments to
accomplish and will be considered by the City in consultation with VTA and Caltrans in the
future.

COMMENT F-17: Land Use and Transportation Policies — Regional and State VMT Reduction
Efforts & Intelligent Transportation System

VTA commends the City for including policies in the draft General Plan supporting congestion
pricing as well as toll lanes on all major freeways and expressways in Santa Clara County (Policies
TR-11.2 and TR-11.3). These policies are consistent with the objectives of VTA’s Silicon Valley
Express Lanes Program, which aims to maximize the efficiency of the roadway network, improve
travel time reliability and commuter options, and create a source of revenue for operations and
maintenance and transit improvements. We recommend that these General Plan policies be modified
to specifically reference the “Silicon Valley Express Lanes Program.” VTA also supports High
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes and Ramp Metering as means for managing traffic congestion on
the freeways and expressways, and we recommend that “HOV Lanes” and “Ramp Metering” be
noted under Goal TR-11 or Goal TR-12.

RESPONSE F-17:  The City supports express or toll lanes, HOV lanes and ramp metering
as effective tools of traffic management. The City did not include the specific name of the
“Silicon Valley Express Lanes Program” because it might be modified or the name changed
in the next 25 years, making the General Plan inconsistent.

COMMENT F-18:  This correspondence supplements VTA’s previous comment letter and is
focused solely on the proposed land use designation for the former Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
corridor from south of US 101 to East William Street.

VTA supports the overall strategy of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan; however VTA wants
to maintain flexibility in the use of all available VTA-owned property to implement the BART
extension to Downtown San Jose. VTA requests that the abandoned railroad corridor between US
101 and East William Street (currently VTA property) land use be changed from a park designation
to a Transportation and Utilities or Public/Quasi-Public land use designation, or revert to non-park
adjacent land uses similar with what is shown in the San Jose 2020 General Plan Transportation/Land
Use Diagram north of Julian Street. A park land designation could compromise the BART project.

VTA will be developing a funding plan for the remaining segment of BART Silicon Valley, in
anticipation of a subsequent federal New Starts funding request. Federal funding eligibility is
contingent upon issuance of a Record of Decision for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
among other FTA eligibility criteria. For federally funded US Department of Transportation
(USDOT) and FTA projects, impacts to park land are evaluated under a specific park-protection law
(Section 4(f) Evaluation) and require additional environmental approvals from FTA and the US
Department of the Interior. Impacts to park land could compromise federal funding eligibility and
delay construction of the BART Silicon Valley extension to downtown.

VTA is evaluating the future use of the rail corridor now and would like to meet with city Park staff
to discuss the potential opportunity to dispose or lease the VTA-owned rail corridor properties if the
properties are deemed unnecessary for transit use. The meeting would provide an opportunity to
discuss our current efforts related to the BART extension to downtown. VTA would like to better
understand the city’s goal and alignment for the Five Wounds Trail and its relationship to the BART
Silicon Valley project.

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 54 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
City of San José September 2011



Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

SVRT Program Office and Real Estate will be contacting the City of San Jose to set up a meeting to
discuss this item and address this land use issue in a manner that can benefit both VTA and the City
of San Jose.

RESPONSE F-18:  Staff from appropriate City departments will be meeting with VTA
staff on these issues.
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G. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, DATED
AUGUST 12, 2011.

COMMENT G-1: 1. Biological Resources

The PEIR acknowledges (Page 471) that buildout under the proposed 2040 General Plan will result
in new vehicle trips, creating new vehicle emissions resulting in nitrogen deposition impacts to
serpentine grassland habitat. This indirect impact (vehicle emissions and nitrogen deposition) to
sensitive habitat that supports a variety endangered species is one of the main reasons the Santa Clara
Valley Habitat Plan was prepared.

In describing this environmental issue, the Draft PEIR concludes that the impacts from buildout of
the 2040 General Plan are significant and unavoidable. This conclusion appears to be in direct
conflict with the analysis and findings of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (Public Draft,
December 2010). The Habitat Plan, prepared under a local partnership that includes both the County
and City of San Jose, evaluates nitrogen deposition impacts to serpentine habitat from future urban
development in Santa Clara County and provides programmatic mitigation for the protection of this
sensitive resource.

While the Habitat Plan is currently undergoing revisions and several options regarding impact fees
and funding for nitrogen deposition impacts are under discussion, there is no evidence that
implementation of the Habitat Plan is infeasible. As such, the County suggests that the City carefully
reconsider the conclusions in the PEIR regarding this impact, including a consideration of the State
mandated CEQA findings that must be made by the City in adopting the 2040 General Plan.

RESPONSE G-1: As discussed on Page 471 of the Draft PEIR, the timeline for adoption
of the HCP/NCCP has been delayed and the scope of the draft HCP/NCCP could be
modified. In addition the City cannot commit to designing and implementing a system of
serpentine grassland preserves on its own given its current financial resources. Given the
lack of an adopted HCP/NCCP to address nitrogen deposition impacts and lack of resources
for the City to implement its own system this impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

COMMENT G-2: 2. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Section 3.11.1.5 (Identified Cultural Resources): Beginning on page 691, the PEIR refers to the
“Santa Clara County Historical Conservation Districts” including the areas New Almaden,
Portuguese Ranch, and Rancho Santa Teresa/Rancho Santa Teresa Historic District. These areas are
identified in the Santa Clara County Heritage Resources Inventory as “Historic Districts H1, H2, and
H4,” and not Historical Conservation Districts. These should not be equated or confused with the
County “-h” Historic Preservation Combining Zoning Districts, as defined in the County’s Zoning
Ordinance, Ch.3.50.

RESPONSE G-2: The comment is acknowledged. Page 691 has been revised as shown
in Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT G-3: Chapter 1: Envision San Jose 2040

1. Pg. 1-8 contains a statement that City boundaries extend as far east into the Diablo Range as
Copernicus Peak, at 4,372 feet, east of Grant Ranch Park. This appears to be a misstatement of fact.
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This peak is several miles east of the city’s Sphere-of-Influence. No city boundary or planning
boundary extends to Copernicus Peak.

RESPONSE G-3: Comment acknowledged. The text of the General Plan has been
changed to reflect the information.

COMMENT G-4: 2. Pg. 1-20 contains discussion of “Grand Boulevard” street concepts within
San Jose, which is an extension of the Grand Boulevard Initiative (GEI) for E1 Camino Real in San
Mateo County and Santa Clara County. The section should be expanded to include the work efforts
of the Grand Boulevard Initiative and its multi-year planning process, and its particular relevance to
the portion of El Camino Real as it extends southward from Santa Clara into San Jose, where it
becomes The Alameda.

RESPONSE G-4: The proposed Grand Boulevard designation may be consistent with
the EI Camino Real initiative, but is independent of it. This comment refers to the text in the
General Plan, and does not raise any question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and
therefore no further response is required.

COMMENT G-5: 3. Pg. 1-23 contains discussion of the City’s Greenline/Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) and appropriately references mutual, cooperative growth management policies of
the incorporated cities and County to maintain rural character of rural areas and to allow urban
growth and development only within Urban Service Areas, where it can be safely accommodated and
efficiently provided with urban services. In reference to the City’s and County’s mutual commitment
to these policies, it should refer to City-adopted UGB/Greenline policies and to the County’s Growth
& Development Chapter policies of its General Plan regarding countywide growth management /
urban development policies.

RESPONSE G-5: The comment refers to the General Plan text, and does not raise any
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is
required.

COMMENT G-6: 4. Pg. 1-68 contains discussion of the city’s Focused Growth - Planned
Growth Areas strategy. It also includes mention of a “hubs, corridors, and villages™ strategy to help
preserve neighborhoods, minimize disruption to existing, developed, areas where growth and
intensification is not desired, and reaffirms city policy to accommodate all urban job and housing
growth within the city’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The strategies and policies stated in this
section are consistent with County General Plan policies for countywide growth and development.
The County would also urge the City to make sufficient allowance and provision for all forms or
types of urban uses, including institutional uses within its UGB.

RESPONSE G-6: This comment refers to the General Plan text, and does not raise any
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is
required.

COMMENT G-7: Chapter 2. Thriving Community

Policies for Fiscally Sustainable Land Use Framework, beginning p. 2-16

5. Policy FS-3.8 on p. 2-17 references city policies and correlating County Urban Service Area
policies. These policies seek to generally maintain current USAs so as to prevent unwarranted urban
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sprawl and prevent rural lands generally unsuitable for urban growth and development from being
included in city USAs. In this regard, the County concurs with the importance of maintaining
existing USA and UGB boundaries, but would advise City to provide sufficient flexibility to allow
for minor corrections and adjustments, specifically in regard to small parcels at USA edge that are
divided by 15% slope line and current USA. By reference to County mapping and official LAFCO
and County Surveyor’s Office mapping, there area small number of parcels that are divided by the
USA and subject to both the City’s and the County’s General Plan for allowable uses, subdivision
densities, and lot line adjustments. The County encourages the City to allow for USA adjustments so
that such small parcels may be located either in or out of the USA for simplicity and clarity. This
should be an explicit implementation measure included in the 2040 General Plan.

RESPONSE G-7: Policy FS-3.8, “Maintain the City’s current Urban Service Area
boundaries. Expansion of the Urban Service Area should only be considered when necessary
to provide services to existing development in need of urban services and when such
expansions are consistent with LAFCO rules. Coordinate with the County to prevent future
Urban Service needs beyond the current USA boundaries”, accurately reflects the City’s
position on the issue of revising the Urban Service Area boundary. The comment does not
raise any question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and therefore no further
response is required.

COMMENT G-8: 6. Policy FS-3.12 on p. 2-18 encourages County and LAFCO to cooperate
and promote annexation of county islands (“pockets”). The County and LAFCO have partnered in
recent years with various cities, including San Jose, in this regard. The City’s General Plan should
state that as a general goal and in furtherance of the joint city-County urban development policies,
the cities should assume responsibility for annexing remaining islands. To address future island
annexation issues, attendant fiscal issues, and other aspects of island policies, the City’s policy(s)
should state that it will work cooperatively with the County, LAFCO, and other stakeholders to
address the subject and continue the significant progress that has been made to date.

RESPONSE G-8: This comment refers to the General Plan text, and does not raise any
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is
required.

COMMENT G-9: 7. Policy FS-3.13 on p. 2-18 promotes and encourages other jurisdictions to
take on a greater share of the region’s housing needs to promote jobs-housing balance for San Jose
and the region as a whole. While the County agrees that each city in Santa Clara County should
provide its fair share of urban housing need, the County itself would not have a role in taking on
greater shares of regional urban housing needs. This policy should be directed towards the other
cities, consistent with joint city-County policies for urban growth management. In Santa Clara
County, the cities are responsible for planning for and accommodating future urban growth and
development needs.

RESPONSE G-9: The comment does not raise any question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is required, however, Policy FS-3.13 was
revised to read, “Encourage other jurisdietions cities within the region to take on a greater
share of the region’s housing needs to promote an improved regional jobs-housing balance.”

COMMENT G-10: 8. Policies FS 5.9 and FS 5.10, on p. 2-20 under the heading of Fiscally
Sustainable Service Delivery, prescribe that the city’s USA not be expanded to include Coyote
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Urban Reserve (CVUR) or South Almaden Valley Urban Reserve (SAVUR) in the 2040 plan
horizon and to maintain rural character of those areas. The County agrees with intent and policy as
stated, and proposes to maintain existing County General Plan Land Use designations currently
applicable to those areas, consistent with the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

RESPONSE G-10:  This comment refers to the General Plan text and does not raise any
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is

required.

COMMENT G-11: Chapter 5: Interconnected City — Land Use and Transportation Diagram

9. Pg. 5-3 contains discussion regarding the city’s UGB and related policies, under the heading
“Establish Fixed Urban Growth Boundary.” This discussion explains that with state of the art
topographic mapping and data, it is possible to firmly establish the 15% slope line and show it on a
Land Use/Transportation diagram. It further asserts that the City should not expand UGB beyond
this 15% slope line. The County is in general concurrence with this component of the City’s growth
management policies, but urges the City that such policies not be interpreted or written so rigidly as
to preclude a minor adjustments to address small parcels split by the USA. If parcels with a majority
of land area above the 15% slope line should be removed from the USA for consistency with this
policy, the County would encourage coordination of such modifications with LAFCO and the County
when potential retractions of the USA are appropriate.

RESPONSE G-11:  The City will notify the County and LAFCO if any such actions are
proposed. The comment does not raise any question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR and therefore no further response is required.

COMMENT G-12: Land Use Designations — Open Hillside

10. The description and policies found on pages 5-16 to 5-18 for the Open Hillside land use
designation are generally consistent with County Land Use designations of Hillside and Ranchlands
applied to non-urban areas outside the USA in San José’s (SOI). The Open Hillside designation
policies for residential use and densities are generally consistent with those of the County’s General
Plan, except that in the County’s Hillside designation, where the 20-160s slope density formula may
only apply where residential subdivision is proposed as a cluster subdivision, preserving no less than
90% of the land in permanent open space.

For Open Hillside Non-residential uses, the City’s General Plan allows rural institutional uses that
are of an appropriate non-urban form and character, with reference to County General Plan policy
language for such uses from County GP policy R-LU 18. That County policy (and related policies
R-LU 25-27) allow for certain low intensity institutional uses that require a remote, rural settings or
that support the recreational, productive use, study and appreciation of the natural environment. In a
similar way, the City General Plan also refers in this section to allowing “conference, retreat, and
rehabilitation centers.” The County concurs with need for policy consistency for these areas and land
use matters, and urges the City to re-emphasize the importance of allowing only low intensity, non-
urban forms of these institutional uses by means of this and related policies. Conference centers,
retreats, and rehabilitation centers are often conceived as being allowed by the City and by the
County in non-urban areas regardless of size or use intensity, which is not the case.
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RESPONSE G-12:  The comment does not raise any question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is required. The City will only allow
development consist with the General Plan land use designation.

COMMENT G-13: Chapter 6: Land Use and Transportation

11. Under the heading of Urban Agriculture, beginning p. 6-17, the City 2040 Plan promotes various
means of allowing new and varied forms of urban agriculture. This effort includes city Zoning
Ordinance amendments to foster urban agriculture in appropriate urban zoning districts. Policies for
Urban Agriculture also refer to preserving agricultural lands and prime soils in non-urban areas. The
County concurs with these and other policies LU-12.1 through LU-12.11, including the “Actions”
policies. The County encourages San Jose and other cities to coordinate in this regard in the
development of a County General Plan Health Element, which is in the early stages of development.
Also, Policy Action statement LU-12.10 appears to be referring primarily to the County’s Public
Health Department, rather than the County’s Department of Environmental Health, although each
may have a role to play in the educational efforts addressed in this policy “action” statement.

RESPONSE G-13:  This comment refers to the General Plan text, and does not raise any
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is
required.

COMMENT G-14: 12. P. 6-33 to 6-34, under Goal LU-20 Rural Agriculture, the plan presents a
series of policies LU-20.1 to 20.9 on the subject of preserving rural agriculture and promoting
sustainability goals for local food production. The County supports these policies as being consistent
with the County’s General Plan policies on the subject, and encourages appropriate coordination with
the County and other stakeholder organizations, including the Open Space Authority, among others,
to these ends.

RESPONSE G-14:  This comment refers to General Plan text, and does not raise any
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft PEIR and therefore no further response is
required.

COMMENT G-15: Section 2.5 Consistency with Adopted Plans

The Draft PEIR should include the County of Santa Clara General Plan and Santa Clara County
Countywide Trails Master Plan Update (which is an adopted section of the General Plan’s Park and
Recreation Element) as relevant land use plans for the Draft PEIR discussions related to consistency
of applicable plans for PEIR Sections 3.9 Public Facilities and Services and 3.2 Transportation.

RESPONSE G-15:  Reference to the Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan
Update has been included in Section 2.5 Consistency with Adopted Plans, refer to Section 5
Revisions to the Text of Draft PEIR.

COMMENT G-16: Section 3.1.1.3 Existing Land Use (Agriculture/Farmland)

Table 3.1-1 (Prime Farmland within the City of San Jose UGB) on page 142 should be corrected for
“Lands of Lester - Branham and Snell.” The land is no longer owned by Mr. Lester. The land is
jointly owned by the County of Santa Clara and the State of California. The property is known as
Martial Cottle Park, not “Lands of Lester” since the property transferred in 2004.
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RESPONSE G-16:  The text on page 142 has been revised as shown in Section 5
Revisions to the Text of Draft PEIR.

COMMENT G-17:  Section 3.1.3.6 Impacts to Agricultural Resources.

The Draft PEIR describes the former Lester site (now the Martial Cottle Park site) as the following
on page 176.

Lester (Edenvale Planning Area) - The County is planning a future park for the site. A house on the
property may still be occupied. Land does not appear to still be under cultivation.

The above description should be revised with the following information:

Eester Martial Cottle Park (Edenvale Planning Area) - Martial Cottle Park is a County park and
State Park jointly owned by the County of Santa Clara and the State of California. The County of
Santa Clara Board of Supervisors approved a Master Plan for Martial Cottle Park on February

8, 2011, and the California State Park and Recreation Commission approved a General Plan for the
park on March 2, 2011. The site will be developed as a public historic agricultural park which will
continue agricultural uses in perpetuity to comply with deed restrictions associated with the property
transfer from the donor, Mr. Walter Cottle Lester. Land continues to remain under cultivation.

RESPONSE G-17:  The identified text has been revised as suggested. Refer to Section 5
Revisions to the Text of Draft PEIR.

COMMENT G-18:  Section 3.2.1.7 Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation

Under the Trails and Pathways section, the Draft PEIR does not include adequate discussion of the
Bay Area Ridge Trail and Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail which are part of the City’s
Coyote Creek Trail and Bay Trail system. In addition, the Draft PEIR should also discuss how the
Citywide trails system integrates into the Countywide (regional) trails system within Santa Clara
County, where the Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update map (1995) provides
the overall framework for the regional trails system which guides the citywide trails such as Coyote
Creek Trail, Los Gatos Creek Trail, Guadalupe River Trail, and etc.

RESPONSE G-18:  The Draft PEIR identifies both the Bay Area Ridge Trail and the Juan
Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail in Section 3.2.1.7 and Section 3.9.1.6 as part of the
Countywide Trails Master Plan discussion (pages 235, 606, and 617) . Section 3.9.3.4 Parks
discusses the City’s goals for developed trail miles by 2022 and 2035 as part of the Green
Vision and Greenprint, respectively. General Plan policies identified in Section 3.9.3.4 are
supportive of trail construction and require new development to construct trails when located
adjacent to a designated trail location.

COMMENT G-19: The Draft PEIR does not adequately identify the future need for expanding
regional park resources in the Almaden Planning Area. In 2009, Calero County Park was expanded
with the addition of the 966 acre Rancho San Vicente property. This expansion of Calero County
Park now provides potential for future public access to Calero County Park from McKean Road
within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary.

RESPONSE G-19:  As indicated in this comment, the expansion of Calero County Park
with the 966-acre Rancho San Vicente Property provides substantial additional regional
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parkland to serve San José residents. Unlike Neighborhood/Community Serving Parkland,
regional parkland provides recreational space for all of the City’s Planning Areas.

COMMENT G-20: County Parks supports the City’s Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood
Services and the Department of Transportation’s recommendations to propose inclusion of Fortini
Road in south San Jose as a planned bikeway to serve as a preferred connecting route between Santa
Teresa County Park and the newly acquired Calero County Park parklands fronting McKean Road.
Inclusion of Fortini Road as a planned bikeway in the City’s Bikeways Plan 2020 would facilitate
cross valley connections to the Bay Area Ridge Trail, Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail,
the Countywide Trails Master Plan’s Sub-regional Trail Route S6, West Valley Trail, and the City’s
Los Alamitos Creek Trail.

RESPONSE G-20: The San José Bike Plan 2020, as adopted in 2009, does not include
Fortini Road as a Class I, II, or III bikeway. Due to low traffic volumes and the low density
of development in the area Fortini Road may be considered for a Class III bikeway
designation as part of future updates to Bike Plan 2020.

COMMENT G-21: Section 3.9.1.4 Parks and Recreation

The Draft PEIR states that, “...the City is deficient in school recreation and City-owned Citywide/
regional parkland,” as demonstrated in Table 3.9-3 (page 599) with a current deficiency of 5,449
acres of City-owned citywide/regional parkland. In addition, the Draft PEIR states that,“[i]n order to
meet the 2020 General Plan service level objective of 7.5 acres per 1,000 population for citywide/
regional parklands within the City’s boundaries, the City partners with the Santa Clara County Parks
Department and the Santa Clara County Open Space Authority and the Don Edwards National
Wildlife Refuge to provide such regional parks and open space lands.”

Under Table 3.9-5 (page 616) City Parkland Requirements for ESJ 2040 General Plan, the projected
deficiency of Citywide/Regional Parkland (City-owned) is 8,005.1 acres. Since the City already has
a current parkland deficiency of 5,449 acres based on the existing 2020 General Plan goals, as shown
in Table 3.9-3 (page 599), the Draft PEIR should address the impacts related to the additional
increased parkland deficiencies of the 2040 General Plan goals. The 2040 General Plan goals
identify an additional 2,556.1 acres of projected parkland deficiency above the current 2020 General
Plan goals, which the Draft PEIR does not adequately address as a significant impact.

RESPONSE G-21:  The City’s citywide/regional park and open space land goal of 7.5
acres per 1,000 population includes facilities provided by the City of San José and other
public land agencies. With the inclusion of regional parkland provided by other public land
agencies there is adequate access to regional park facilities to meet San José’s goal through
2035.

COMMENT G-22: As stated in the Draft PEIR, “the proposed General Plan would result in an
estimated population of 1,313,811 by 2035. Residential development allowed under the proposed
General Plan would increase the demand for park and recreational facilities and exceed the previous
estimates for parkland acreage identified in the Greenprint.” (Section 3.0, page 616) The PEIR is
based on a Preferred Scenario which provides growth capacity for development of up to 470,000
additional jobs and 120,000 new dwelling units through 2035. In addition to an increased residential
population, the City will be anticipating an increased workforce population which will need park and
recreational facilities to serve them.
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Consequently, the Draft PEIR is inadequate in addressing the following Parks impacts related to the
identified parkland deficiencies for the 2040 General Plan goals:

° The Draft PEIR does not adequately address the significant impact levels associated with the
overall parkland deficiency of 8,005.1 acres, specifically the additional 2,556.1 acres of projected
parkland deficiency above the current 2020 General Plan and 2009 Greenprint goals. The PEIR
identifies proposed General Plan policies and actions that may reduce or avoid adverse impacts to
parkland and community recreational facilities on pages 617-619. However, the PEIR does not
quantify or demonstrate how these policies and program-level mitigation measures are able to
adequately address the significant levels of park impacts related to projected parkland deficiencies
associated with the 2040 General Plan goals. For example, the PEIR does not discuss is the amount
of new urban open space and parkland recreation areas that would be provided with the
implementation of Policy PR-1.9, which states, “As Village and Corridor areas redevelop,
incorporate urban open space and parkland recreation areas through a combination of high-quality,
publicly accessible outdoor spaces provided as part of new development projects; privately, or in
limited instances publicly, owned and maintained pocket parks; neighborhood parks where possible;
as well as through access to trails and other park and recreation amenities.”

RESPONSE G-22:  Parkland available to City residents would also be available as an
amenity to the planned workforce population. The residential and workforce population
would likely use these facilities at different times of the day and week which would prevent
overcrowding of the available park space. The planned residential population of San José
exceeds that of the planned workforce population, therefore, basing the acreage standard on
the residential population would provide recreational space for the City’s workforce.
Employment land uses do not pay PDO/PIO fees.

Implementation of the City’s Parkland Dedication Ordinance (PDO) and Park Impact
Ordinance (PIO) will ensure that new development does not contribute to existing parkland
deficiencies. Development within Urban Villages will be required to provide park and open
space facilities consistent with the PDO/PIO and would not contribute to existing parkland
deficiencies.

COMMENT G-23: The existing regional parklands within the Urban Service Area/Urban Growth
Boundary will be adversely impacted by the increased demand for park and recreational facilities,
which include Citywide regional facilities (Almaden Lake Park, Alum Rock Park, Lake Cunningham
Park, etc.) and County-provided regional park facilities within the City’s USA/UGB (Almaden
Quicksilver, Alviso Marina, Calero, Coyote Creek Parkway, Joseph D. Grant, Hellyer, Martial Cottle
Park, Penitencia Creek Parkway, and Santa Teresa County Parks). The Draft PEIR does not address
the increased impacts to existing citywide and countywide regional parks nor provide program-level
mitigation for addressing these regional park impacts. In addition, the PEIR does not specify how
the City would partner with other regional park providers such as the County of Santa Clara Parks
and Recreation Department, Santa Clara County Open Space Authority and other agencies in the
provision of regional parks and open space to fulfill the 2040 General Plan goals.

RESPONSE G-23:  The Envision San José 2040 General Plan includes policies and
actions to collaborate with public agencies on the provision of recreational uses and to pursue
joint use projects (e.g., Policy PR-8.7 and Action PR-8.19). City residents, through their
property taxes, contribute to the Santa Clara County Park Charter Fund which ensures
funding for the acquisition, development, operation, and maintenance of the County’s park
system. New development in San José will contribute toward this fund to offset any increase
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in regional park use by future residents of the City. The available regional parkland acreage
substantially exceeds the City’s goal of 7.5 acres per 1,000 population.

COMMENT G-24: The Draft PEIR does not specifically address the increased demand for park
and recreational facilities for new residential and workplace populations projected in Urban Villages
and Planning Areas located adjacent to the unincorporated, urban pockets such as the Burbank area,
Cambrian area, and other large, unincorporated areas within the City’s Sphere of Influence, which
are currently not being served by existing park and recreational facilities since the unincorporated
pockets are anticipated to be annexed to the City at a future time in accordance to the City and the
County’s respective General Plan policies.

RESPONSE G-24:  Development within Urban Villages will be required to provide park
and open space facilities consistent with the PDO/PIO and would not contribute to existing
parkland deficiencies. Existing park and open space deficiencies within unincorporated
County pockets will remain after incorporation of those pockets into the City of San José
until such time as funding and appropriate sites are identified for the development of parks to
serve the residents of what are now County pockets.

COMMENT G-25: The Draft PEIR identifies nine key Employment Land Areas which are
defined as non-residentially designated lands supporting private sector employment. With the
additional jobs generated in these areas, the projected workforce would demand parks, open space
and trails as part of the 2040 General Plan’s goals for “...the development of walkable neighborhoods
and vibrant urban places strategically located throughout the city and which is environmentally
sustainable, is fiscally responsible, and makes prudent use of existing public transit facilities and
other infrastructure.” (Section 2.0, page 34). Since the project objective is to facilitate access to
parks and recreation, the PEIR does not address the future park and trail needs of the employers and
workers in these Employment Land Areas.

RESPONSE G-25:  The City’s parkland goals are intended to provide adequate
recreational facilities for City residents. The Employment Land Areas are located in areas of
the City with access to existing parklands and trails including the Guadalupe River Trail,
Coyote Creek Trail, Kelley Park, San José Municipal Golf Course, etc. As described in
Response G-22, parkland available to City residents would also be available as an amenity to
the planned workforce population which would likely use these facilities at different times of
the day and week.

COMMENT G-26: As discussed in the Draft PEIR, “Floating” Park Site Designations in Land
Use/Transportation Diagram identify, “...cases where a park is needed, or will be needed in the future
based on planned residential growth (such as the Villages), but where no specific site has yet been
identified or where details of surrounding development have not been finalized.” In addition, this
land use designation would not require a General Plan amendment to modify the general location,
size or configuration of such park sites which would be finalized only through acquisition of a
particular parcel (Section 2.0, page 100). However, the Draft PEIR does not provide assurances that
these floating park sites would be developed in the event that the City were unable to secure these
acquisitions and develop the new park facilities at these potential sites. For example, in the
Berryessa Land Use/Transportation Diagram, there are fourteen (14) “floating” park site designations
identified within Urban Village and Neighborhood/Community Commercial land use areas. The
City’s Greenprint 2009 identified the Berryessa area as currently underserved with neighborhood/
community serving parklands and the City would need an additional 32.9 acres of neighborhood/
community serving parkland to meet the service level objective of providing 3.5 acres/1,000
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population in the year 2020; however the Draft PEIR does not discuss assurances that the 2040
General Plan goals would be achievable to address the future parkland needs in the Berryessa area
with these floating park site designations. The Draft PEIR should discuss the potentially significant
impacts associated with parkland deficiencies if these floating park sites are not acquired and
developed.

RESPONSE G-26: The areas identified with a Floating Park Site designation are located
within the Urban Village Area Boundary. The Urban Village planning process, which must
be prepared prior to any development approval, will include park planning to provide for the
new residential population. The Envision San José 2040 General Plan is a blueprint for
future development within San José and the City will allow development consistent with the
Plan.

The EIR cannot reasonably address impacts from the City’s (hypothetical) failure to conform
its own General Plan.

COMMENT G-27: The County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department has reviewed the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report — Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan and Section 3.2
“Transportation” of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). The Roads and
Airports Department is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the County Expressway
System and unincorporated road system. As noted in the PEIR, this includes five expressways which
operate within City of San Jose as well as three other expressways that would be affected by
Envision San Jose 2040. In addition, the County operates nearly 600 centerline miles of
unincorporated roads, including roads in large unincorporated pockets within San Jose's sphere of
influence and roads that connect San Jose to other cities/counties. Listed below are the County's
comments on Section 3.2 of the PEIR:

1) Page 227, Figure 3.2-4 — The map of “Existing Bicycle Facilities” indicates there are Class II1
Bicycle Routes on Almaden, Capitol, Lawrence, Montague, and San Tomas Expressways. There are
no designated, signed Class III Bicycle Routes on these expressways. The County's policy is to
accommodate bicyclists on the shoulders of all expressways by providing shoulders that are
consistent with bicycle lane width and striping but not to designate as a Class II Bicycle Lane or
Class III Bicycle Route. The function of the expressways within the transportation network are such
that expressways should only be used by advanced-skilled bicyclists, not by children or novice
bicyclists. Figure 3.2-4 should be revised to remove the Class III designation for expressways.

RESPONSE G-27:  The information in this comment is acknowledged. Since the
shoulders of all expressways are used as bike routes, that is what is shown on the map. The
map will be revised to reflect the information in this comment. The expressways will be
delineated as “Bicycles Permitted.”

COMMENT G-28: 2) Page 240, Figure 3.2-5 - The “Proposed Network Changes” map should
include new interchanges/grade separations on Montague Expressway similar to how the interchange
reconfigurations are shown for [-880/Montague and 1-680/Montague. According to a November 16,
2006, settlement agreement between the County and City, the City will construct a Trimble flyover
ramp and complete the McCarthy-O'Toole interchange as part of implementation of the North San
Jose Plan. These improvements should be included in Figure 3.2-5 and in the list of proposed
roadway network changes as they represent significant changes to Montague Expressway.
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RESPONSE G-28:  The proposed interchange at [-880/Montague is shown on Figure 3.2-
5 with an orange line. The orange line also is shown at the intersection of Montague and
McCarthy-O’Toole. Because the Trimble Flyover is not actually an interchange, there was
no method for showing it on Figure 3.2-5. It is added to the list of proposed roadways
changes in Table 3.2-10 on pages 244-5, as is the McCarthy-O’Toole interchange (see
Section 5. Proposed Text Changes to the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT G-29: 3) Pages 244-245, Table 3.2-10 — At the bottom of page 244, the table
indicates that Santa Teresa Boulevard will be expanded to 6 lanes from Bayliss Drive to Laguna
Avenue. At the top of page 245, the table indicates that Santa Teresa Boulevard will remain at 2
lanes in Envision San Jose 2040 from Laguna Avenue to the City boundary.

According to our records, Santa Teresa Boulevard changes from a City to County road 0.18 miles
north of Laguna Avenue, which overlaps slightly with the Bayliss to Laguna section. Please clarify
the City’s intent in terms of number of lanes for Santa Teresa Blvd. In addition, explain the meaning
of the asterisk attached to Laguna Avenue.

RESPONSE G-29:  Santa Teresa Boulevard (which becomes Hale Avenue) is within the
City of San José’s Sphere of Influence for its length through Coyote Valley (see Figure 3.1-5
on page 145). The City’s General Plan applies to everything within the Sphere of Influence.
As stated in Table 3.2-10, Santa Teresa is currently shown in the General Plan as being
planned for six lanes from Bayliss Drive to Laguna Avenue, although the table also indicates
that the actual roadway has two to four lanes at this time. The proposed Envision San José
2040 General Plan shows the same stretch of Santa Teresa also as planned for six lanes.
Laguna Avenue is approximately the boundary between North Coyote Valley and the Coyote
Valley Urban Reserve. Since the Urban Reserve is not proposed for development during the
proposed General Plan horizon, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan shows Santa
Teresa Boulevard as planned for two lanes from that point south, which is its current width.

Laguna Avenue is sometimes known as Fisher Avenue; the asterisk was intended to footnote
the alternate name.

COMMENT G-30: 4) Page 254, Figure 3.2-9 — “Future Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities” map
needs to be revised to remove the Class III Bicycle Route designation for the expressways.

RESPONSE G-30: Please see Response G-27.

COMMENT G-31: 5) Page 288, Section 3.2.4.5 Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions — The third
paragraph on this page includes the following sentence: “Minor arterials were also analyzed to
determine the impacts identified in Table 3.2-16.” Table 3.2-16 is the “Transit Priority

Corridor Impact Summary” which is part of Section 3.2.4.4. How does the minor arterials analysis
of adjacent jurisdictions relate to San José’s Transit Priority Corridors?

RESPONSE G-31: The table number is an error, which is corrected in Section 5
Proposed Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR. The reference should have been to Table
3.2.17, which is on page 289.

COMMENT G-32: 6) Page 289, Section 3.2.4.5 Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions — Page 260 of
the PEIR states: “...expressways operated by the County of Santa Clara are included in this analysis
as “adjacent jurisdictions” because they are not within the City’s control, even though the roadway
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segments evaluated may be within the City of San Jose.” On page 289, the list of Santa Clara County
facilities evaluated as part of adjacent jurisdictions includes six of the eight expressways. The two
expressways missing are Almaden and Capitol Expressways. Almaden and Capitol Expressways
should be included in the adjacent jurisdiction impacts analysis and added to the results in Table 3.2-
17.

RESPONSE G-32:  All of the expressways were modeled, but Almaden and Capitol
Expressways were inadvertently left off the list on page 289. The information is included in
Section 5 Proposed Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT G-33: 7) Page 289, Section 3.2.4.5 Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions — The
expressways are not the only County-operated roads that should be included in the analysis of
impacts to adjacent jurisdictions. The Draft PEIR does not adequately analyze impacts on County
unincorporated roads. On page 288, the PEIR lists Monterey Street for Gilroy and Morgan Hill. The
County operates Monterey Hwy between these two cities and the County’s segment of Monterey
should be included in the impact analysis. In addition, there are two other north-south routes
operated by the County that connect the South County to San Jose: Santa Teresa Boulevard and the
Uvas/McKean corridor. With San José’s plans for a 1.3 jobs/employed residents ratio, the in-
commute from other counties will likely increase significantly. When US 101 becomes highly
congested from South County into San Jose, spillover traffic usually occurs on three parallel
roadways: Monterey Hwy, Santa Teresa Blvd, and the Uvas/McKean Road corridor. The PEIR
should analyze the congestion impacts on the County’s segments of these three parallel roadways.

RESPONSE G-33: It is not the City’s intention that urban development within the City’s
USA and UGB should cause spillover impacts to rural areas. Consistent with the relevant
policies, the City is not proposing significant quantities of intense urban development
adjacent to rural areas, where urban impacts could adversely impact rural land uses.

Monterey Road is an urban roadway within San José’s boundaries, but it is planned as a
“main street” in Morgan Hill and their adopted Downtown Plan shows the right-of-way
ultimately operating with two lanes. It is, therefore, highly unlikely that Monterey Road will
function as a major regional roadway between San José and Morgan Hill. Santa Teresa (Hale
Avenue in Morgan Hill) is planned as a two-lane street. Similarly, therefore, Santa Teresa
will also not function as a major regional roadway between San José and Morgan Hill.

If US 101 roadway capacity is insufficient to accommodate regional traffic at the time future
development entitlements are sought for planned development in San José, then a regional
solution will be pursued in cooperation with the Congestion Management Agency and other
responsible jurisdictions.

The City will, according to its policies and past practice and in conformance with CEQA,
evaluate the likelihood of “spillover” traffic having a significant impact on rural roads at each
stage of future development. The Draft PEIR states very explicitly (see page 302) that the
extensive policies for reducing VMT are intended to substantially reduce the amount of
automobile traffic generated by planned development and the City anticipates that VMT will
“decrease substantially over time”. There is however no analytic tool currently available that
can quantify the effect of those improvements on future travel behavior. Therefore,
subsequent project-specific CEQA review will need to evaluate the potential for safety and/or
congestion impacts on the relevant rural roadways at that time and, consistent with CEQA
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requirements, identify what if any viable methods can be implemented to mitigate or reduce
those impacts.

Since improving rural roadways could result in unintended growth inducing impacts, it is
assumed such improvements could not and would not include substantial expansion of
roadway capacity. Operational and safety impacts and the mitigations required of specific
future development for impacts to individual rural roadways are beyond the level of
specificity appropriate to a program EIR and cannot be addressed at this time.

COMMENT G-34: 8) Page 238, Section 3.2.2 Thresholds of Significance and Page 288, Section
3.2.4.5 Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions — Page 238 lists “Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature or incompatible uses” as a threshold of significance. The application of this threshold
was too narrowly applied by focusing only on the City’s roads and, thus, the analysis was for this
threshold was inadequate. This threshold should also be applied to adjacent jurisdictions in terms of
impacts on safety from increased congestion. The County operates many rural roads that lead into
City of San Jose. These roads are proving to be of increasing popularity with bicycle riders from San
Jose; however, many of these roads have inadequate shoulders to accommodate both bicyclists and
motor vehicles. Some of these roads (e.g., McKean Road, Uvas Road, Santa Teresa Boulevard) will
likely see greatly increased traffic volumes from the growth projected in Envision San Jose 2040
creating operational and safety concerns for both motor vehicles and bicycles. In addition, the city-
bound traffic using rural farm-to-market facilities will aggravate pavement deterioration and
accelerate the need for surface and structural improvements to support safe operations of the roads.
The PEIR should include an analysis of the impacts of increased traffic demand on these rural roads
related to “substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.” Mitigation
measures that call for General Plan policies and/or actions to support safety improvements on rural
roads should be considered. These safety improvements include design features such as adding/
widening shoulders and structural improvements to support increased traffic loads.

RESPONSE G-34:  As stated in response to Comment G-33 above, the extent to which
development within the USA effects roadways outside it will depend in part on conditions
that exist at the time the development occurs. Consistent with City policies, any future
development near the edge of the urban envelope will be designed to minimize or preclude
spillover impacts into the rural areas, which would include light, noise, water pollution,
traffic, litter, and other development-related impacts.

Should impacts to rural roadways be identified, improvements consistent with the character
and purpose of the roadways will be required of the development responsible.

COMMENT G-35: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan Draft EIR. The Santa Clara County Public Health Department commends the San Jose
Envision 2040 Task Force for addressing goals, strategies and policies that help to foster a healthier
community.

In particular, we commend the Task Force’s plans for the built environment that include the
reduction of dependency on automobiles, promotion of biking and walking and the use of transit,
development of greater neighborhood connectivity, provision of services and facilities in
neighborhoods, particularly health care facilities, schools, parks, retail, and the development of
locations for locally grown produce. All of these efforts will help to prevent chronic diseases such as
asthma, cardiovascular disease, cancer, and obesity. They will also enhance social cohesion and a
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sense of community, help to reduce mental health stresses, and reduce injuries, leading to an overall
improvement in the health status of our community.

The Santa Clara County Public Health Department recommends the following additions to the
Envision 2040 General Plan Update:

. Address the provision of safe public drinking fountains in neighborhoods, recognizing the
importance of water in human nutrition, the role of bottled water in the production of waste, and the
need to promote healthy alternatives to sugar-sweetened beverages, particularly for children.

RESPONSE G-35:  Several proposed Vibrant Neighborhood Actions call for the City to
collaborate with the Santa Clara County Public Health Department on the accessibility of
healthful food options near schools (e.g., Actions VN-3.7 and VN-3.8). The provision of
publicly available drinking fountains has not been successful in the recent past due to
vandalism and maintenance problems.

COMMENT G-36: Emphasize the role of the built environment in the prevention of violent crime
and the development of community cohesion. Violence can lead to physical injuries, depression,
anxiety, and substance abuse. The design of neighborhoods can be conducive to crime or help to
prevent it. Foot traffic and homes and businesses that face the street can help to prevent crime.

RESPONSE G-36:  Prior to approval, specific project development, plans are reviewed by
the San Jos¢ Police Department to ensure the proposed designs are consistent with street
oversight and other design criteria for public and private safety.

COMMENT G-37: Strengthen the discussion of the negative health consequences of increased
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by addressing the connection between long driving hours and reduced
physical activity (which is a risk factor for obesity) and the increased incidence of musculoskeletal
pain and stress; long hours in the car can also lead to reduced social connectedness.

RESPONSE G-37:  The Draft PEIR states very explicitly (see page 302) that the
extensive policies for reducing VMT are intended to substantially reduce the amount of
automobile traffic generated by planned development and the City anticipates that VMT will
“decrease substantially over time”. There is however no analytic tool currently available that
can quantify the effect of those improvements on future travel behavior. The proposed
Envision San José 2040 General Plan is intended to allow residents and workers to access
necessary services without the use of a vehicle which would increase their physical activity.

COMMENT G-38: Include full discussion of the health effects of climate change and the heat
island effect, stressing the consequences for the most vulnerable populations (young children,
elderly, people with chronic disease, mentally ill, disabled, and the poor) and strengthen mitigation
measures. Although the report states that San Jose's location near the coast would limit health
effects, studies have shown that cities in cooler climates have higher numbers of heat-related deaths
than those in warmer climates where there is greater use of air-conditioning and acclimatization to
heat. (Source: A Human Health Perspective on Climate Change: A Report the Research Needs on
the Human Health Effects of Climate Change, The Interagency Working Group on Climate Change
and Health, Environmental Health Perspectives and The National Institute of Environmental Health
Sciences, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Aplil122, 2010. http://www.cdc.gov/
climatechange/pubs/HHCC Final 508.pdf)
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RESPONSE G-38: Increases in the frequency and severity of regional heat waves (e.g.,
heat related impacts) have the potential to harm people and that vulnerable populations such
as children and the elderly as acknowledged in the PEIR. San José has a Mediterranean
climate with warm, dry summers and may not be as affected as all cities considered to have
cooler climates in the report referenced in the foregoing comment, however. Many modern
buildings in San José are air conditioned due to warmer weather during summer and fall
periods and as discussed in the Draft PEIR, a preliminary climate change study forecasts a
much smaller rise in temperatures in the South Bay than in other areas of California. It
should be recognized that the exact future effects upon residents of San José are not known
with certainty at this time.

As discussed in Section 3.4.3.2 Consistency with Air Quality Plan Control Measures (pages
388-389; Table 3.4-11) and Section 3.4.3.7 Climate Change (pages 399-401) of the Draft
PEIR, the proposed General Plan includes a number of measures that address reducing the
City’s contribution to GHG emissions and ozone precursors, reducing air pollutants by
encouraging alternative transportation modes, minimizing the urban heat island effect and
reinforcing emergency response (for example, for seniors and sensitive populations during
extended periods with high temperatures). These measures include Policy MS-2.6 and Policy
MS-21.1 that address roofing and surface treatments (e.g., pavements and building roofs) to
reduce the heat island effect and management of the Community Forest for goals including
heat reduction. Policy ES-4.6 specifically calls for the City to coordinate with other public
organizations to ensure emergency preparedness and disaster response programs and to serve
all parts of the City equitably. Given the City’s role in regards to emergency response and
the County’s role regarding public health, the City anticipates working with County staff in
the future on implementation of climate change adaptation measures related to heat-related
and other effects.

To clarify that part of the City’s approach to adapting to heat and air quality effects of
climate change includes measures designed to reduce urban heat island effects, several
policies listed under energy and climate change measures on page 390 of the Draft PEIR
have also been added to the list of policies in Section 3.4.3.7 (see Section 5 Revisions to the
Text of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT G-39: Ensure that affordable housing is included in new transit oriented design
(TOD) developments to mitigate any displacement of existing low-income populations in
surrounding neighborhoods. This is particularly important as low-income populations are less likely
to own a car and are more likely to depend on public transportation.

RESPONSE G-39:  The planning for each Urban Village will need to balance multiple
objectives and constraints and will be evaluated for its consistency with a range of City
policies (including General Plan Affordable Housing Policy H-2.2) and neighborhood
concerns. The impacts of the proposed development or redevelopment will be assessed
during the development of the Urban Village Plan, during the legally required CEQA
process, and through the project approval.

COMMENT G-40: Explore limiting the number of alcohol and tobacco outlets, particularly in
neighborhoods with a high density of outlets, or in close proximity to schools and youth-populated
areas. The saturation of alcohol and tobacco outlets can lead to higher use rates and higher incidence
of violent activity, particularly with alcohol.
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RESPONSE G-40: The City of San José adopted a tobacco retail licensing ordinance in
January 2011. The ordinance requires retailers operating in San Jose to obtain an annual
license to sell tobacco and includes penalties for illegally selling tobacco to minors or for any
violation of local, state or federal regulations. The City is exploring limitations on the sale of
alcohol outside the context of the General Plan.

COMMENT G-41:  Address the importance of smoke-free policies in reducing exposure to toxic
air contaminants, particularly in multi-family residences. Frequent and recurring exposure to
secondhand smoke can cause health problems such as asthma, heart disease, cancer and Sudden
Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS), as well as worsen a chronic illness. Thank you for your
consideration of these recommendations. We look forward to continued cooperation toward the
creation of a healthier San Jose.

RESPONSE G-41:  The foregoing comment includes the County Public Health
Department’s recommendations regarding the project, the Envision San José 2040 General
Plan.
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H. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME,
DATED AUGUST 12, 2011.

COMMENT H-1: The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the City of San Jose (City) General Plan
Update. We are providing the following comments:

Draft PEIR and Appendix E

A revised Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) should discuss appropriate
mitigation measures consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
15126.4 to compensate for impacts for those species or habitats where significant, or potentially
significant, impacts are identified. The draft PEIR does not thoroughly discuss what DFG
determines as impacts to rare and sensitive species and their habitats. The significant amount of
material in draft PEIR Appendix E on rare and sensitive species should be incorporated as discussion
within the Final PEIR and not in the Final PEIR Appendix E. The conclusions of this material
should be discussed and summarized (CEQA, Guidelines 15147) to determine the impacts and the
subsequent mitigation proposed. We recommend that the draft PEIR Chapter 3.5 be revised to
include a discussion summary of each species and habitat as is identified in the Appendix E. In this
regard, DFG remains available to work with the City in developing the Final PEIR.

RESPONSE H-1: Expanded discussions of impacts to special status animal species have
been added to Section 3.5.3.7 of the PEIR (see Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft
PEIR).

COMMENT H-2: Serpentine Habitat

Serpentine habitats are rare vegetative communities that can support a variety of associated rare plant
and animal species. There are two primary types of impacts to serpentine habitats, direct and
indirect. For direct impacts, the draft PEIR discusses thorough adequate avoidance and mitigation
measures through draft PEIR Policies ER-2.4 and 2.7.

Indirect impacts are not sufficiently addressed. For example, indirect impacts can occur as a result
of atmospheric compounds, such as nitrogen compounds, being deposited on serpentine
communities. The primary element of concern is nitrogen because it serves as a plant nutrient in
nitrogen deficient serpentine areas. As a result of this additional nitrogen nutrient load, some plants
which would not otherwise survive and spread on serpentine habitats, would be able to thrive, out
competing the serpentine plant endemics.

The draft PEIR references the nitrogen deposition analysis done for the Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP). This analysis estimates
the current nitrogen deposition rate in Santa Clara County to be as much as 6 kilograms (kg) of
nitrogen per hectare per year (N/ha/year), rising to 8 kg-N/ha/year in 2035 and almost 10 kg-
N/ha/year in 2060. Using this progression, the draft PEIR uses an estimate of 8.25 kg-N/ha/year as
the expected amount of deposition in 2040. The relative proportion of this material attributable to
sources within the City is estimated to be 38% in 2035. The draft PEIR acknowledges that this is a
potentially significant impact.

The City proposes to mitigate these impacts by finalizing the draft Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan
(SCVHP), a joint HCCP/NCCP, whereby implementing the area wide conservation strategy
associated with the SCVHP draft PEIR Action ER-2.9. If the SCVHP is not adopted, the City would
in turn develop a comparable plan which the City will implement draft PEIR Action ER-2.10. The
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City states that this action will occur only if City resources allow. The draft PEIR Impact 810-2
states that, while it is the City's intention to address indirect impacts to serpentine habitats through
implementation of either draft PEIR ER-2.9 or ER-2.10, no assurances will be provided that ensures
that the City would be able to accomplish this level of mitigation.

DFG is concerned that this would cause the City to adopt a Findings of Overriding Consideration
(CEQA Guidelines 15093) without also adopting all feasible measures to substantially lessen the
significant impact. In order to determine that the mitigation measures were infeasible, the City
would have to provide substantial evidence that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other considerations would make it infeasible. The draft SCVHP identifies feasible mitigation that
can be implemented.

Under CEQA, public agencies may not approve projects that result in significant impacts without
first adopting feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that will substantially lessen or avoid such
effects (PRC Section 21002). Likewise, a public agency may not move to utilize CEQA Guidelines
15093 without first considering and adopting all feasible measures to substantially lessen or avoid
significant impacts. Using these standards, the City should propose an alternative course of action
consistent with the draft SCVHP methods to ensure all feasible mitigation (other than draft PEIR
Action ER-2.9 or ER 2.10) prior to pursuing Findings of Overriding Consideration for indirect
impacts to serpentine habitats.

RESPONSE H-2: As discussed on page 470 of the Draft PEIR, transportation control
measures designed to increase the use of multi-modal transportation and decrease vehicle
miles traveled is one means of reducing future nitrogen oxide emissions and indirect impacts
to serpentine grasslands from implementation of the proposed General Plan.

As described in the Draft PEIR, however, the City of San José is experiencing ongoing
deficit budgets. As described in the City Manager’s 2011-2012 Budget Message (dated May
2,2011) the City is predicting at least four more years of deficit budgets. At the time that
memo was circulated, the City was facing a 10 percent decrease in personnel and a $115
million shortfall. As a result of this situation, the City of San José has not, to date, been able
to identify available or even potentially available funding that could be used to design and
implement these mitigation measures, which would include long-term management of
serpentine reserves, on its own. To be considered feasible, mitigation must be capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15364).

If the City does not commit to implementing mitigation for indirect impacts to serpentine
grassland from the proposed project in the near term because decision makers do not consider
them feasible to implement independently, decision makers will be required to adopt findings
of overriding considerations, as required by CEQA. Other than the City setting up its own
serpentine grassland preserves, an alternative course of action consistent with the December
2010 draft HCP/NCCP has not been identified.

COMMENT H-3: Burrowing Owl

The Final PEIR should both identify potential burrowing owl impacts and identify proposed
proportional burrowing owl mitigations. DFG recommends that any mitigations be consistent with
the draft Burrowing Owl Conservation Strategy developed for the SCVHP.
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Nesting burrowing owls in the South Bay Area are in critical decline. In the early 1990s there were
an estimated 150-170 breeding pairs in the San Francisco Bay Area. These numbers represented a
53% decline from the previous period of 1986 to 1990. In those estimates it was assumed that 75%
of the burrowing owl population occurred in Santa Clara County and nearly all of those burrowing
owls were congregated around the southern edge of the San Francisco Bay. Surveys in the early
1990s revealed that about a third (43 to 47 burrowing owl pairs) of Santa Clara County breeding
pairs occurred inside what is now the draft SCVHP study area.

Currently, the largest burrowing owl colony in the Bay Area is at Norman Mineta International
Airport, with considerably smaller colonies at Shoreline Park in Mountain View and the NASA
Ames Research Facility Field in Sunnyvale. There are scattered burrowing owl pairs at other
locations concentrated in the north San Jose and Alviso planning areas, and the species is at
significant risk of extirpation in Santa Clara County. Accordingly, any impacts to burrowing owl
burrows or burrowing owl foraging habitat occurring as a result of activities evaluated in the draft
PEIR should be considered significant or potentially significant.

There should be a significant discussion of the burrowing owl current status, burrowing owl potential
impacts and appropriate burrowing owl mitigations. The majority of burrowing owls in Santa Clara
County are in areas under City jurisdiction and this area also has burrowing owl mitigation
opportunities. The draft PEIR Chapter 3.5 should be amended to include significant discussion of
current burrowing owl baseline in the region and particularly within those areas under City
jurisdiction.

RESPONSE H-3: The draft Western Burrowing Owl Strategy in the December 2010
draft HCP/NCCP is designed to offset impacts to western burrowing owl and proposes to
undertake an aggressive suite of measures aimed at reversing the declining trend of
burrowing owl populations in the county. It is important to note that this strategy not only
provides for mitigation for currently existing populations, but for future expansion of
populations. Text has been added to page 486 of the Draft PEIR that summarizes the
components of the draft Western Burrowing Owl Strategy (see Section 5 Revisions to the
Text of the Draft PEIR).

As shown on page 483 of the Draft PEIR, the proposed General Plan includes program-level
measures that call for mitigation of impacts to special status species. Policy ER-5.1
(Renumbered Policy ER-4.1) states: Preserve and restore, to the greatest extent feasible,
habitat areas that support special-status species. Avoid development in such habitats unless
no feasible alternatives exist and mitigation is provided of equivalent value. Two proposed
General Plan policies that would protect migratory birds, such as the western burrowing owl
(Policy ER-5.1 and Policy ER-5.2) have been added to Section 3.5.3.7 Impacts to Special
Status Animals of the PEIR (see Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR). The
analysis in the PEIR assumes that future projects in the City of San José, both within and
outside of the UGB, will avoid or reduce impacts to existing populations of special status
species to a less than significant level through measures included in project design or as
conditions of approval, consistent with the policies for protecting special status species and
their habitats in the proposed General Plan. In the Alviso Planning Area, and elsewhere in
the city where populations of burrowing owls occur, this could require setting aside habitat
for foraging and nesting, actively managing preserves including vegetation and predator
management, and/or expanding and managing habitat adjacent to other local or regional owl
populations to allow those populations to increase and persist. In the event a future project
proposes features that would result in substantial direct or indirect affects to special status
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species, additional environmental review and detailed evaluation of resources will be
required prior to approval or implementation and mitigation of impacts would be necessary in
order for the project to have General Plan consistency (refer to modifications to page 483 in
Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR). An Action item also has been added to
the General Plan to clarify mitigation that would be required for impacts to habitat occupied
by burrowing owls since 2008, the environmental baseline for the analysis in the PEIR.

It is acknowledged that areas under the City’s jurisdiction, such as San José International
Airport and portions of the WPCP lands, could provide burrowing owl mitigation
opportunities in the future, especially in regards to management of vegetation, burrow
availability (e.g., ground squirrel abundance), and predators. As identified in the draft
Western Burrowing Owl Strategy, there also may be other opportunities in the greater South
Bay Area outside the City of San José (especially near the Baylands) and ultimately in
regions around Morgan Hill and Gilroy.

Text has been added to Section 3.5 of the PEIR regarding burrowing owl populations,
possible impacts and measures that could be used to mitigate impacts to burrowing owl at the
time future projects are proposed, based upon text in Appendix E of the PEIR, Appendix M
of the December 2010 draft of the HCP/NCCP and supplemental information on burrowing
owl populations provided by H.T. Harvey & Associates, the biological consultants for the
PEIR.

COMMENT H-4: Coyote Valley Connectivity

The draft PEIR, acknowledges that Coyote Valley is an important cross-valley wildlife corridor
situated between the Diablo Range and Santa Cruz Mountains. The draft PEIR recognizes that this is
the remaining opportunity for connectivity between the San Francisco Bay and the Pajaro River area.
The draft PEIR notes that existing impediments, such as the median barrier on Monterey Highway,
and future development, particularly along Bailey Avenue, combined with road widening and
increased traffic will further degrade the ability of the area to provide for wildlife corridor
connectivity. The draft PEIR concludes that this would be a substantial impact. DFG recommends
that the City incorporate wildlife passage into the roadway design.

RESPONSE H-4: Proposed policy ER-8.2 and Action ER-8.4 listed on page 477 of the
Draft PEIR call for new or improved existing roads to be designed to allow wildlife in the
Coyote Valley area to move across them. DFG’s recommendation regarding incorporating
wildlife passage into roadway design is acknowledged.

COMMENT H-5: City Trees

DFG recommends that the City include protective measures for nesting birds in maintenance or
removal of urban and Heritage trees. Between February 1 and August 31, birds can be found nesting
in urban trees. Removal or trimming of trees during this period could result in destruction of active
nests (Fish and Game Code, sections 3503 and 3503.5). A qualified biologist should survey tree(s)
for active nests prior to work occurring and, if nesting is documented, observe the nest until the
young have fledged or are no longer dependent on the nest site, after which the tree work would
proceed.

RESPONSE H-5: The proposed General Plan includes two policies that would protect
migratory birds. These policies are:
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Policy ER-5.1 Avoid implementing activities that result in the loss of active native
birds’ nests, including both direct loss and indirect loss through
abandonment, of native birds. Avoidance activities that could result
in impacts to nests during the breeding season or maintenance of
buffers between such activities and active nests would avoid such
impacts.

Policy ER-5.2 Require that development projects incorporate measures to avoid
impacts to nesting migratory birds.

The protective measures listed in this comment are typical of those that would be required for
individual projects to implement Policy ER-5.1 and Policy ER-5.2.

The text of these policies has been added to Section 3.5.3.2 Direct Impacts to Natural
Communities and Habitats and Section 3.5.3.7 Impacts to Special Status Animals of the PEIR
(see Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT H-6: We commend the City for including a policy to prohibit planting of London
Plane trees in the Coyote planning area so to avoid hybridization with native Western Sycamore
trees. DFG recommends that the City encourage, as much as possible, landscaping with native trees
and shrubbery within the urban city setting. Also, making use of native plants will reduce the need
for watering.

DFG appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft PEIR and we are available to
work with the City to revise the draft PEIR. If you have any questions or comments please
contact Mr. Dave Johnston, Environmental Scientist, at (831) 464-6870; or Mr. Liam Davis,
Senior Environmental Scientist, at (707) 944-5529.

RESPONSE H-6: The foregoing comments and recommendations are acknowledged.
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I RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, DATED AUGUST 15, 2011.

COMMENT I-1: Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District) staff reviewed your
agency’s Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan (Plan). The Plan is a comprehensive update of the City's current Focus on the Future
San Jose 2020 General Plan, adopted by the City Council in 1994. The City's General Plan is a
long-term plan that describes the amount, type and phasing of development needed to achieve the
City's social, economic, and environmental goals. The General Plan is the policy framework for
decision-making on both private development projects and City capital expenditures.

Plan Summary
The Plan's Preferred Land Use Scenario provides growth capacity for development of up to 470,000

additional jobs and 120,000 new dwelling units to be built by year 2035. This scenario would allow
capacity for a population of approximately 1,313,800 people, including 839,450 jobs and 429,250
dwelling units in San José. At this level of full development the jobs to employed residents ratio
would be 1,3 to 1.

The Preferred Land Use Scenario, compared to the 1994 Focus on the Future San Jose 2020 General
Plan, allows for further intensification of employment in specific urban areas and increased Floor
Area Ratios. New residential growth in the Preferred Land Use Scenario is also focused in
identified Growth Areas and precludes large scale residential development from occurring on sites
outside of these Growth Areas. New residential growth is planned to occur at a minimum of 55
dwelling units per acre (DU/PA), with some allowances for 30 DU/PA at interfaces with single-
family home neighborhoods.

The Plan establishes Growth Areas that create a more interconnected city with strong linkages to
transit and the Downtown, or to provide additional services to existing neighborhoods through the
development of neighborhood villages. These investments would promote transit use and reduce the
need for automobile travel while achieving other Plan goals.

Comments on the Draft PEIR

Section 3.4.3.3 Impacts to Sensitive Receptors from Substantial Pollutant Concentrations states that
the City of San Jose is currently developing a Community Risk Reduction Plan (CRRP) to address
the exposure of residents to toxic air contaminants and PM2.5 emissions from all sources. The PEIR
requires the adoption of a CRRP as a mitigation measure, and until that time site specific-modeling
would be required prior to development of sensitive land uses that could be affected by TACs in
accordance with District health risk criteria. The District supports this community-wide approach to
mitigating emissions and exposure and commitment to site-specific modeling until the CRRP is
adopted.

RESPONSE I-1: The foregoing comments include the BAAQMD’s concurrence with
information in the PEIR and reflect opinions and recommendations regarding the project,
the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The comments do not raise any questions
about the adequacy of the PEIR. No other response is required.

COMMENT I-2: Section 3.15 Greenhouse Gas Emissions describes the Plan's approach to
reduce the City's greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In its Guidelines, the District lays out options for
demonstrating consistency with the State's GHG reduction goals, including the 2020 target specified
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under AB 32, and the 2050 goal articulated in Executive Order S-3-05. The Draft PEIR states that
the Preferred Land Use Scenario would result in emission levels below the District's plan-level GHG
efficiency threshold of 6.6 metric tons per service population by 2020. However, the Draft PEIR
finds a significant cumulative impact from GHG emissions beyond 2020 because the Preferred Land
Use Scenario GHG estimates would exceed the State's GHG emission reduction goals for year 2050.

The District's Guidance for developing a "Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy" requires that a
community-wide GHG inventory be conducted for a base year consistent with AB 32 (2008 or
earlier). The City's Plan includes inventories for the target years of 2020 and 2035, but does not
include an inventory for a base year that characterizes existing emissions levels. However, within the
Plan's back-up documentation it does appear that the City has collected adequate data for 2008 to
fulfill this requirement. The District recommends that the City include a full GHG inventory for year
2008 along with years 2020 and 2035 in the relevant sections of the Plan.

RESPONSE I-2: Baseline 2008 Community GHG Emissions for San José are
presented in Table 2 and Table 3 of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. Residential,
commercial and industrial emissions were compiled by the City’s Environmental Services
Department based upon electricity and natural gas usage information provided by Pacific Gas
and Electric. The Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy has been revised to highlight 2008
baseline data. Updated estimates for GHG reduction measures are now included in
Attachment A (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT I-3: In several instances, GHG reduction estimates have not been developed for
measures included in the Plan. The District recommends that the City add quantified estimates of
GHG reductions from these measures. Doing so may assist the Plan in reaching the identified GHG
reduction target for 2035. The following GHG reduction measures are not quantified in the Plan.

e Green Building Ordinance (BEE-2)

e Green Building Incentives (BEE-3)

e Community Energy Programs (BEE-4), although this is largely an outreach program and

so emission reductions should be attributed cautiously

Increase Density of Development (LUT-I)

Provide Bike Parking in Non-residential Development (LUT-4)

Provide Bike Parking in Multi-unit Residential Projects (LUT-5)

Urban Tree-planting (OM-I)

In a few instances, it appears that the City may have overestimated the reductions anticipated from
some GHG reduction measures. In the case of measure BEE-5 (solar power), for example, the City
must increase the amount of installed solar power in the City to 100 MW by 2035. This exceeds the
current total installed solar capacity for the entire State of California. Measure RWR-I (wastewater)
assumes that 100% of the City's wastewater will be recycled. Because such large amounts of GHG
emissions are estimated to be reduced from these measures, the District urges a cautionary and
transparent approach to developing these emissions reduction estimates.

RESPONSE I-3: Reduction measures that have not been quantified in the City’s
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy generally fall into two categories: measures that the City
does not have an adequate basis for estimating, or reduction measures that will have
relatively little impact on meeting Greenhouse Gas reduction targets.
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Green Building Ordinances and Green Building Incentives fall into the former category. Per
State Law, the City has adopted the new Green Building Ordinance, CalGreen. The City has
adopted the base version of CalGreen without mandating more stringent energy efficiency
requirements. Given that the energy code has remained constant between 2008 and 2011,
and given that CalGreen does not change the energy code, the City is being conservative and
estimating energy demand for future building stock at the same rate as the current building
stock. Monitoring of energy use in the City will continue and as more tools and data become
available for estimating energy savings for the amount and type of new housing and other
buildings being constructed in San José, estimates of reductions can more reliably be made.
At this time, City staff also does not have a verified way of estimating the potential
effectiveness of green building incentives towards reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and is
providing a conservative estimate of future greenhouse gas reductions.

The second category of reduction measures not quantified are measures that the City feels
will not significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions over the life of the plan and/or for
which there are not fully validated factors for estimating emission reductions or carbon
sequestration. These include community energy programs, provision of bike parking and
urban tree planting. These measures will be tracked as a part of annual General Plan and/or
Green Vision Goal monitoring.

One measure that should be quantified is increasing the Density of Development (LUT-1) as
a result of the General Plan Update. That measure is quantified in accordance with CAPCOA
guidance, and a 3% reduction in VMT equates to a 159,000 MT/year CO2e reduction.

City staff has re-calculated the reductions for the solar power measure (BEE-5), and for the
wastewater measure (RWR-1).

For solar power, staff has examined data collected for the Green Vision regarding solar
installations, and consulted with staff responsible for the clean energy program in the
Environmental Services Department. For the year 2008, a total of 10 MW of solar cells were
installed in the City of San Jose. By the year 2010, 27.6 MW of solar panels were installed, a
275% increase. Given this trend, staff is comfortable with the estimate of 100 MW of solar
installed by 2035.

Staff did however, not deduct the solar installations already installed in the base year (and
their corresponding greenhouse gas reductions) from the total. Staff’s revised estimate is:
(100 MW of solar cells installed by 2035 — 10 MW installed in 2008) = 90 MW change
between 2008 and 2035. Assuming this change over five hours of average daily sunlight for
365 days a year would result in a reduction of approximately 113,000 metric tons of CO2 ¢
per year.

Estimates for greenhouse gas reductions in the wastewater measure (RWR-1) are shown in
revisions to Attachment A of the Strategy (see revisions to Appendix K-3 in Section 5
Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT I-4: The Plan's implementation strategy identifies lead departments for each
reduction measure and annual reporting via the city's Green Vision program. We recommend that
the City add text to the Plan stating that, should monitoring efforts find that the Plan is falling short
of its goals, the City will add additional mandatory and voluntary measures to the Plan in order to
meet the Plan's GHG reduction targets. The District emphasizes the importance of monitoring and
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implementation of the GHG mitigation measures in the Plan. Ongoing monitoring is critical in order
to demonstrate that the Plan is achieving its goals.

Overall, the Plan's commitment to directing employment and residential growth to existing urban
areas and creating a more interconnected city with a transit orientation is an excellent example of the
kind of development the District seeks to encourage to protect air quality, public health and the
climate. The District commends the City for developing a Plan that reflects a strong commitment to
climate protection.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Alison Kirk, Senior
Environmental Planner, 415-749-5169. District staff is available to assist City staff in addressing
these comments. I n addition, the District's CEQA website contains a number of tools and
resources to assist lead agencies in analyzing environmental impacts. Available tools can be
viewed and downloaded at: http://www.baaqgmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-
ResearchICEQAGUIDELINES/Tools-and-Methodology.aspx

RESPONSE 1-4: Text has been added to two sections of the City’s Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Strategy to clarify that the City will add feasible additional mandatory and
voluntary measures to the Strategy in order to meet the Strategy's GHG reduction targets.
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J. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER
DISTRICT, DATED AUGUST 15, 2011.

COMMENT J-1: The Santa Clara Valley Water District is a special district with jurisdiction
throughout Santa Clara County and is the county's primary water resources agency. The Water
District acts as the county's groundwater management agency, principal water resources manager,
flood protection agency and is the steward for its watersheds, streams and creeks, and underground
aquifers.

The Water District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Envision San
Jose 2040 General Plan. This letter highlights key findings, makes policy suggestions and provides
specific comments related to the expertise of the Water District: water supply, flood protection and
water resources stewardship. We would be happy to meet with you to discuss any of these topics
further or to help you locate information that would assist your continued development of the
General Plan.

Flooding Impacts

Policy IN-3.1, Action EC-5.18 and Action IN-3.16 propose to increase the design standard of the
City's storm drain system from a 3-year event to a 10-year event. Water District analysis of this
policy indicates that when the City enlarges the storm drain pipes to a 10-year capacity, the impact to
the receiving creeks are significant, not only at the point of discharge, but also to downstream
channels. Peak flows in a heavy storm event could increase 10 to 100 percent, depending on the
creek, which could result in significant impacts to flooding. The Draft EIR does not address this
significant effect. The City will need to adopt mitigation measures in Section 3.7.3.1 (Impact HYD-
1) of the EIR and/or additional policies in the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan to offset this
impact. At a minimum a policy should be added assuring that increased runoff from the storm drain
system does not exceed the capacity of flood protection facilities. Policies should also reflect the
need to coordinate hydrologic assumption with the Water District to ensure adequate master planning
of flood reduction infrastructure, creeks that can convey water to the bay, and the City's storm drain
system.

RESPONSE J-1: Policy IN-3.1, Action EC-5.18 and Action IN-3.16 do not increase the
design standard of the City’s storm drain system. The proposed updated Policy and Actions
incorporate the City’s current Storm Drain Policy, which has been in effect since 1990, to
provide capacity for a 10-year storm event. Capital improvement and new development
projects have been required to conform to this design standard for years. The design standard
helps maximize the effectiveness of the storm drain system and minimize localized flooding
throughout the City by providing underground pipe capacity. Therefore, the City does not
anticipate significant impacts to the receiving creeks and flooding as a result of current
design standards. The City will continue to coordinate with SCVWD regarding storm system
improvements that may impact the creeks. The City strongly encourages the SCVWD to
master plan the flood protection facilities to account for future conditions.

COOMENT J-2: Similarly, in Section 3.10.1.3 the EIR discusses the need for a Charcot
Avenue pump station to accommodate new development, but fails to address the impact of 480 cfs of
discharge to Coyote Creek during a 100-year event in the Flooding section.
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RESPONSE J-2: The proposed Charcot Avenue pump station would alleviate existing
localized flooding as well as accommodate new development. The details of the pump
station design and capacity are not finalized at this time. Any potential impacts would be
analyzed and addressed through the environmental process required by CEQA prior to
construction of the pump station. The City will coordinate with the SCVWD as part of this
process to address any concerns.

To clarify, text in Section 3.10.1.3 of the PEIR regarding the planned Charcot Pump Station
will be revised to reflect that it will alleviate existing localized flooding as well as handle
increased runoff from new development in the area. Specifics on possible design capacity
also will be deleted from the text (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the PEIR).

COMMENT J-3: Strengthen Policies for Avoiding or Minimizing Flood Hazards

Large areas of San Jose were historically subject to natural flooding. Many of these areas have been
protected (up to the 1% event) via flood protection projects (primarily levees, floodwalls, channel
modifications, and culverts). However, flooding (both tidal and from creeks) may still occur if a
natural event exceeds the 1 % design level, and can result from localized street flooding due to storm
drain capacity issues, which has also been mapped by FEMA. Understanding the residual risks
inherent to homes and businesses protected by levees is an important aspect to evaluating and
managing flood risk. Although levees are designed to protect to 1% flood standards, levees are
subject to overtopping or failure in larger events. San Jose also includes areas that are subject to
inundation under sea-level rise scenarios.

To protect areas from flood damages, cities must make land use decisions to ensure runoff from
development or paving does not increase flood flows beyond the design carrying capacity of the
creeks, and to support continued funding for development of new and maintenance of existing flood
protection infrastructure, primarily levees, floodwalls, channel modifications, and culverts.
Throughout the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan and Draft EIR, there are reference to the Water
District as the flood management agency for the county. While the Water District does provide for
regional flood protection infrastructure and maintenance, the City has the lead role in flood plain
management. The City must assure land uses are appropriately sited, flood hazards to development
are minimized, and flood hazards to existing properties are not increased.

The Water District suggests adding in the Flooding Hazards of the General Plan greater discussion on
tidal flooding and vulnerabilities to sea level rise in Alviso and north San Jose. Specifically the
Water District suggests the following references be added and incorporated into the General Plan,
and updated as new projections become available:

e BCDC Bay Plan Amendments on sea level rise
e (alifornia Ocean Protection Council's Guidelines for sea level rise

Since 2009, AB 162 requires local governments to revise general plans to address flood risks and to

collaborate with local flood agencies to understand and plan for reducing flood risk. It mandates

flood risk analysis in four General Plan elements: Land Use, Housing, Conservation and Safety.

a. Land Use Element -Identify areas that are subject to flooding.

b. Housing Element -The determination of available land suitable for urban development may
exclude lands where the risk of flooding would make it impractical for housing.
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Conservation Element -Identify rivers, creeks, streams, flood corridors, riparian habitats, and land
that may accommodate floodwater for purposes of groundwater recharge and stormwater
management.

. Safety Element -Establish goals, policies & objectives to minimize risks from flooding. The

following are specified in the legislation:

1) Avoiding or minimizing the risks of flooding to new development.

2) Evaluating whether new development should be located in flood hazard zones.
3) Maintaining essential public services during flooding.

4) Locating new essential public facilities outside of flood hazard zones.

5) Establishing cooperative working relationships among public agencies with
responsibility for flood protection.

The Water District suggests adding policies under EC-5:

a.

b.

Strengthen compliance with the City's Floodplain Ordinance to include Department of Water
Resources Model Ordinance Provisions and increase the rating the CRS program;

Confirm with the Santa Clara Valley Water District on the latest versions of flood/inundation
maps and require new development and major redevelopment to provide mitigation to ensure that
the cumulative rate of peak run-off is maintained at pre-development levels;

Confirm with Bay Conservation and Development Commission and California Ocean Protection
Council on latest for Sea Level Rise projections, and curtail development or at a minimum enforce
strict guidelines in areas subject to sea-level rise or tidal inundation;

. Require setbacks from riparian corridors not only to protect the sensitive ecology of riparian

corridors, but also to provide adequate space for future bank repair and maintenance of creeks and
levees, and if necessary, improve flood protection projects;

Require setbacks next to levees to minimize property damage in the event of catastrophic failure
and to allow for emergency access and potential future levee modifications;

Inform property owners near levees of the risks and assistances in the event of levee failure;

. Avoid siting critical facilities in potential levee failure areas;
. Support the Santa Clara Valley Water District to develop, maintain existing and new flood

protection facilities;
Support regional flood protection efforts, such as South Bay Shoreline Protection when project-
by-project mitigation may not be feasible.

RESPONSE J-3: The foregoing comments include SCVWD’s recommendations
regarding the project, the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan. Policies and actions that
address these recommendations are noted below.

a. Action EC-5.15 states that San Jos¢ will participate in the voluntary National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) Community Rating System.

b. Several policies and actions address the evaluation of flood/inundation conditions and
maintaining or managing runoff flows in cooperation with the Santa Clara Valley Water
District and other agencies. These include EC-5.1, EC-5.4, EC-5.7, EC-5.8, EC-5.17 and
EC-5.19.

c. Policy EC-5.13 requires evaluation of projected inundation for development projects near
San Francisco Bay or at flood risk from local waterways. Currently, the Bay
Conservation and Development Commission and California Ocean Protection Council
would be two excellent sources for information on sea level rise projections in the South
Bay. This policy does not specify particular sources to use as sea level rise projections
may change and be updated in the future and the latest scientific information will need to
be used.
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d. The following action will be added to the proposed project:

Action EC-5.21  Collaborate with the Santa Clara Valley Water District to ensure that
new development does not preclude adequate access for levee repair or maintenance.

e. Action EC-4.11 requires the preparation of geotechnical and geological investigation
reports for projects within areas subject to soils and geologic hazards and implementation
of mitigation measures as part of the project approval process. Such evaluations would
address development and static and seismic safety near levee slopes. Failure from
erosion and flooding or from burrowing animals would not be covered routinely in such
analyses. The SCVWD is generally responsible for the maintenance of levees along local
streams. The Santa Clara Valley Water District maintains a Stream Maintenance
Program to protect and manage more than 800 miles of streams in the county, including
the City of San Jose. A key part of the program is a levee-safety program for
approximately 100 miles of levees along local streams. The City can assist the SCVWD
with their educational programs on levee safety by posting links on the City’s website.

f.  See Item e, above.

g. Policy EC-5.12 addresses location of critical or public facilities. Current flood maps for
the Alviso area do not assume that unengineered levees in the Baylands would limit tidal
flooding. The City is not aware of other potential levee failure areas that could affect
persons or property in other areas of the City,

h. Refer to Policy EC-5.8.

1. A regional flood protection effort for southern San Francisco Bay could provide an
opportunity to adapt to projected sea level change. As called for in Action EC-5.20, the
City proposes to continue to monitor information from regional, state and federal
agencies and implement adaptive management actions, as needed.

COMMENT J-4: Update Dam Inundation Areas

The Water District has completed a seismic study of Anderson Dam that shows the material at the
base of the dam may liquefy in a 7.25 magnitude earthquake on the nearby Calaveras Fault. The
Water District has imposed operating restrictions to prevent the uncontrolled release of water after a
major earthquake. Water at the reservoir is being kept at least 25 feet below the spillway and 45 feet
below the crest of the dam. This increases the total allowed storage capacity of Water District
reservoirs to 124,400 acre feet with operating restrictions in place (113,800 acre feet is reported on
page 624 under "Local Runoff'). A seismic retrofit project has been initiated to fix the dam. The
Water District is currently evaluating the stability of Almaden, Calero, Guadalupe, and Lenihan dams
as well.

The Water District appreciates the Plan referencing the inundation maps for Anderson Dam,
Almaden Dam, Calero Dam, Guadalupe Dam and Lenihan Dam (Lexington Reservoir). It is
important to be aware that the ABAG maps, while very useful, are not the same as the official dam
failure inundation maps produced by the Water District. Specifically the Water District suggests the
City add references to the current inundation maps for these dams, and emphasize the importance of
incorporating new versions of these maps as they are periodically updated following stability
evaluations.

RESPONSE J-4: As noted in the discussion of Environmental Considerations/Hazards
in Chapter 3, page 38, reference 5 of the Draft General Plan, the current Flood Inundation
Maps available on the SCVWD’s website are from 2003. Policy EC-5.5 listed on page 546
of the Draft PEIR calls for the City to prepare and periodically update appropriate emergency
plans for the safe evacuation of occupants of areas subject to possible inundation from dam
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and levee failure. This update would include a review of available and current dam
inundation maps, including those provided by the SCVWD.

COMMENT J-5: Provide Consistent Hydrology Analysis Throughout the Hydrology and
Water Quality Report (Appendix G) and the Draft EIR the descriptions of water supplies are
inconsistent. For example, on page 22 of the Study, it states that water in San Jose can be broken
into three categories: groundwater, surface water, and imported water, and that imported water and
surface water are treated prior to delivery. Most of the local surface water developed by the Water
District and much of the Water District's imported water is supplied to in-stream and off-stream
percolation facilities to supplement naturally occurring groundwater (as is mentioned on page 531 of
the Draft EIR).

On page 46 of the Study and elsewhere it states that "Below Anderson Reservoir, Coyote Creek flow
is diverted for groundwater recharge via the Metcalf Pond and the Ford Road ponds." It is important
to note that groundwater recharge resulting from Water District operations such as reservoir releases
are not confined to percolation ponds. The Water District manages reservoir releases for recharge
within the stream channels as well.

The Study and Draft EIR blur the distinction between the water supplies to the county and the Water
District's supplies. The Water District does not control or contract with SFPUC, and the SFPUC
cannot be considered a supply of the Water District, although it is an important water supply for the
county. The cited source for many of the figures is the Water District's Urban Water Management
Plan, but descriptions and labels have been changed incorrectly. Imported water and treated water
are not synonymous. Imported water and local surface water can both be treated and distributed to
the water retailers; imported water and local surface water can also be percolated to the groundwater
sub-basins for later extraction as pumped groundwater.

RESPONSE J-5: These comments are acknowledged. To clarify and reiterate,
imported water that is delivered directly to customers in the City of San José by either the
San José Municipal Water System or San José¢ Water Company is treated to meet drinking
water standards. Much of the water that the SCVWD imports is percolated in stream
channels and percolation ponds for groundwater recharge. Water conveyed by the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) from the Tuolumne River watershed to the
city is supplied to some of the water customers of the City’s Municipal Water System. The
SFPUC is a separate entity from the SCVWD.

COMMENT J-6: Update or Incorporate Latest Plans for the Water Supply Availability

The Water District is dedicated to ensuring a reliable supply of healthy, clean drinking water now
and in the future. To do this, the quality and quantity of existing water supply sources, including
groundwater, must be sustained and protected. Additionally, water conservation and recycled water
use are increasingly important components of the county’s water supply portfolio. The Water
District appreciates the City’s focus on water conservation and water recycling in the Envision San
Jose 2040 General Plan.

The Water Supply Assessments from San Jose Water Company and San Jose Municipal Water
System assume large increases in water demand over the time frame of the Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan. Much of the future supplies would come from groundwater, recycled water and water
conservation. San Jose Municipal Water System expects to increase groundwater pumping from less
than 1,000 acre feet per year to nearly 16,000 by 2035; and San Jose Water Company expects to
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double groundwater extraction from approximately 42,000 acre feet per year to over 84,000 acre feet
during the same period to accommodate growth.

The Draft EIR notes that according to the Water District’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) water demands in Santa Clara County would exceed supply in normal rainfall after 2030
and in dry years the Water District would not be able to meet demand without severe water
restrictions after 2025. The Draft EIR relies on increased water conservation efforts to ensure there
will not be significant impacts to water supply; however it should be noted that 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan already assumes significant water saving from conservation. Also, the demands
included in the District’s 2010 UWMP are based on the demands provided by and used by the
retailers in their UWMPs. If the retailer demand projections do not accurately reflect demands
associated with Envision 2040, then shortages would be greater than indicated in the District’s 2010
UWMP.

RESPONSE J-6: The Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the San José Water
Company includes demand projections that are conservatively higher than those provided for
the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (SCVWD) 2010 UWMP.? The San José Municipal
Water System’s WSA demand projections are consistent with those included in the
SCVWD’s 2010 UWMP. In 2035, the water demand estimates contained in the SCVWD’s
2010 UWMP and the City of San José’s water demand estimates for Great Oaks Water
Company service area both exceed Great Oaks’ 2010 UWMP demand projections. All of the
demand estimates, however, are below Great Oaks’ available water supply estimate of 35,000
acre-feet per year. The retailer demand projections included in the SCVWD’s 2010 UWMP
are representative of future demand and reflect growth in demand associated with the
Envision San José 2040 General Plan, based upon currently available information.

The SCVWD’s 2010 UWMP assumes conservation savings from a baseline year of 1992.
The City’s Envision San José 2040 General Plan policies call for a 25 percent per capita
reduction from a baseline established in the water retailers’ 2010 UWMPs. The planned per
capita water demand reduction exceeds the reductions through conservation included in the
SCVWD’s 2010 UWMP.

Projected water supplies in subsequent UWMPs will be considered as a part of each Major
Review of the proposed General Plan. The City’s readiness to begin the next General Plan
Horizon and any modifications to the General Plan and policies related to water supply will
be considered at that time. Modifications have been made to Policies IP-2.4 and MS-17.8 of
the proposed General Plan to clarify future consideration of water supply, taking into account
how the City is meeting its water conservation goals (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text
of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT J-7: Section 3.5.3.8 of the Draft EIR, on indirect impacts to the Bay and Delta
Due to Procuring Water Supply, acknowledges the lack of a guaranteed entitlement for increasing
water supply and the threat to the Water District’s imported water supply due to environmental
concerns in the Sacramento Delta. Imported water is not only treated as a direct water supply, but it
is also an important component of the Water District’s groundwater supply.

Both San Jose Water Company and San Jose Municipal Water System assessments made
assumptions about groundwater resources. However, these assumptions have been updated in the

* Walsh, Jacob. San José Water Company. Email communication. August 2011.
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latest rounds of 2010 UWMPs for supply sources. The Water District believes that proposed policies
need to be more explicit as groundwater supply will play a critical role in Envision 2040’s expansion
areas. Specifically, the Water District suggests the following:

a. Actively coordinate with water suppliers to prevent overdraft, and to aggressively protect
groundwater resources from the threat of contamination, including preventing saltwater intrusion,
assess potential for groundwater and surface water contamination, provide preventive measures
for new developments where storm runoff are directed into creeks upstream from groundwater
recharge facilities and protect groundwater recharge areas, creeks, and creek sides, from urban
encroachment;

b. Support and contribute to long-term water supply planning and during each major review of the
General Plan, confirm (not just coordinate) with water providers (including SFPUC, the District,
water retailers) to ensure adequate water supply.

RESPONSE J-7: The assumptions for groundwater use are the same or lower in the
2010 UWMPs than in the WSAs prepared for the Envision San José 2040 General Plan.
Also see Response I-5, above.

As indicated in the discussions of Impacts to Groundwater Recharge on page 549 and Water
Supply Impacts on pages 649-652 of the Draft PEIR, the Envision San José 2040 General
Plan contains policies to protect groundwater supplies including MS-20.2, MS-20.3, ER-9.4,
and ER-10.5. Policy ER-9.3 also calls for using water resources in a manner that does not
cause overdrafting of the groundwater basin.

Major reviews of the Envision San José 2040 General Plan will occur every four years and
the Urban Water Management Plans are prepared by the SCVWD and local water retailers
every 5 years. These planning processes will allow the City to implement Actions MS-17.7
and MS-17.8. Major development projects in the City (e.g., those that would use water
equivalent to 500 residences or more) are also required under state law to prepare Water
Supply Assessments which will allow the City, SCVWD, and local retailers to coordinate on
the availability of water to serve planned development.

Refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR for the addition of Policy ER-9.3
and Actions MS-17.7 and MS-17.8 to the Water Use Impacts discussion and modifications to
Policy IP-2.4.

COMMENT J-8: Strengthen Groundwater Protection

The Water District completed a Groundwater Vulnerability Study in October 2010 to evaluate the
vulnerability of groundwater to potentially contaminating land use activities and aid in the protection
of groundwater resources. The study indicates that groundwater in portions of the Santa Clara
Subbasin is highly vulnerable due to the density of commercial/industrial sites or high recharge rates.
Groundwater in the Coyote Valley is highly vulnerable to contamination due to high recharge rates
and permeable soils. The study findings and related web-based geographical information system tool
can be used to support the City's proposed Water Quality Policy MS-20.2, which relates to protecting
groundwater in highly vulnerable areas. The Land Use Element should reflect appropriate land uses
within these vulnerable areas.

As discussed above, groundwater will become an even more important source to meet increased
demand from growth forecast in the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan. Both the quality and
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quantity of water to enter the groundwater basin must be protected. The text of section 3.7.3.2 in the
Draft EIR appears to focus on protecting the Water District's percolation facilities from new
development, rather than protecting areas throughout key recharge areas.

While a majority of groundwater replenishment comes from Water District activities, approximately
15 percent of the total County water supply comes from natural recharge. This natural recharge takes
place in creeks and areas of the County with appropriate soil characteristics to allow water to
infiltrate to the groundwater basin. In San Jose this occurs in portions of the Berryessa,
Cambrian/Pioneer, Coyote, and Willow Glen Planning Areas (as stated on page 553). With this in
mind, it is important that the City interpret Policies MS-20.2 and MS-20.3 to include all areas where
groundwater percolation occurs, and not just in, or adjacent to, Water District percolation facilities.

RESPONSE J-8: The relative ease of water percolation in areas of San Jos¢ and the
potential for the introduction of contaminants to groundwater are discussed in Section
3.7.3.3. of the Draft PEIR under the subheading Groundwater Quality. Additional text and a
figure have been added to refer to the analysis in the SCVWD’s Groundwater Vulnerability
Study (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR). As noted in this comment,
under Policy MS-20.2 and MS-20.3, future development in areas with a high degree of
aquifer vulnerability will be required to be designed and operate in a manner that does not
adversely impact groundwater quality.

The focus of Section 3.7.3.2 (Impacts to Groundwater Recharge) is on the physical recharge
of the underlying groundwater. Policy MS-20.3 cited in this section addresses the protection
of groundwater as a water supply source through flood protection measures, the use of
appropriate stormwater infiltration practices as well as the replacement of percolation
capacity of percolation facilities if modified for City (or other) infrastructure projects. This
policy is one of several Measurable Sustainability and Water policies that address a
sustainable water supply and water use.

As noted in Section 3.7.3.2 of the Draft PEIR, “Groundwater levels are maintained or
recharged through infiltration of surface water below the ground surface into pore spaces,
and/or fractures, in soil and rock materials” and “The SCVWD operates and maintains 18
major groundwater recharge systems, including in-stream and off-stream percolation
facilities to assist with groundwater recharge in the Santa Clara Valley” (emphasis added).
Policies MS-20.2, MS-20.3, and ER-10.5 are meant to address protecting groundwater in all
areas where substantial groundwater percolation occurs.

COMMENT J-9: The Water District also notes that the transportation diagram shows new
bridges over the Guadalupe River at Chynoweth Avenue and Thornwood Drive. These new bridges
are not desirable as they would significantly impact Water District percolation facilities and the
Water District needs to be included in the planning for these bridges. Policy MS-20.3 calls for
replacement capacity in the event that existing percolation facilities are modified for infrastructure
projects. This policy must be made clear to include the Water District in determining the capacity
lost and to be replaced in order to maintain necessary ground water recharge. Determining
replacement capacity includes critical parameters relative to soil conditions, location relative to the
underground aquifer, and availability of water supply sources.

As the Chynoweth Avenue bridge is not included in the recent Almaden Ranch proposal, the
disposition of the bridge is not clear. If the bridge is not needed for circulation impacts associated
with this project, the nexus for future bridge construction is not apparent. If the bridge is still under
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consideration, its alignment should be identified so as to place the current project buildings
appropriately and minimize impacts to the Guadalupe River and recharge ponds.

RESPONSE J-9: The proposed General Plan includes several options for roadway
connections in the vicinity of Chynoweth Avenue and Thornwood Drive. Whether a bridge
or other connection will ultimately be used has not been determined by the decision makers,
the San José City Council.

In the event new infrastructure could affect SCVWD facilities, the City would consult and
work with the SCVWD on the design and location of any replacement percolation capacity at
SCVWD facilities as a part of project formulation.

COMMENT J-10:  Support Stream Stewardship

The Water District works to protect our watersheds by promoting good ecosystem habitat, stream
biology and water quality. A significant factor affecting watershed health is the extent of
development within, and adjacent to, riparian corridors. Managing development adjacent to creeks
protects the stability of the receiving creeks from storm water, maintains the quality of the water, and
minimizes flood hazards.

The Guidelines and Standards for Land-Use near Streams were developed cooperatively between the
Water District, Santa Clara County, all 15 cities, with citizens, business, and agricultural interests to
streamline the permitting process and protect stream and streamside resources. The Water District
uses its Water Resources Protection Manual which is based on the Guidelines and Standards as the
primary method to protect the county's creeks where a permit is necessary from the Water District.
Please note that the Water District's jurisdiction to issue encroachment permits only applies where
Water District holds a property interest (either in fee title or an easement); not within 50 feet of a
watercourse as stated on page 451.

The City did not adopt the Guidelines and Standards, but determined that existing City guidance and
regulation, including the Riparian Corridor Policy, is equivalent. The Riparian Corridor Policy is
cited as a factor in reducing a number of potentially significant impacts to a less than significant
level, including: natural communities and sensitive wildlife habitat; special status species; and
surface water quality. Given the importance of the Riparian Corridor Policy to protecting the
environment, the Water District encourages the City to strengthen the Policy by ensuring that
exceptions to riparian buffer requirements are only allowed where a project proponent can
definitively show that a lesser buffer is necessary and appropriate.

Setbacks from riparian corridors are necessary to protect the sensitive ecology of riparian corridors,
provide an adequate movement corridor for wildlife, provide adequate space to maintain the creeks
and levees, and protect surface and ground water quality.

Connection to our rivers and creeks is an important element to the quality of life for residents. The
Water District supports creek-side trails where appropriate and the protection of open space that
riparian corridors provide. In many cases, open space adjacent to creeks can provide multiple
beneficial uses such as recreation and flood protection. However, trails should also be located
outside riparian corridors. This could be clarified in trail policies such as PR-7.2 and PR-8.5.

RESPONSE J-10:  Text has been added to page 451 of the Draft PEIR to reflect that the
SCVWD’s jurisdiction to issue encroachment permits only applies where Water District
holds a property interest (either in fee title or an easement).
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The SCVWD’s opinions and recommendations in this comment regarding the City’s Riparian
Corridor Policy and location of trails outside riparian corridors are acknowledged. In the
proposed General Plan, policies addressing the protection of riparian corridors are included
Chapter 3. Policy ER-2.1 calls for new public and private development adjacent to riparian
corridors in San José be consistent with the provisions of the City’s Riparian Corridor Policy
Study. The currently adopted development guidelines for trails in the Riparian Corridor
Policy Study call for main trails to be out of the channel and set back from the edge of the top
of bank. Trails also are to be sited to avoid sensitive riparian habitat areas. Text similar to
that in Policy ER-2.1 will be added to trail policy PR-7.2.

COMMENT J-11:  Expand Analysis of Regional Land Use Impacts and Mitigation

The 2003 General Plan Guideline recognized the importance of viewing the local general plan in its
regional context, and the state Legislature has mandated consideration of certain regional impacts in
the general plan. The Water District is working with the City on several important regional plans
that span a 20-50 year horizon. Please include a discussion of the extent to which the general plan is
compatible with other regional plans. The Water District suggests adding a policy to ensure that the
city reexamines the general plan when important changes are made in these regional plans or
agreements. Here are some examples that could affect or be affected by the General Plan:

e Joint Trails Agreements
The City and Water District approved the Collaborative Action Plan and Agreement Between the
City of San Jose and the Santa Clara Valley Water District for the Development and Operation
of Joint Trails Projects in June 2002. This document sets forth a framework for jointly engage in
planning, developing, marketing and maintaining trails and other public recreational features
related to those trails.

e Recycled Water Treatment
In February 2010, the Water District and the City of San Jose entered into an agreement that
allows for the integration of the recycled water programs at the City and the Water District. The
integration agreement promotes cooperation between the two agencies related to the management
and operation of their respective recycled water facilities and programs over the terms of the
agreement.

e South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project
The largest tidal wetland restoration project on the West Coast, the goals of the project are to
restore and enhance a mix of wetland habitats; provide wildlife-oriented public access and
recreation; provide for flood management in the South Bay. When complete, the project will
restore 15,100 acres of industrial salt ponds to a rich mosaic of tidal wetlands and other habitats
adjacent to the City's service areas on the north.

e The South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study (Shoreline Study)
A Congressionally-authorized study lead by the US Army Corps of Engineers together with local
sponsors to identify and recommend for federal funding one or more projects for flood damage
reduction, ecosystem restoration and related purposes such as public access. The study will
examine tidally induced flooding in North San Jose.

e Santa Clara Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative Resolution of Consensus
Approved by participating parties including the City of San Jose in Aug. 2004, the agreement
was reached to guide cooperative efforts for enhanced water and watershed resources protection.
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RESPONSE J-11:  The PEIR addresses any inconsistencies of the project with regional
plans in several sections as called for in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d). Regional plans
include, but are not limited to air quality attainment and maintenance plans, waste treatment
and water quality control plans, regional transportation plans, regional housing allocation
plans, regional blueprint plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, habitat
conservation plans, natural community conservation plans and regional land use plans for the
protection of the coastal zone and San Francisco Bay.

While the agreements, projects, and study listed above are programs in which the City has
interest, is a signatory to or participates in, they are not adopted regional plans with policies
or measures whose consistency needs to be addressed in the PEIR. The South Bay Salt Pond
Restoration Project is discussed in Section 3.5 Biological Resources (refer to pages 423 and
472 of the Draft PEIR) and recycled water programs are described in both Section 3.7
Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 3.10 Utilities and Service Systems.

Implementation policies included in the General Plan require a major review of the General
Plan every four years (refer to page 652 of the Draft EIR). The major review of the General
Plan would be an appropriate time for important changes to regional planning efforts or
programs that occur within the overall planning horizon to be incorporated into General Plan
policies.

COMMENT J-12:  Incorporate Climate Change Adaptation Strategies

As noted in the discussions regarding flooding, sea level rise, and water supply, climate change is
likely to have significant impacts on the City and the region as a whole. Although it is true that the
useful life of certain structures and development may be shorter than the period for sea levels to rise
and be a threat (page 548), it is usually very difficult and expensive to remove an established use
even if it is later within a hazardous zone. Growth without robust adaptation strategies will not
support the City's commitment for environmental sustainability. The Water District suggests the City
evaluate the vulnerabilities of the City's infrastructures in addition to the Treatment Plant, including
but not limited to storm drainage systems, recycled water pipes, pump stations, transportation
network and flood protection facilities, and adopt policies for directing an adaptive approach to
incorporate best available science and minimizing flood damages, impacts to water supplies, and
habitats when reviewing new development. Specifically, the Water District suggests the following,
with an emphasis on the City's role in regional solutions for adapting to sea level rise:

a. Avoid establishing or permitting new development inside future hazard zones if new protective
structures would be necessary;

Promote innovate approaches to redesigning coastal structures;

Support statewide and integrated regional water management;

Support expanding water storage and the management of groundwater resources; and

Support for efforts to plan for and adapt to sea level rise, including advocate for regional
approach.

°opo T

RESPONSE J-12:  SCVWD’s opinion regarding the difficulty of removing an
established use is noted.

As discussed on page 548 of the Draft PEIR, the City recognizes that additional evaluation
and mitigation measures for flood protection and inundation related to climate change and
sea level rise may be required for development and public infrastructure in the Alviso and
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North San José areas. As noted in the discussion, this would include evaluation of
infrastructure, such as pump station operation, and not just the San José/Santa Clara WPCP.
As SCVWD lists in this comment, public infrastructure that could be affected by sea level
rise in the Alviso and North San José areas include storm drainage systems, recycled water
pipelines, pump stations, roads and trails, and flood protection facilities, such as levees.

As discussed in Response I-2, a regional flood protection effort for southern San Francisco
Bay could provide an opportunity to adapt to projected sea level change. As called for in
Action EC-5.20, the City proposes to continue to monitor information from regional, state
and federal agencies and implement adaptive management actions for sea level rise, as
needed. This could include promoting innovative approaches to coastal structures or
participation in a regional program dealing with sea level rise.

Several of the SCVWD’s recommendations in this comment for additional policies are
related to water supply, including groundwater storage. As described in Section 3.10.3.1
Water Supply (page 649 of the Draft PEIR), the proposed General Plan includes policies that
would help reduce impacts from increased water demand resulting from the project and that
many of these policies require cooperation with other agencies to create solutions or facilitate
regional programs.

The City is not a water wholesaler and cannot commit to supporting statewide or regional
water management efforts or expanding water storage without more information on the
specific efforts proposed.

COMMENT J-13:  Factual Corrections

The following comments are to correct facts and update information contained in the Draft EIR and
appendices. There are a number of additional comments that the Water District submitted in
previous reviews that have not been incorporated into the Hydrology Report. We urge the City to
coordinate review with the Water District and make revisions to ensure a factual report in the
General Plan update.

e On page 17, the District does not review flood protection on all creeks in the County. The Water
District provides comprehensive flood management for the County, and the capital improvement
program seeks to identify, prioritize, and implement flood protection projects throughout the
county.

e On page 22 of the Study there is a statement that “The impact of salt water intrusion to
groundwater wells would be most pronounced for imported water sources but may also impact
local groundwater wells in northern San José”. The meaning of this sentence is unclear.

e On page 34 and 35, the Guadalupe River begins at the confluence of Guadalupe Creek and
Alamitos Creek in south San Jose and is known as the Guadalupe River for all its length to
Alviso Slough.

e On page 59 of the Study and page 531 of the Draft EIR, there is reference to two subbasins
within the Santa Clara Valley Basin in Santa Clara County, the Santa Clara Subbasin and the
Coyote Sub-basin. The Water District previously referred to these as separate sub-basins, but as
defined by DWR Bulletin 118, the groundwater sub-basin that underlies San Jose is properly
referred to as the Santa Clara Sub-basin, a part of the Santa Clara Valley Basin. The Water
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District has changed the nomenclature to conform to the DWR standard. The Coyote Valley area
and the Santa Clara Plain area to the north are considered the two parts of the Santa Clara Sub-
basin. The Llagas Subbasin is part of the Gilroy Hollister Valley Basin and is not part of the
Santa Clara Valley Basin; in fact, it is in a separate hydrologic region.

e Page 61 of the Study states that "All three water retailers and SCVWD use groundwater from the
SCVSB as a source of supply". The Water District manages the groundwater sub-basin through
direct and in-lieu recharge programs and groundwater protection programs. The Water District
does not currently extract groundwater as a source of public water supply.

e  Much of the groundwater quality information starting with page 67 of the Study is five to ten
years out of date. More current information on water quality is available from numerous sources,
including later retailer water quality reports, annual groundwater quality reports and water quality
fact sheets on the Water District's website, and from Water District staff. The information on
perchlorate in particular is not correct, dating from November 2003 and earlier. The Water
District no longer administers the Leaking Underground Storage Tack Oversight Program.
MTBE is no longer in use in California; although there remain existing leak sites, it is no longer
leaking from underground storage tanks as stated on page 101 and elsewhere.

e "Dam Failure" on page 531 incorrectly references the failure of dams at two percolation facilities
-Coyote Creek and Rinconada.

e The discussion in sections 3.7.1.4 and 3.10.1.1 on recycled water should mention the
construction of the Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant.

The Water District is here to assist the City in ensuring that the community is protected from flood
hazards and has a reliable and clean source of water. The Water District welcomes the opportunity to
work with the City as you continue to develop the General Plan. If you have any questions or need
further information, you can reach me at (408) 265-2607, extension 3095 or my colleague, Sarah
Young at extension 2468. Please reference File No. 31811 on any future correspondence regarding
this project.

RESPONSE J-13:  The corrections and clarifications to the December 2010 Hydrology
and Water Quality Report provided by SCVWD have been added as a preface to Appendix G
of the PEIR (see Section 5 Revisions to the Text of Draft PEIR). The names of groundwater
basins and sub-basins have also been revised in Section 3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality
and Section 3.10 Utilities and Service Systems of the PEIR.

As shown on Figure 3.7-5 of the Draft PEIR, ABAG has identified small areas of possible
inundation around the Coyote Creek and Rinconada percolation facilities.

Text in Sections 3.7.1.4 and 3.10.1.1 of the Draft PEIR has been added to include references
to the Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant currently under construction as a part of the
South Bay Water Recycling System (see Section 5 Revisions to the Text of Draft PEIR).
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K. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SANTA CLARA COUNTY OPEN
SPACE AUTHORITY, DATED AUGUST 15, 2011.

COMMENT K-1: The Santa Clara County Open Space Authority appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Draft Program EIR for Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan and has the following
comments:

The Open Space Authority’s mission is to acquire and protect a regional system of open space and
greenbelts. The Authority is committed to preserving connected habitat to ensure viability of
endangered species and to conserve working lands to sustain our agricultural economy.

The Open Space Authority recognizes the proposed Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan provides a
vision of future growth, development, and provision of municipal services for San Jose. However, as
indicated in the proposed General Plan, implementation will likely result in development of the
remaining agricultural sites designated as prime farmland within the Urban Service Area of the City
of San Jose. Significant unavoidable impacts are proposed for the loss of this prime farm land and
that no reasonable mitigation measures are available to reduce the loss. The Authority encourages
the City to consider participation in an appropriate agricultural mitigation plan to mitigate or avoid
the loss of agricultural lands.

RESPONSE K-1: The foregoing comments include the Open Space Authority’s
recommendations regarding the project, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The
opinion regarding agriculture mitigation is acknowledged, but does not provide new
information on how that can be accomplished (see also Section 3.1.4 in the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT K-2: The Open Space Authority commends the City of San Jose for emphasis on
sustainability throughout the proposed General Plan, that include updated policies that ensure that
future development in the planned Growth areas will be integrated into the existing urban structure
with the least amount of conflict with agricultural uses in surrounding areas as well as addressing
reduction to adverse impacts to greenbelt and natural habitat uses along city’s edge.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the PEIR for the Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan.

RESPONSE K-2: This comment reflects opinions regarding the project, the Envision
San José 2040 General Plan. No other response is required.
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L. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, DATED AUGUST 15, 2011.

COMMENT L-1: Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of
Transportation (Department) in the environmental review process for the above-referenced project.
We have reviewed the proposed project’s EIR and offer the following comments.

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)

The turning traffic for all studied intersections must include AM and PM peak hour volumes, under
existing and proposed DEIR conditions, including but not limited to the iStar and Rancho Del Pueblo
residential options.

RESPONSE L-1: There were no intersections studied in this PEIR. As discussed in
Section 3.2.1.3 Roadway Traffic Operations on page 209, San José does not now and has not
for 30 years used intersection level of service for long term traffic projections associated with
its General Plan. This same section of the Draft PEIR goes on to identify which elements or
characteristics of the roadway system were studied and how. There is further detail on the
regional model in Appendix B of the Draft PEIR, and Section 3.2.3.2 Transportation Impacts
Methodology and Assumptions. The comment letter from the Santa Clara County
Congestion Management Agency (see F-4 of this section of the First Amendment to the Draft
PEIR) also speaks to the development and validation of the model.

COMMENT L-2: Cultural Resources

The following statement, under section 3.11.1.5 Archaeological Resources (see page 694) as it
pertains to the State’s right-of-way (ROW), should be qualified as follows with the underlined
language, “While it is probable that many of the potential resources, including foundations, wells,
privies, and trash deposits, have been impacted and removed as a result of previous excavations for
infrastructure improvements and other development activities over the past 100 years, it is unknown
what resources remain.”

RESPONSE L-2: The statement is added for State of California rights-of-way in
Section 5 Proposed Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT L-3: Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) — SB 375

The DEIR should clarify how the scenarios were determined, particularly the scenarios involving any
relevance to SB 375 and AB 32. The DEIR should also clarify for all scenarios whether impacts
outside the San Jose Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) were taken into consideration or were only
impacts within the UGB analyzed.

RESPONSE L-3: The selection of alternatives is discussed in Section 8.5 of the Draft
PEIR. No separate alternatives were identified for just climate change or greenhouse gas
impacts. The project evaluated is a major General Plan update for the entire City of San José.
Five alternative land use scenarios were evaluated, plus “No Project” (which was defined as
the indefinite continuation of use of the current General Plan).

The intent of the question about whether or not “only impacts within the UGB” were
analyzed is not clear. Is the question asking whether impacts from development that occurs

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 95 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
City of San José September 2011



Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

outside the UGB were considered, or is it asking whether impacts from development inside
the UGB upon land outside the UGB were considered?

Regardless of the meaning, the answer to both versions of the question is yes. The EIR
analyzed impacts from development allowed within the UGB upon conditions outside the
UGB including both the natural environment of the hills, baylands, farmlands, and rural
environments and upon the urban environment of adjacent cities. The EIR also evaluated
impacts from the amount of development allowed by the Plan outside the UGB on the
existing environment outside the UGB.

For example, Section 3.1.1.3 Existing Land Use starting on page 141 of the Draft PEIR,
identifies remaining prime farmland both inside and outside the UGB. Section 3.1.1.4
Existing Land Uses in Surrounding Areas, starting on page 146, summarizes the adjacent
land uses in all of the surrounding cities adjacent to San José (and by definition outside San
José’s UGB). Section 3.1.3.7 is specifically entitled Land Use Impacts Outside the Urban
Growth Boundary, and includes a subsection entitled Proposed General Plan Policies and
Actions that Reduce or Avoid Possible Adverse Land Use Impacts Outside the UGB.

Likewise, Section 3.2 Transportation includes, for example, Screenline Locations both inside
and outside the San José UGB (Figure 3.2-2 page 211) and at the end of the Existing Setting
section is a paragraph describing Adjacent Jurisdiction Roadway Segments (page 260).
Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions are described in Section 3.2.4.5, starting on page 287.

Section 3.2.4.5 is entitled Impacts to Adjacent Jurisdictions, all of which are outside San
José¢’ UGB.

The discussion of air quality existing conditions and impacts conforms to BAAQMD
standards for evaluating regional impacts.

Section 3.5 addresses vegetation and wildlife starting on page 408. There is extensive
discussion throughout this section of the natural resources that exist both inside and outside
the City’s UGB, including resources inside the City limits but outside the UGB. Each
subsection of the Impacts section specifies where different types and quantities of planned
development will or will not contribute to potential impacts inside and/or outside the UGB
(see for example, pages 474, 479, 481, 483, etc.).

Another example is Section 3.12.3.1 Impacts to Scenic Vistas, which discusses visual and
aesthetic impacts from development allowed both within and outside the UGB. Discussion
on page 726 explicitly addresses the importance of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) itself
in preserving scenic vistas.

COMMENT L-4: Pedestrian Safety

The DEIR should include a map depicting the pedestrian corridors, to accompany the Pedestrian
Circulation section (see page 223).

RESPONSE L-4: The reference on page 223 is part of the Existing Setting section of
the existing General Plan. The map referred to is not part of the proposed Envision San José
2040 General Plan. The “Pedestrian Priority Areas Diagram” is available here:
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http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/gp/2020_text/Pdf version/2010/GPChp5_2010-12-

07.pdf
The planned bicycle and pedestrian improvements are shown on Figure 3.2-9, on page 254 of
the Draft PEIR.
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ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS
1. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CAROL ASHMAN, DATED JUNE 19, 2011.

COMMENT 1-A: I've been trying to understand how the Draft Program EIR specifically
affects my area, SJ City Council District 8. Unfortunately, it appears that this district has been split
into 5 different areas for planning purposes. This makes it difficult to understand how my area as a
whole will be impacted. Add to that the blurry maps, especially the Legends, which appear in the
PDF, and you can see how it could euphemistically be called "challenging."

RESPONSE 1-A: City staff provided a response to the letter writer via email on June
23,2011 to assist with viewing of map legends and with access to the Draft Envision Land
Use/Transportation Diagram described in the Draft PEIR on the City’s website. Because of
the scale of the General Plan Diagram, it does not typically include parcel lines or local street
names. It was noted that other interfaces on the City’s website allow the viewer to adjust the
scale of the Land Use/Transportation Diagram and search by address were available. These
include:

e http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/gp _update/landuse_diagram_gmaps.asp

(The GoogleMaps interface on this website also allows a viewer to select a land use area to
link to more information about the planned land uses)

e http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/gp update/landuse_diagram.asp

City staff also added an enlarged copy of the map legend as part of the PEIR posting at:
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/eir/EIR.asp

By established City practice, the proposed General Plan and PEIR are organized around
planning areas rather than Council Districts.

COMMENT 1-B: Specific questions that I'm interested in are:

1) How many more homes will be built in District 8?
2) What commercial development will be built in District 8?

RESPONSE 1-B: As noted above, by established City practice, the proposed General
Plan and PEIR are organized around planning areas rather than Council Districts. Council
Districts change with reapportionment every 10 years and so no estimate has been made of
projected growth by City Council district.

COMMENT 1-C: 3) Where specifically will these developments be located? I know about the
large areas in the hills behind Evergreen Valley College, near Eastridge Mall, and Evergreen Village
Square. But if you expect thousands of new buildings, just where else do you expect them to go?

4) What community improvements will be added to handle this growth? e.g., new community
centers, libraries, sports fields for kids, & parks for adults

RESPONSE 1-C: Within the PEIR, please refer to Figure 2.2-1 which gives the
Citywide view of the Growth Areas and to Figure 2.2-18 which illustrates proposed
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roadway modifications. A table identifying the planned amounts of job and housing growth
for each Growth Area is posted at:

http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/gp _update/meetings/3-21-
11/Resource%20Materials/Scenario7_Jobs&Housing_3 Horizons Alternative.pdf

COMMENT 1-D: 5) What will compensate the current residents for the increased traffic, noise,
police & fire response time, and facility overcrowding (such as schools & parks)?

6) What will compensate the current residents for the decrease in water supply (forcing rationing),
decrease in open space in our nearby hills, and loss of privacy?

RESPONSE 1-D: The foregoing comments address a range of concerns regarding
effects of future development on current residents of San José. The PEIR addresses the
environmental effects of implementation of the proposed project, the Envision San José 2040
General Plan. As disclosed in Section 3.2 Transportation and Section 3.3 Noise and
Vibration, new development allowed under the proposed General Plan will generate a
significant increase in traffic, congestion will increase on already congested roadways, and
traffic noise would impact noise sensitive land uses at some locations, especially adjacent to
heavily traveled roadways. Roadway screenlines that would experience significant increases
in traffic are listed in Table 3.2-15 and significant increases in noise levels for major
roadways are shown in Table 3.3-7 of the PEIR. Identified significant impacts occur
throughout the city. Policies designed to reduce vehicular travel and increase walkability are
also identified in Section 3.2.4.1, Section 3.2.4.2, and Section 3.2.4.3 of the Draft PEIR.

The provision of public facilities and services, including police and fire services, schools and
parks are addressed in Section 3.9 of the PEIR. Proposed General Plan policies that address
the provision of additional fire protection services, police services, schools, parks, and
libraries are listed on pages 610-611, 612-613, 615, 618-619 and 621 of the Draft PEIR.

As discussed on page 652 of the Draft PEIR, based upon the SCVWD Urban Water
Management Plan 2010, the potential for water demand to exceed supply after 2025 would
result in the need for additional water storage and water supply. The proposed General Plan
includes policies that only allow new development to occur when adequate water supply and
facilities exist to serve that development. In addition, as part of the major review of the
General Plan every four years, water supply, water conservation and future growth will be
assessed based on conditions at the time of the major review.

Future growth in San José is proposed to be focused within the City’s Urban Growth
Boundary, and a substantial decrease in open space in hillside areas is not an anticipated
impact of implementation of the proposed General Plan.

Land use impacts from implementation of revised land use designations are addressed in
Section 3.1.3.1 of the PEIR. As discussed in this section, land use conflicts, such as visual
intrusion (i.e., loss of privacy) associated with future development can be adequate addressed
if taken into account in the design of a new project. Elements of the proposed General Plan
intended to mitigate for land use impacts are listed on pages 157-159 of the Draft PEIR.

The proposed General Plan provides a vision of future growth, development and the
provision of municipal services in San José. The General Plan would not pay, or
compensate, existing residents related to future growth.
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COMMENT 1-E: 7) Are any current owners going to lose their home or property in this plan,
such as to allow access for new residents? For example, some of the narrow streets surrounding the
former Pleasant Hills Golf Course have houses on either side. In order to widen the road to allow
safe passage for new residents, existing homes would have to be removed.

RESPONSE 1-E: The number of roadways planned for widening citywide has been
reduced in the proposed General Plan compared to the existing General Plan. Some right-of-
way acquisition could be required, however a substantial impact to housing is not anticipated.
The proposed land use designation on the former Pleasant Hills Golf Course is Private
Recreation and Open Space and this property is not planned for residential development.
White Road, which is located adjacent to the former golf course, is planned for future
widening.

COMMENT 1-F: 8) Is it possible to get maps of your areas that show planned development
which are completely legible? This includes the legend & colors shown. Specifically, the planning
areas called Alum Rock, Evergreen, San Felipe, Edenvale, & Coyote.

RESPONSE 1-F: Please refer to Response 1-A.
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2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CRAIG OW, DATED JULY 22, 2011.

COMMENT 2-A: Regarding the proposed change to the iStar site, would the height limitations
be lowered? Previous changes raised the height limits and this was a big mistake. Just take a look at
the new server farm building at Hwy 85 and Great Oaks Blvd. For those of us who live on the east
side of Monterey Hwy, where we once could see hills on the west side, now we see an ugly concrete
wall.

Also if the new plan allows buildings, whether residential or not, to be built at this height right next
to Great Oaks Blvd, and the high-speed rail is built, this will be like creating a giant sound wall
which would adversely impact the existing residences on the east side of Monterey Hwy. The height
limits need to be lowered along Great Oaks Blvd from hwy 85 to Cottle Rd.

RESPONSE 2-A: Under the proposed General Plan, building heights would be a
function of allowed densities for each land use designation. The land use designation under
the iStar Residential Option would be Mixed Use Neighborhood, a designation that allows
residential density of up to 30 dwelling units per acre and a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.25
to 2.0. Building heights typically would be 1 to 3.5 stories. The proposed General Plan
includes policies that specify the Zoning Ordinance should be used to establish specific
height limits for different locations within the city, and that such height limits should be
established to avoid long-term land use incompatibilities. Proposed General Plan policies
also address the need to preserve views of the hillsides and other natural features along
identified Scenic Corridors and Attractive Gateways, which would apply to the iStar site.

A project-level noise analysis, including changes in ambient noise levels, would be
undertaken at the time a specific development is proposed.

COMMENT 2-B: Another concern is the traffic impact. The new residential density needs to be
considered along with that which is proposed at the Hitachi site. The ramps to Highways 85 and 101
will become even more jammed in the mornings.

RESPONSE 2-B: The environmental review of the iStar site General Plan land use
designation is a program-level review including only a long term traffic analysis (for 2035).
A project-level transportation analysis, including nearby intersections at freeway ramps,
would be undertaken at the time a specific development is proposed.
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3. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ALMADEN VALLEY COMMUNITY
ASSOCIATION, DATED JULY 26, 2011.

COMMENT 3-A: In reviewing the current draft of Envision San José 2040 and the draft
Program Environmental Impact Report, the board of the Almaden Valley Community Association
finds a great deal to recommend the new plan. Some of the particularly strong points are:

e (learly defining the urban boundaries of San José

e Protecting the Mid Coyote Valley and South Almaden Valley Urban Reserves

e Addressing the expansion of jobs within the city of San José

e Providing for periodic, serious reviews of San Jose’s evolution in comparison with the goals of
the General Plan.

Focusing growth into areas where it can be best supported.

Using one or more “Urban Villages™ as a pilot, because they may not work as envisioned.

The PEIR makes it clear that growing the population of San Jose will have an adverse effect on the
quality of life in the city. In fact, the quality of life in San Jose has been deteriorating already,
largely because of ten consecutive years of budget deficits. This has created the obvious effects of
deferred maintenance on the streets, medians, and parks in the city. It has created libraries that are
closed as much as they are open, averaging in the newly constructed, vacant sites. More recently,
these deficits have created a probable decrease in public safety because of police and fire lay-offs.

Consequently, the focus of Envision San José 2040 on expanding the city’s employment base is
extremely important. A fiscal analysis of San Jose’s existing land usage (prepared by ADR, Inc.)
shows that every new job in the city is a net financial benefit to the city, and every new residence is a
net financial loss. Keeping job creation as a primary focus is a long term strategy that will enhance
the sustainability of San Jose and its quality of life. This general plan correctly reflects that.

Based on Table 8.5-1 in the PEIR, the baseline plan proposes adding 470,000 new jobs over the 30-
year horizon of the plan, and it proposes adding 120,000 dwelling units. We find Scenario 1 (It is
titled “Low Growth.”) very interesting because it adds 88,650 dwelling units over the same time
frame. This rate matches the 3,000 DU/year growth that the city has experienced over the last
decade. There is no apparent need to expand the housing base faster than the recent pace, and
acceleration is bound to be difficult because the amount of buildable land is severely constrained.
Housing is going to expand vertically, and the market has not totally embraced that concept, so far.
As noted above, each added residence is a net expense in the San Jose budget.

Scenario 1 is probably more realistic, and for that reason it is a better choice than the baseline plan.
Scenario 1 calls for adding 346,550 jobs in thirty years, approximately doubling the employment
base. The so-called “Low Growth” plan targets a ratio of 1.2 jobs for each employable resident.
That is clearly a worthy objective, even though it is slightly less than the goal of 1.3 in the General
Plan.

This is where the periodic reviews are extremely important. If the city’s employment growth falls
significantly behind a rate of 4 jobs per new dwelling unit, the review process should trigger a
moratorium on residential construction. (That ratio, 4 jobs/DU, is roughly common to both the
proposed General Plan and Scenario 1.)

AVCA has noted that the Association of Bay Area Governments proposes a very different scenario,
one in which San Jose continues to act as a dormitory for the balance of the Bay Area. That is clearly
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not acceptable. Being a bedroom community contributes to the city’s structural deficits, and it adds to
the average vehicle miles traveled. Bad for the roads. Bad for the air. Bad for the quality of life.
Bad for San Jose’s sustainability.

There are assumptions in the General Plan concerning the success of mass transit. Like the
popularity of high rise living, that cannot be taken for granted. This area developed as car-connected
region. A major part of Silicon Valley’s appeal to highly educated workers is the fact that if
something goes wrong at Company A in Santa Clara, Company B in San Jose has job openings;
one’s career can progress without selling a house, changing schools, or abandoning friends and
neighbors. Since that flexibility is important to the key workers, it must be retained, because
companies come here for the highly trained, highly innovative labor force. The flexible connection
between Silicon Valley companies and their workers is the local infrastructure, and today that
infrastructure is roads.

Consequently, the efficacy of mass transit must also be included in the periodic reviews. At this
time, mass transit, bicycles and even car pools represent a small fraction of the overall employment-
related traffic.

One of the opportunities for relieving congestion lies in telecommunications, which is almost an
afterthought in the General Plan. It is addressed in general terms at the end of Chapter 3 in the
General Plan. Most of the dark optical fiber has vanished, and IN 6 on page 3-58 stresses localized
communication capabilities. To be attractive, San Jose also needs to have data communication
freeways, high capacity fiber trunks, switching nodes and server farms. As long as we are human,
face-to-face communication will be best, but high bandwidth video conferences are becoming more
common and better tolerated because of savings in time and travel. Bandwidth availability across the
city will facilitate more work from home, as well. In fact, work-from-home is a potential bonanza
for reducing vehicle miles in San Jose and Silicon Valley.

The Program Environmental Impact Report makes it clear that increasing the population density of
San Jose will create unavoidable adverse effects. Key to mitigating those effects is having an
economically and fiscally sustainable city. Envision San José 2040 charts a path toward that goal,
and for that reason it deserves strong support. The plan needs further buttressing to make sure that its
aims are followed. Since expanding housing has been San Jose’s easiest growth path in the past, the
reviews should be capable of establishing housing moratoria when the dwelling units are out-running
job creation, or when they are out-running infrastructure capacity.

Attracting jobs to San Jose at the rates suggested in either the General Plan or in the Low Growth
Scenario is a serious challenge. The City Council must examine both the encouragements and
impediments posed by the City of San Jose. Wise strategies and skilled execution will be required to
bring 12,000 to 16,000 new jobs here every year.

RESPONSE 3-A: Although this comment refers to the PEIR, it does not ask any
questions about the content or analysis in the Draft PEIR, and does not comment on the
adequacy of the document. No response is, therefore, required. As a comment letter, it will
be included in the Final PEIR.

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 103 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
City of San José September 2011



Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

4. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LARRY AMES, DATED JULY 27, 2011.

COMMENT 4-A: I am writing to give my personal thoughts and comments on the draft
Program Environmental Impact Report for the San José General Plan Update — the Envision 2040
PEIR. I have spoken at a number of the meetings during the Public Comment time, and I have
submitted a couple written comments. However, this is the time to give overall comments and
detailed corrections, “for the record”.

I have been very impressed by the thoroughness and openness of the Envision 2040 process. A
knowledgeable and diverse task force was selected by the City that well-represented the diversity of
the community, geographically, demographically, and by occupation and interest. The co-Chairs did
a remarkable job at keeping the discussions civil, on-topic, and to-the-point; the City Staff were
excellent in their preparations and presentations. There were roughly fifty open-to-the-public
working meetings, plus a couple field-trips and several weekend community outreach meetings: we,
involved members of the community, had ample opportunities to provide written and verbal
comments throughout the process.

The Envision 2040 Task Force has had a monumental challenge: how to plan for the anticipated
growth sustainably. It’s as if the entire city of Oakland (or half of San Francisco) were to be added to
San José, while staying within the current borders, and doing so without impacting the habitat or
damaging the quality-of-life here.

I have followed the various General Plans over the years, and I applaud the change in emphasis that
is apparent in this General Plan Update. The Task Force worked by the mantra “Design a city for
cars and you’ll get more cars; design it for people and you’ll get a better city.” I recall that San
José’s 1985 General Plan was all about how to move cars faster to the edges of the city; the “Horizon
2000 tried to make the traffic more bearable with development tied to “Level of Service” at
intersections; “San José 2020” worked to limit urban sprawl with “the Greenline” Urban Growth
Boundary and the concept of in-fill; and now Envision 2040 strengthens the Greenline and aims for a
walkable/bikeable city with a reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled. By concentrating growth in
denser village-like nodes along the transit corridors, the plan encourages walking/biking for shopping
and entertainment, and transit for the daily commute. In addition, by concentrating the development
in limited regions of the city, there is less damage to the riparian habitats, hillsides, and baylands, and
also less damage to existing historically-interesting residential districts.

RESPONSE 4-A: These paragraphs reflect the letter writer’s opinion about the project,
the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The comments do not speak to any environmental
issues or the adequacy of the PEIR. No response is required.

COMMENT 4-B: Enough compliments: I do have a couple concerns as well:

As I have said on a couple occasions, I am troubled by the goal of 1.3 jobs per employed resident. I
support the goal to “Shift the focus of the city’s growth to establish San José as a regional
employment center to enhance the City’s leadership role”, and I understand the city’s desire to “grow
up” and cease being just a bedroom community. I also understand how jobs provide more tax
revenue and less of a financial drain than residences. San Francisco has a high jobs:resident ratio: it
can do so because it draws in workers by BART and CalTrain from the adjacent Peninsula and East-
bay cities. San José, however, is surrounded by Palo Alto, Sunnyvale, Mountain View and Santa
Clara, all of which already have high jobs:resident ratios and thus will be unable to provide a large
supply of workers to San José. On the east is the Diablo Range, and San José€ is trying to preserve a
greenbelt between it and Morgan Hill to the south: to bring in workers means long commutes from
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the nearest towns. I feel it is great for the city to plan on being able to accommodate a large number
of high-quality jobs (e.g., in the design and manufacture sector and not just in the service industry),
but it does not seem environmentally sustainable to plan on encouraging a high level of long-distance
commuting. Also, based on past experience, it seems that whenever there are lots of jobs here, the
demand for housing increases, driving up the cost, which causes a call for the building of more
affordable housing, which in turn lowers the job:resident ratio again.

RESPONSE 4-B: The PEIR evaluates the Plan as it is proposed. The policies in the
General Plan do not encourage a high level of long-distance commuting; the new and revised
policies focus on changing the way people travel (e.g., primarily in single-occupant
automobiles). The proposed revisions in the transportation network emphasize the need to
encourage the use of non-automobile methods of travel. Expansion of trails, sidewalks, and
bicycle paths and increased emphasis on their place in roadway designs (“complete streets”)
reflect a different approach to transportation planning. Various transit systems are embedded
more deeply in San José, linking more parts of the City and County. The PEIR
acknowledges that there is no analytic tool currently available that can calculate the
integrated results of the combination of evolving infrastructure, new policies, and expanded
transit. The PEIR also cannot speculate on what changes in public policies might be
proposed in the future.

COMMENT 4-C: There was considerable public input and Task Force support for the “Three
Creeks Trail”, which is planned to go along the abandoned Willow Glen Spur railroad corridor. I
note that Fig. 2.2-17 does not properly reflect the alignment: it has the trail following a previously
considered alignment along Alma Street rather than on the former railroad right-of-way. I have
heard that this is just a clerical mistake and that the map will be replaced with an updated version.
Nonetheless, for the record: there should be a dotted black line just south of Alma from Minnesota to
Senter. Also, is Table 2.2-15 correct in calling for Alma to be converted from 4 lanes to 2-lane
multimodal? — I thought it was one of the few designated truck routes.

RESPONSE 4-C: The trail master planning process is not yet complete and there may
be final right-of-way issues to be resolved for the Three Creeks Trail so designating its right-
of-way now would be premature.

Designation as a truck route does not conflict with widening or narrowing of streets. The
truck route status is to ensure proper roadway design standards are adhered to so truck traffic
is safely accommodated. Design considerations include standard travel lane width,
horizontal curve radius and vertical curve lengths, curb returns, and structural clearance. In
this case (for Alma), the truck route designation might also include consideration and use of a
higher design standard for the bike way. There is no inherent conflict between a bike route
and a truck route, and truck routes can be two-lane roadways.

COMMENT 4-D: As I said during public comment, I wish that Lincoln Avenue would be added
to the list of streets under consideration for reduction from 4 to 2 lanes of traffic. It is being
designated as the “Main Street” that serves the historic downtown neighborhood commercial district
of Willow Glen. While it does have to carry a fair amount of traffic, the current four lanes are not
optimally configured: in places one lane is blocked by left-turners, other places the other is blocked
by parallel-parkers, and the through-traffic is already effectively a single lane that weaves around the
obstacles. If Lincoln were converted to one-lane each way, with a 2-way left-turn middle lane and
bike lanes along the side, the traffic would move more smoothly and efficiently, the neighborhood
commercial district would better serve the local community (by being more accessible by bike), and I
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would predict that the impact on the through traffic would be minimal. (I’d recommend having the
3-lane configuration run the full length from Almaden Expressway to San Carlos, so as to avoid
having a lane of traffic peel off into one local residential street or another.)

RESPONSE 4-D: Please see Master Response A: Lincoln Avenue Designation, which
is found at the beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments on the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT 4-E: Table 2.2-15 lists a new freeway interchange at Senter at [-280, which is also
shown in Fig. 2.2-18. I don’t recall this ever being mentioned during any of the presentations. I can
see how it could help with traffic near “Little Saigon” and Kelley Park, but I wonder how it can be
configured so as to not impact the nearby McLaughlin and 11th Street intersections. But the main
reason I mention it: the alignment is adjacent to a historic train trestle on the abandoned Willow Glen
Spur line. Just north of here, the right-of-way is being planned for “the Five-Wounds Trail”, and it
would be wonderful for the trail to continue under I-280, across the trestle, and over to Kelley Park.
Would the Senter Rd. intersection be compatible with such a trail? (Note: such a trail would provide
access to the planned BART station, and would also provide an off-road bypass around a difficult-to-
construct segment of the planned Coyote Creek Trail through downtown.)

RESPONSE 4-E: The preliminary engineering concept for the 280/Senter Interchange
shows Senter Road being extended in the abandoned rail line right-of-way. Unless an
alternative alignment is devised for Senter Road, the trestle would have to be removed. In
the environmental documentation prepared for the Coyote Creek Trail in 2007, an
architectural historian concluded that the Western Pacific Railroad trestle bridge near Story
Road is a typical example of a common type and has no known association with important
events or persons in local history. While the bridge would typically be re-evaluated when the
interchange design is further developed, available information indicates that removal of the
trestle would not result in a significant adverse environmental impact to a historic resource.

COMMENT 4F: The saying is “the Devil’s in the details”, and there is a lot of detail in this
PEIR! I’'m afraid I’ve run out of time for reviewing and commenting. However, besides the few
points of concern mentioned above, I find that a lot of the details are good:

I am pleased to see Policy ER-3.1 — ER-3.4 in Section 3.0 on Riparian (“streamside”) setbacks. The
riparian habitats are vital for the environment. San José has had a Riparian Setback Policy for
decades now, but it has just been a “guideline”. Sometime it is followed fairly well (e.g., at the
Monte Vista project along the Los Gatos Creek or the new complex at Hillsdale on the Coyote), other
times the developers seem to “get away with murder” (recent examples include Malone at the
Guadalupe or the newly approved “right-up-to-the-edge” project on Guadalupe Mines Road). I hope
that, by being part of Envision 2040, the riparian setback policies will be more rigorously
implemented.

I’m glad to see in Table 2.2-18 that an intersection is planned for US-101 at 4th Street. This will tie
into an extension of Skyport Drive, providing improved access from US-101 to San José
International Airport.

Figure 2.2-18 shows that the Almaden / Vine one-way pair will be decoupled. This will be very
beneficial to the local community. However, unless measures are taken in advance, this may result in
more of the Almaden Expressway traffic peeling off on to Lincoln. (This is yet another reason for
converting Lincoln Ave. into a “complete” street, so as to avoid having the Alamden/Vine
improvements adversely affecting an adjacent community!)
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And I especially appreciate the passage starting on p. 126 that lists the “basic objectives” for the
policies and goals: they are wonderful!

Congratulations on completing this significant step in the long and thorough process of updating the
General Plan!

RESPONSE 4-F: These comments do not raise any questions about the analysis or
information in the PEIR. As part of this comment letter, they will be included in the Final
Program EIR. No other response is required.
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5. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROBERT HOSLER, DATED JULY 27, 2011.

COMMENT 5-A: Please add me to the list of people who support the maintaining of the Rancho
Del Pueblo golf course. There are already homes in this area that aren't selling and just adding more
is counterproductive for everyone but developers. There is no other facility like this in east San Jose
(short, 9-hole golf). Many of us (seniors) who do not have the time or energy for 18 holes, rely upon
this facility to get us outdoors and provide a place for our exercise and social contact...both beneficial
to our health. Once this is gone, it will be cost-prohibitive to recreate elsewhere. It would be much
easier to provide housing at another site without sacrificing the health of the community. In addition
to the seniors using this course, many children also use it with parents or mentors teaching them to
game of golf. This is very important to the youth of the community as the city seems intent on
closing many of the few places still available for their recreation.

RESPONSE 5-A: Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood, which is at the beginning of this section, Section
4. Responses to Comments.
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6.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC, DATED JULY
27, 2011.

COMMENT 6-A: PG&E owns and operates gas and electric facilities located within the project
area. To promote the safe and reliable maintenance and operation of these utility facilities, the
CPUC has mandated specific clearance requirements between utility facilities and surrounding
objects or construction activities. To ensure compliance with these standards, planners and project
proponents should coordinate with PG&E early in the development of their project. Any proposed
development plans should provide for unrestricted utility access and prevent easement
encroachments that might impair the safe and reliable maintenance and operation of PG&E's
facilities.

Developers will be responsible for the costs associated with the relocation of existing PG&E
facilities to accommodate their proposed development. Because facilities relocations require long
lead times and are not always feasible, developers should be encouraged to consult with PG&E as
early in their planning stages as possible.

We would like to note that expansion of utility facilities is a necessary consequence of growth and
development. As development occurs, the cumulative impacts of new energy load growth use up
available capacity in the utility system. In addition to adding new distribution feeders, the range of
electric system improvements needed to accommodate growth may include upgrading existing
substations and building new substations and interconnecting transmission line. Comparable
upgrades or additions would be required for our gas system as well.

We recommend that environmental documents for proposed development projects include adequate
evaluation of cumulative impacts to utility systems, the utility facilities needed to serve those
developments, and any potential environmental issues associated with extending utility service to the
proposed project. This will assure the project's compliance with CEQA and reduce potential delays
to the project schedule.

Please note that continued development consistent with your General Plan will have a cumulative
impact on PG&E's gas and electric systems and may require on-site and off-site additions to the
facilities that supply these services. Because utility facilities are operated as an integrated system,
the presence of an existing gas or electric transmission or distribution facility does not necessarily
mean the facility has capacity to connect new loads.

We would like to recommend that environmental documents for proposed project include adequate
evaluation of cumulative impacts to utility systems, the utility facilities needed to serve the future
developments and any potential environmental issues associated with extending utility service to the
proposed project. This will assure the project's compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and reduce potential delays to the project schedule.

The California Constitution vests in the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) exclusive
power and sole authority with respect to the regulation of privately owned or investor owned public
utilities such as PG&E. This exclusive power extends to all aspects of the location, design,
construction, maintenance and operation of public utility facilities. Nevertheless, the CPUC has
provisions for regulated utilities to work closely with local governments and give due consideration
to their concerns. PG&E must balance our commitment to provide due consideration to local
concerns with our obligation to provide the public with a safe, reliable, cost-effective energy supply
in compliance with the rules and tariffs of the CPUC.
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We would also request that we be copied on future correspondence regarding this subject as this
project develops and that we be placed on the list to review the Final Environmental Impacts Report
(FEIR).

RESPONSE 6-A: The roles and responsibilities of PG&E and the CPUC and projected
utility loads in San José are discussed in Section 3.13.4 Energy Impacts in the PEIR.

PG&E’s comments regarding easements, costs associated with relocation of PG&E facilities,
and cumulative demand within the utility system requiring new local distribution feeders or
other electric or gas system improvements for individual development projects are
acknowledged. As discussed in Section 3.10.3.5 Secondary Energy Impacts of the Draft
PEIR, development allowed under the proposed General Plan may require construction of
utility system improvements to provide adequate natural gas and electricity. Needed
improvements could range from on-site to off-site installations of pipelines, power lines
and/or electric substations. As noted on page 668 of the Draft PEIR, the City has provided
information to Pacific Gas and Electric on the proposed General Plan and will continue to
coordinate with their Service Planning and Distribution Planning Departments on utility
needs.
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7. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PRESERVATION ACTION COUNCIL OF
SAN JOSE, DATED JULY 28, 2011.

COMMENT 7-A: The Preservation Action Council of San Jose (PAC*SJ) is pleased to have this
opportunity to comment on the Envision 2040 Environmental Impact Report. Our comments are
generally confined to Section 3.0 - 3.11 Cultural and Paleontological Resources.

The Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures does not include any “Significant Unavoidable”
impacts for Cultural or Paleontological resources. That is because the premise of the Envision 2040
EIR is that the proposed plan will be “self-mitigating since it incorporates policies and actions to
implement the identified mitigation and avoidance measures for future projects that are consistent
with the General Plan” (Page 134). This premise will be true as long as proposed development is
consistent with the adopted 2040 General Plan and all of the policies contained in Section 3.11 are
implemented.

However, successful protection of historic resources will also require the completion of the City's
Historic Resources Inventory. The EIR admits that the Inventory is incomplete and that this EIR
only deals with “identified” or “known” resources, and there is “much that is not known” (Page 694).
That is an inadequacy in the EIR that cannot be corrected until all of the cultural and historic
resources have been successfully identified. The EIR emphasizes that the City needs to identify the
resources and funding to complete the Historic Resources Inventory. PAC*SJ strongly supports this
recommendation.

RESPONSE 7-A: Given the size of the city, the incorporation of many distinct
neighborhoods through annexation, and the diversity of periods of cultural and historic
significance in San José, identification of historic resources on the City’s Historic Resources
Inventory is and will continue to be an on-going process. As noted on page 685 of the PEIR,
many, but not all, cultural resources in San José have been identified over the past 50 years.
In addition, resources that may be considered historic are expanding as the importance of
mid-20"™ Century economic, cultural and architectural contributions to the City’s historic
fabric are recognized.

The PEIR includes discussions of other buildings, structures and resources in each Planning
Area that may be eligible for a national, state or local historic register (refer to pages 695-708
and Appendix J of the Draft PEIR). These discussions focus on the identified growth areas in
the proposed General Plan.

While the City recognizes that additional work could be done on the Historic Resources
Inventory, it is important to incorporate a mechanism for evaluating future projects whether
or not they are on the City’s inventory. As noted in this comment, the General Plan update
includes policies and actions that require evaluation of cultural and paleontological resources
and mitigation and avoidance measures for future projects, including sites not currently listed
on the City’s inventory. Through these measures, additional cultural resources may be
identified and placed on the Historic Resources Inventory.

COMMENT 7-B: The Envision 2040 General Plan contains a number of policies to protect cultural
and historic structures, districts and archeological areas. It also contains a number of policies that
will require those protections as the proposed Urban Villages are created. To the extent possible, and
absent specific proposed developments, the EIR has examined the impacts of those policies.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Envision 2040 EIR.

RESPONSE 7-B: This comment does not raise any questions about the analysis or
information in the PEIR. No other response is required.
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8. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY
COMMITTEE, DATED JULY 28, 2011.

COMMENT 8-A: This letter will constitute comments by the California Clean Energy Committee

on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan
(EIR).

The California Clean Energy Committee is a California non-profit corporation headquartered in
Davis which seeks to promote energy conservation, greenhouse gas reduction, and the development
of clean-energy resources throughout California. It actively supports the application of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to energy conservation and related project impacts.

Over 90 individuals in the San José¢ area have joined the Committee's campaign to request that that
City incorporate robust energy conservation and environmental stewardship into the new general
plan.

All notices regarding this project are requested to be sent to 3502 Tanager Avenue, Davis, California
95616-7531. Please feel free to contact the undersigned for additional information.

While we recognize and commend the City on its admirable leadership on environmental issues, a
careful review of the proposed general plan shows that a focus on fiscal issues threatens to divert the
City from its environmental goals. To accept such a perspective would be especially unfortunate in a
programmatic EIR that resolves fundamental planning issues and then obscures them from public
view for years.

The recurring theme of the environmental review is that to achieve fiscal sustainability, the City must
adopt economic development policies that will transform it into a commuter hub. The plan seeks to
have 1.3 jobs for every employed resident. Many more employees would have to commute into San
José causing increased traffic congestion and a host of negative impacts.

RESPONSE 8-A: The PEIR evaluates the environmental effects of implementation of
the proposed Envision San José 2040 General Plan. As noted on page 128 of the Draft
PEIR, the PEIR is intended to inform the decision makers (the San Jos¢ City Council) and the
general public of the environmental impacts associated with adopting the Envision San José
2040 General Plan. 1t discloses that if the City achieves its objectives related to shifting the
focus of the city’s growth towards a regional employment center from the traditional low-
intensity, sprawling land use pattern, vehicle travel could increase along with population and
employment. As previously discussed in Response 4-B, the PEIR acknowledges that there is
no analytic tool currently available that can calculate the integrated results of the combination
of evolving infrastructure, new policies, and expanded transit. The San José City Council, as
the decision-makers, will be responsible for taking action on the proposed General Plan
update and may adopt the proposed project or an alternative plan with features that have been
evaluated under CEQA.

To an extent the City is already a commuter hub in that residents commute from San José to

other areas in the San Francisco Bay region. Various transit systems, including Caltrain, are
embedded deeply in San José, linking more parts of the City and County than other suburban
areas.
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COMMENT 8-B: For decades planning that prioritizes municipal revenue generation has been
widely criticized as the “fiscalization of land use.” The California Planning Roundtable has called it
“irrational planning” and described it as a process where “local governments no longer seek balance
in their land-use planning policies but rather seek to defeat their neighbors in a 'win/lose' game of
fiscal land use planning.”

The City has sought to lessen the deleterious effects of this approach by applying a number of
remedies developed by scientists and researchers over the past decade to wean our civilization from
its suffocating dependence on petroleum. But the EIR shows that these remedies have not been
enough to stem the tide of new pollutants streaming from the proposed plan.

The effect of the new plan is to exhaust these crucial conservation tools on a set of newly created
transportation problems leaving the City’s efforts to implement its Green Vision crippled. Similarly,
this plan defeats an array of statewide and regional policies that rely on these mitigation tools to roll
back systemic dependence on petroleum-fueled transportation. (EIR at 19.)

RESPONSE 8-B: The fiscalization of land use is defined by the California Planning Round
Table” to mean:

a policy environment in which land-use decisions are made mostly or entirely based on fiscal
considerations, rather than with an eye toward healthy and balanced communities.

As described in the PEIR Summary, the proposed Envision San José 2040 General Plan
provides a vision for future growth, development, and the provision of municipal services for
San José. Part of that vision is to develop in a fiscally sustainable manner. Other aspects of
the proposed Envision San José 2040 General Plan are to focus new housing growth within
identified Growth Areas and preclude large scale residential development on sites outside of
these Growth Areas, including areas outside the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. Planned
Growth Areas have been selected to promote transit use and neighborhood walkability and
align with overall General Plan goals, including implementation of the City’s Green Vision.
As listed in Section 3.10 Utilities and Service Systems and Section 3.14 Population and
Housing of the PEIR, implementation policies in the proposed General Plan call for annual
and major General Plan Reviews every four years that would evaluate the status and
implementation of Green Vision and greenhouse gas reduction goals. While fiscal
sustainability is a key objective of the proposed General Plan, it also includes a range of
goals and policies related to environmental sustainability, environmental resources, and
quality of life (refer to Section 1.3 of the PEIR and Chapters 3 and 4 of the proposed General
Plan).

The introduction to the “Summary of Alternatives” on page 19 of the PEIR provides an
overview of several of the key objectives used to identify project alternatives in Section 8.0
Alternatives to the Proposed Project. Please refer to pages 861-863 of the PEIR for the
discussion and list of 15 project objectives considered in the alternatives analysis.

COMMENT 8-C: Nor would this expenditure of critical conservation strategies generate the
anticipated benefits. The infrastructure and ancillary services required to support an expected two

* Source: California Planning Round Table. “Restoring the Balance: Managing Fiscal Issues and Land Use
Planning Decisions in California”. Available at: <http://cproundtable.org/cprwww/docs/fiscal.html>.
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million more miles of vehicle travel per day are certainly not without cost to the city, but these costs
have been ignored in the analysis.

As is almost always the case with plans of this sort, the City has no source that would provide the
necessary financing nor an available plan to deal with the increased traffic congestion that this plan
would generate. (EIR at 283, 287, 291.) Beyond the lack of capital funding, the City is currently
accumulating a road maintenance deficit at the rate of $20 million dollars per year. And Caltrans is
currently falling behind on maintenance at a rate $4 billion per year statewide with no help in site.
With increased vehicle efficiency standards, gas tax revenues per vehicle mile will become
increasingly inadequate.

New traffic problems and fiscal problems are thus being layered onto the serious ones that already
exist. The plan is, quite literally, creating new transportation problems at a faster rate than it can
resolve them and exhausting a host of crucial mitigation strategies in the process. The City should
consider what will be the full financial cost to support an additional two million miles of vehicle
travel per day.

And the unexamined financial consequences do not stop with the City itself. According to the U.S.
Department of Transportation, owning and operating a vehicle in 2009 cost the typical consumer
$0.57 per mile. Recent data shows San Jose to be number one in the nation for average monthly
consumer expenditure on gasoline. What is the sense of expecting the public to engage in the
wasteful burning of more gasoline only so the City can reap a small percentage as tax revenue? Does
that represent sound public policy?

RESPONSE 8-C: These comments regarding the contents of the proposed General Plan
and transportation related costs are noted. As they do not raise any questions regarding
environmental issues or the adequacy of the PEIR, no other response is required.

COMMENT 8-D: For ABAG the answer has clearly been in the negative—

In the Bay Area, as in many metropolitan areas, cities with employment centers have historically
planned for insufficient housing to match job growth. This lack of housing has escalated Bay Area
housing costs. Unmet housing demand has also pushed housing production to the edges of our
region and to outlying areas. San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and San Benito counties have produced much
of the housing needed for Bay Area workers. People moving to these outlying areas has led to longer
commutes on increasingly congested freeways, inefficient use of public transportation infrastructure
and land. Negative impacts on health, equity, air quality, the environment and overall quality of life
in the Bay Area also result.

(Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014 at 26.) The policies that the City proposes not only increase
transportation costs, they also escalate housing prices.

The City should adhere to the goals in the San Jose's Green Vision, which states that within 15 years
the city "must reduce reliance on single-occupant vehicles," "reduce per capita energy use by 50
percent," "divert 100 percent of the waste from our landfill," "adopt a General Plan with measurable
standards for sustainable development," and “receive 100 percent of our electrical power from clean
renewable sources.”

It is submitted that local government agencies at the least should not create new transportation
problems through their economic development strategies and that with the enviable economic
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advantages already existing in San Jose, the City's EIR can and must explore alternative routes to its
economic goals. For the reasons set forth below in more detail, the EIR should be revised and
recirculated.

RESPONSE 8-D: The foregoing comments reflect opinions and recommendations
regarding the project, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The transportation impacts
of the proposed Envision San José 2040 General Plan are described in the PEIR and the
comments do not raise any questions about the adequacy of the PEIR in terms of disclosure
of environmental impacts. No other response is required.

COMMENT 8-E: 1. Energy Conservation

The energy threshold adopted in the EIR was not used in the evaluation of the impacts. The EIR
should contain a quantitative baseline and a quantitative significance analysis for each energy impact
supported by substantial evidence.

The City has concluded that its land use plan will increase per capita VMT. Consequently, per capita
use of transportation fuels will increase as a result of the land use plan causing a significant impact
on per capita energy consumption that should be analyzed and mitigated.

The EIR should evaluate the environmental impacts connected with the energy resources that will be
relied on including the impacts connected with the transmission and delivery of energy. It should
consider the environmental impacts of relying on volatile petroleum markets for transportation fuels.
Particular attention should be given to the impacts of expanded reliance on coal fired power and
fracked natural gas imported by PG&E. Eighteen percent of PG&E's power is produced by coal-
fired plants.

The energy suppliers that the city currently uses, local and remote, should be identified along with
their emissions profiles, fuel source, energy efficiencies, environmental record, transmission and
distribution facilities, and function in the system, e.g., baseload, peaker, etc.

The EIR should quantify energy efficiencies by amount and type of fuel and by usage including
transportation, sewage treatment, refuse disposal, water supply systems, and other major categories.
Each sector should be evaluated both for potential energy recovery and energy efficiency
opportunities.

Potential renewable energy supplies should be identified and evaluated including solar, small and
large wind, ocean power, biomass, biogas, cogeneration, and small-scale hydro.

Since urban development has considerable potential to restrict the development of renewable energy
resources, local resources should be mapped and the potential constraints on implementation of them
identified.

Data regarding major natural gas users should be evaluated to identify cogeneration opportunities.
The EIR should implement a boiler retrofit program to provide baseload cogeneration.

The mitigation potential of renewable resources should be quantified and included in the mitigation.
Any conclusion that renewable resources will not be feasible should be supported by substantial
evidence. Feasibility should be based upon a complete comparison of the life cycle costs of
generation and efficiency technologies.
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The EIR should evaluate the secondary impacts of permitting further investment into fossil-fuel
dependent projects and outdated energy distribution technologies and infrastructure. Such projects
impact the overall interoperability of generation, storage, and demand regulation technologies and
impose high retrofitting costs on utilities, government agencies, consumers, businesses and landlords.
Energy efficiency and clean energy generation can be installed at greatly reduced costs during project
implementation.

The EIR should reflect a comprehensive analysis of energy efficiency opportunities addressing both
efficacy and feasibility issues and addressing feasible implementation strategies. Particular attention
should be given to mandating installation of proven and cost-effective solutions such as rooftop solar
photovoltaic, ground source heat pumps, demand response, energy management systems, home
energy monitors, microgrid technology, advanced solar thermal water heating, passive solar design,
cogeneration, absorption chillers, and energy education. Performance standards should be identified
and mitigation should be made enforceable.

The general plan should require quantitative energy analysis from project proponents and establish
a net-zero threshold at this time for energy causing all projects with potentially significant energy
impacts to scientifically evaluate, report on, and implement feasible energy efficiency measures,
renewable generation, and storage.

RESPONSE 8-E: The threshold for energy impacts in Section 3.13.3 of the PEIR is
would implementation of the proposed Envision San José 2040 General Plan “fail to include
means for avoiding or reducing, wasteful and/or unnecessary consumption of energy”’.
Section 3.13.4 Energy Impacts, which follows, identifies policies and actions in the proposed
General Plan and the City’s Green Vision that would encourage, facilitate, or require energy
conservation, renewable energy use and the amount of energy used through water
conservation, waste reduction, water recycling, infrastructure management, and other
measures.

The foregoing comments include a range of requested analyses. The following response aims
to clarify the level of specificity for program-level review under CEQA and the role of the
Energy section in a Program EIR. Locations in the PEIR where specific information
requested in these comments is provided are also listed below.

As discussed in the Preface on page 1 of the PEIR, under the CEQA Guidelines (Section
15146) the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of
specificity involved in the proposed activity. In this case, the proposed project is adoption of
an update to a General Plan for a city that covers over 143 square miles with more than one
million residents and employees. The specificity of analysis for a General Plan should focus
on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment
(e.g., effects that will occur once allowed development occurs under a General Plan) but the
EIR for a Plan need not be as detailed as an EIR on a specific construction project that might
follow.

As noted on page 133 of the Draft PEIR, the existing conditions described throughout the
PEIR are based on the best information available for conditions that existed in San José
during the time period 2008-2009 as explained in each subsection (e.g. transportation, land
use, energy).
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Specific information requested by the letter writer on energy and presented in the PEIR is
discussed below.

Energy use and supplies are addressed in Section 3.13 Energy of the Draft PEIR. As
discussed on page 741 of the Draft PEIR, electricity is delivered to consumers in San José via
an electrical grid of high voltage transmission lines. There is energy lost during long distance
transmission. The Draft PEIR also discusses that electricity is generated from various
sources and the electricity and natural gas supplier for San José is Pacific Gas and Electric.
Electricity and natural gas consumption in San José in 2008 are listed in Table 3.13-1 and
3.13-2, respectively and the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions profiles for these energy
sources were used in estimating GHG emissions under existing and projected future
conditions (see Section 3.15 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Appendix K).

Regarding energy efficiency, City Council policies on purchasing equipment and City of San
José participation in energy efficiency programs are discussed on page 746 of the PEIR.
Energy efficiency through targeted retrofits includes measures such as boiler retrofits and a
range of other measures. More information on the City’s energy efficiency program can be
found on the City’s website (http://energy.sanjoseca.gov/).

Energy use in the built environment and proposed General Plan policies that reduce or avoid
adverse energy impacts associated with the built environment are described in Section
3.13.4.1 of the PEIR. The proposed policies listed in the PEIR address a wide range of
renewable energy supplies and call for encouraging use of on-site renewable energy, water
conservation, waste diversion water recycling and solar electric improvements. There is no
conclusion in the PEIR that renewable energy resources are infeasible for future development
in San José.

Implementation strategies for energy efficiency and renewable energy opportunities noted in
Section 3.1.3.4 of the PEIR include the City’s energy efficiency program (Silicon Valley
Energy Watch) referenced above, as well as policies for Energy Conservation and Renewable
Energy Use, Green Building Policy Leadership, Water Conservation and Quality, Waste
Reduction, Renewable Energy, Infrastructure Management, various transportation policies,
and Sustainable Parks and Recreation Policies. An Action Item in the proposed General Plan
(MS-2.8) calls for developing policies which promote energy reduction for energy-intensive
industries and requires evaluation of operational energy efficiency as part of development
review.

Secondary energy impacts of future development on the natural gas and electricity
distribution systems is addressed at a program-level on pages 751 and 752. Installation of
additional energy distribution facilities could be reduced to the extent future and existing
development would be more energy efficient in the future.

Text has been added to Section 3.13.4.1 that identifies potential local renewable energy
supplies (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR). Given changing
technologies, uncertainties regarding the location, type, and timing of future development
between 2011 and 2035, and State of California requirements for the provision of renewable
energy by Pacific Gas & Electric, which is outside the City’s control, an estimate of
renewable energy use by type of renewable energy source would be speculative and is not
required under CEQA.
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As noted on page 747 of the PEIR, the City of San José anticipates that Pacific Gas and
Electric will continue to supply electricity and natural gas to the city throughout the life of
the proposed General Plan. Distributed energy systems, included solar and fuel cells, would
also supply energy at various locations throughout the city.

COMMENT 8-F: The EIR should call for a community choice aggregator (CCA) or a
municipal utility district so that residents and commercial enterprises can decide whether to purchase
electricity from fossil-fuel resources or to purchase energy from renewable energy providers. A
CCA maximizes the local tool set for energy conservation and makes tax-exempt financing available
for conservation goals. It provides regulatory authority to implement effective storage and to adopt
feed-in tariffs.

The EIR should require the city to petition the CPUC to become the administrator of the public goods
charge funds for energy efficiency to insure that those funds are used efficiently for local energy
programs.

RESPONSE 8-F: The CCA is a system adopted into law in several states, including
California, which allows cities and counties to aggregate the buying power of individual
customers within a defined jurisdiction in order to secure alternative energy supply contracts.
In other words, the City could develop an alternative energy project and provide energy to
customers in San José as a CCA. Under a municipal utility district, energy supplies and
distribution systems are managed and owner by a municipality (such as the City of San Jos¢).
The public goods charge fund is a special fund, to promote energy efficiency, energy
research, and alternative energy programs. Some of these funds are currently used for
voluntary energy efficiency measures in San José under the Silicon Valley Energy Watch
program administered cooperatively by the City’s Department of Environmental Services and
Pacific Gas and Electric in partnership with Ecology Action.

The foregoing comments reflect the letter writer’s opinions and recommendations regarding
mechanisms that could be used to implement the energy efficiency and renewable energy
policies in the project, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. These comments are
acknowledged. The comments do not raise any questions about any environmental issues or
the adequacy of the PEIR. No other response is required.

COMMENT 8-G: The EIR should quantify line-loss and ecosystem impacts that result from
reliance on remote power generation and long-distance transmission systems and mitigate those
impacts by implementing distributed generation.

RESPONSE 8-G: According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration data,
national, annual electricity transmission and distribution losses average about 7% of the
electricity that is transmitted in the United States.” In 2008 in California, it appears that
losses were over 10 percent. The secondary impacts to ecosystems (e.g., habitats and natural
communities) from existing and future long-distance transmission lines are acknowledged,
though quantifying those impacts, given the extent of the energy transmission system serving
northern and central California, is beyond the scope of this PEIR. As noted previously in

> U.S. Energy Information Agency. “Frequently Asked Questions”. Available at:
<http://www.eia.gov/tools/fags/faq.cfm?id=105&t=3>. Accessed August 16, 2011.
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Response 8-E, policies designed to increase on-site generation of energy are identified in
Section 3.13.4.1 (pages 747-748) of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT 8-H: The EIR should evaluate and mitigate peak energy demand through storage
technologies, fuel cells, demand side management, solar power, and smart grid technology.

Provisions should be made for alternative energy infrastructure for freight and passenger modes
including biodiesel, electric, biogas, CNG, and hydrogen systems as applicable including a network
of fast-charging facilities for electric vehicles. The EIR should evaluate the facilities and capacity
for recharging of electric vehicles. Regulations should require that homes be EV-ready and that
apartments provide for electric vehicle charging.

The EIR should quantify the potential energy savings from efficient transportation modes such as
rail, transit, street cars, electric vehicles, bicycles, car-pooling, neighborhood electric vehicles
(NEVs), etc. Congestion charges and privatization of public parking structures should be adopted as
mitigation for energy impacts.

The EIR should quantify and evaluate the potential for using waste methane from the city's waste-
water treatment systems and the solid waste stream. The EIR should evaluate potential energy
savings the city could achieve through ordinances that prohibit wasteful and inefficient packaging.
Energy conservation gains through recycling efforts should be evaluated quantitatively and feasible
benchmarks established in order to insure that the environmental and economic benefits of energy
conservation are achieved.

The EIR should evaluate the potential for retrofitting renewable energy resources and energy
efficiency to existing residential, industrial, and commercial properties. The EIR should consider
streamlining permitting and zoning regulations for energy efficiency measures and distributed
generation. Feasibility should determined in light of lifetime energy costs, the available incentives,
and financing programs. (www. dsireusa. org.)

The goals and objectives of the city's Strategic Energy Plan should be incorporated as energy
efficiency or, in the event that components of the Strategic Energy Plan are not deemed feasible, it
should be adopted insofar as possible the reasons and support for not implementing them further
provided. The EIR should provide milestones and reporting for the implementation.

RESPONSE 8-H: The comments above include a range of requested analyses and
evaluations. As discussed in Response 8-E, the level of specificity in a Program EIR is not as
detailed as an EIR on a specific construction project that might follow.

A number of the energy efficiency and energy systems mentioned in this comment are
addressed in the PEIR and the proposed policies in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan.
The letter writer is not specific as to specific sections or analyses of the PEIR that they
consider deficient. Locations in the PEIR where specific information requested in these
comments is provided are listed below, although this is not an exhaustive description.

As outlined in Section 3.13.4 of the PEIR, the proposed Envision San José 2040 General
Plan includes a range of policies that require future development be consistent with Green
Building energy efficiency measures and that encourage the use of distributed and renewable
energy (Policy MS-2.2). Distributed energy would tend to reduce peak demand on the
energy grid. Energy use associated with different transportation modes is evaluated in
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Section 3.13.4.2 of the PEIR and estimated energy savings from implementation of proposed
VMT reduction measures are summarized in Table 3.13-3. Policies regarding facilitating
charging of electric vehicles, including Policy TR-1.16, are identified in Section 3.4 Air
Quality, in Table 3.4-9 Transportation Control Measures and Relevant Proposed General
Plan Policies.

The City of San José Strategic Energy Plan, adopted in June 2010, is based upon the City’s
Green Vision and includes action items whose status is reported to the City Council on a
quarterly basis. Information gathered by the City on energy use and the implementation of
renewal energy sources in the City also will be reported as a part of the annual General Plan
Review, as called for in General Plan Policy IP-3.8 and compared to the specific goals for
environmental sustainability in this policy (refer to page 665 of the Draft PEIR).

COMMENT 8- J: 1. Transportation

The EIR reports that the city is now served by a wide range of public transit options (EIR at 218) and
that 50% of the population lives within convenient walking distance of transit (EIR at 216). Yet
transit use is strikingly low. Only 4% of commuters in San Jose use transit according to the EIR.
The percentage of drive-alone trips in San Jose has increased since 2000 (EIR at 197). GHG
emissions from transportation considerably exceed the Bay Area average. (EIR at 782.) Despite
being the third largest city in California, transit usage is 20% lower than the statewide average. (EIR
at 197.)

The City now proposes to layer on a plan that would increase automobile commuting. (EIR at

269.) It attempts to downplay the impacts citing "mixed and intensified" land uses along transit
corridors. Yet this solution admittedly has not worked in the past in San Jose. The proposed
mitigation is to a large degree a continuation of past measures which have been notably unsuccessful.
The EIR should identify the causes of the poor record of transit in San Jose and demonstrate that the
causes have been addressed so that different results can be expected under the proposed plan.

RESPONSE 8-J: The conclusion this comment draws, that the same approach
“admittedly has not worked in the past in San José” is unsubstantiated. The Envision San
José 2040 proposes a new higher level of intensity for new development, including the
provision of high density residential, a much broader range of land uses, and jobs, along
almost every major street that does now or is planned for transit service. The new plan also
proposes a substantial commitment to adding jobs. It is not accurate to say this is an
approach that has not worked in the past when the only place this type and intensity of
development exists in San José is the highly successful Santana Row. (A mixed use pattern
is developing in Japantown but is still largely incomplete.)

The proposal to place mixed use development in the growth areas shown in Figure 2.2-1 is
unprecedented. The expansion of transit, the bicycle network, and trail system, including a
new form of rapid transit (BRT) is likewise a change for San Jos¢ and Santa Clara County.
Another significant change is the reallocation of resources represented by some of the
changes in the roadway network (Tables 3.2-7-10).

It is only necessary to compare Figure 3.1-2 and Figures 3.1-3 to 5 with Figures 2.2-19 to 33
to identify the scope and scale of the differences that are proposed. Instead of a widespread
community of lower density housing widely separated from jobs and services, the City will
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become an interconnected community with a wide range of services and activities threaded
throughout the City.

This comment picks out only numbers for existing conditions from the Draft PEIR. In
addition to increased VMT, the model (despite its admitted limitations) also predicts
increased participation in modes other than drive alone (Table 3.2.14). Additionally,
adoption of very aggressive commute mode split targets (PolicyTR-1.3) combined with
General Plan policies for regular updates and monitoring progress, plus much more rigorous
Tier II actions (pages 265 and 274), create a credible, iterative, (and very different) program
for achieving the targets set out in PolicyTR-1.3. The policies identified in Section 3.2 of the
Draft PEIR as essential elements in the proposed project are specifically intended to reduce
impacts and are themselves all either new or substantially rewritten.

San José, in the past, relied most heavily on a Traffic Level of Service Policy for mitigation
in that it committed to reduce or avoid congestion by expanding the City’s streets and/or
widening intersections in order to facilitate automobile traffic movements. The Envision San
José 2040 General Plan does not propose to continue widening the City’s streets indefinitely.
Instead, it proposes to provide new and more varied choices to its residents and businesses
about where they work, where they live, and especially what mode they use to travel. To say,
therefore, that the Envision San José 2040 General Plan is an approach that has not worked
in the past is therefore an editorial comment that is not reflective of the PEIR.

COMMENT 8-K: The proposed plan would increase per capita VMT by 10% raising it from
14.62 VMT per service population to 16.08. (EIR at 752.) The EIR concludes this is a substantial
impact, yet no mitigation is discussed or proposed beyond that incorporated into the plan. (EIR at
269.) Because the policies and goals proposed in the plan are unenforceable, unfunded, and vague,
the cannot be trusted to mitigate impacts. The impacts could be considerably worse. The mitigation
should be designed in a way that the public is assured that it is effective and enforceable. The EIR
should develop measures to reduce VMT as provided in the City's Green Vision. (EIR at 376.)

The plan should discuss the impacts and mitigation that will occur if federal transit funding is further
reduced as is now being proposed or if local funding for transit is not sufficient. The plan mitigation
is dependent on transit funding which is quite uncertain.

RESPONSE 8-K: This comment jumps without explanation from Section 3.2
Transportation to Section 3.13 Energy, refers back 400 pages to another section to show that
no mitigation is discussed, and disregards the explanation of avoidance measures that are
incorporated into the General Plan to reduce energy impacts associated with transportation,
which begins on page 753.

Although it refers to page 269, the comment does not acknowledge the explanation on page
269 that the significant impact is identified, in part, because “There is... no way to accurately
quantify the benefits that can be achieved from those policies and actions using existing
analytic tools.” It also disregards the following explanation found on the previous page:

While the traffic analysis prepared for this PEIR makes use of the best available traffic
modeling techniques available, it should be recognized that the traffic model results do
not necessarily describe the most likely outcome of future implementation of the
proposed project, but rather describe a worst case outcome for CEQA purposes. The
traffic model results do not account for many observed demographic, cultural, economic
or urban design factors, all of which have been documented to influence the commute
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mode choices made by individuals living within an urbanized area. They also do not
reflect some of the policies included within the proposed project which could help to
reduce VMT but are not part of a typical, conservative approach to CEQA analysis.

The comment that the EIR should develop measures to reduce VMT as provided in the City’s
Green Vision as discussed on page 376 is unclear and appears to have been based on a
disregard of the text that is on page 376. Page 376 includes a detailed discussion of the
multi-pronged strategy to reduce VMT that is laid out in the GP policies found on pages 377
to 386 of the Draft PEIR, including quantified goals and strategies. It is acknowledged that
the last tier, in particular, will require cooperation by regional agencies since the City
believes that the ultimate programmatic goals set by state legislation cannot be achieved by
individual cities alone. The EIR also points out that the 35 percent reduction in VMT could
be achieved by the new infill development, but reduction in VMT associated with the
extensive and well established single-family neighborhoods not served by transit cannot be
accomplished by just the General Plan policies.

The comment that the EIR must discuss how the transit will be funded if federal funding
disappears and local funding is not enough, is incorrect. There is no requirement in CEQA
that an EIR must create a hypothetical future condition in order to disqualify proposed
mitigation or avoidance measures. The EIR is required to base its analysis on conditions that
existed at the time the Notice of Preparation was circulated or when the analysis began. It
should, nevertheless, also be noted in this context that Santa Clara County has a well
established history of passing local funding programs for transportation initiatives when state
and federal monies are not available.

COMMENT 8-L: The EIR states that that the ratio of jobs located near transit will decline due
to plans for growth in areas where transit has not been proposed. This fails to mitigate adverse
impacts to transit and to VMT.

The EIR finds no impact to mode share apparently because of hoped for increases in transit ridership.
(EIR at 269.) The analysis asserts that expanded BART service will result in 198,000 boardings by
the San Jose service population. Transit should be planned to all areas where there are plans for new
growth and the EIR should specify that project-level review of mode share impact will be required.
Or density should be moved closer to light rail adjusting for potential impacts related to density.
(EIR at 375.)

RESPONSE 8-L: This comment disregards the analysis in this section and disregards
the policies which will reduce the impact over time. Section 3.2.4.2 Mode Share Impact,
starting on page 260, discusses the development of employment uses at sites which have no
existing transit access. Just because there is no transit at these locations now does not mean
there never will be (as discussed on page 269) and it is likely that once a substantial number
of jobs are created at any of the locations, a system of shuttles will be created to bridge the
gap to transit until a transit system is expanded.

The comment that “transit should be planned to all areas” is not a meaningful remark when
directed toward a city’s general plan in a region where transit is not a city function. The
policies that relate to this activity include TR-1.4, TR-1.8, TR-1.9, TR-3.2, TR-3.3, TR-3.9,
and related policies and actions on pages 271-274. The City therefore proposes to do the
type of planning that would ensure development is transit accessible and to require that new
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development fund the necessary improvements. The expansion of the transit system itself is
not within the City’s authority.

COMMENT 8-M: The explanation of transit impacts contains an apparently mistaken references
to Table 3.2-12 and to “policies, plans and laws described below.” (EIR at 275.) Those materials
appear to be inapplicable to the mode-share impact analysis. Also, the Emergency Evacuation Plan
is not located at the referenced web address. (EIR at 237.)

RESPONSE 8-M: The reference to the table should be Table 3.2-14, which is on page
270. The reference to policies, plans and laws should be as “listed above”. The corrections
are included in Section 5 Proposed Revisions to the Draft PEIR of this First Amendment to
the PEIR. The web address for the emergency plan (please note that the S must be
capitalized) is also provided in Section 5 and is:
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/emergencyServices/pdf/BASIC%20PLAN.pdf

COMMENT 8-N: The EIR indicates that project-level transportation analysis on local projects
now relies on a traditional level of service analysis. (EIR at 209.) The EIR should be amended to
make clear that VMT and mode share analyses are required for all modes.

RESPONSE 8-N: The comment refers to a part of the Existing Setting and the section
also says that the City does not use LOS for long term projections, including General Plan
analysis. Under existing conditions, VMT and mode share analysis are not required for all
modes, so the statement would not be accurate.

COMMENT 8-0: The mode share analysis should include potential impacts on neighborhood
electric vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. (EIR at 209, 223-228, 238, 269-275.) Mode splits and
travel times should be established to ensure times are minimized and that the walking or biking
experience is comfortable. The EIR should evaluate bicycle level of service (LOS) on all road
segments. Safe routes to school should be planned for each school. Impacts to cycling include
factors such as vehicle parking, curb lane width, traffic volume, signalization, presence of a bike
lane, design of the street network, large truck volume, vehicle turning, barrier effect, traffic calming,
bike parking, and vehicle speeds. Desired speeds for each mode should be considered in the
evaluation.

RESPONSE 8-0: This comment confuses existing conditions (pages 209 and 223-228)
which do not address any impacts of the project, and the impact section which follows.

The detailed specifics of such analyses for either existing conditions or project conditions
would be far in excess of what could be provided for a General Plan level analysis, and is
well beyond what is necessary for a Program EIR. These types of analysis (street-by-street
evaluations of impacts to electric vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians) would be inappropriate and
not meaningful for the same reasons the City does not use level of service for intersections as
an analytic tool for General Plan level impacts. Forecasting the movements of individual
cars, pedestrians, and bicyclists 24 years into the future is too speculative and not a
meaningful exercise. The City also does not have an adopted policy or methodology for
evaluating impacts to electric vehicles, bicycles or pedestrians, beyond the policies in the
General Plan, which identify qualitative standards for evaluating the adequacy of the multi-
modal transportation system (see pages 272 -273).

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 124 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
City of San José September 2011



Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

COMMENT 8-P: The plan will have considerable impact on CalTrans facilities, County
expressways, and roadways in adjacent cities. (EIR at 287-291.) It should mitigate these impacts by
including a program that requires developers to contribute to a regional transportation impact fee
used for transportation projects or to projects in adjacent cities for affected routes or that the City
develop an appropriate transit-subsidy program funded by new projects.

RESPONSE 8-P: This proposal is one that has been made in the past and was pursued
for a while by the Congestion Management Agency (CMA). It is not something the City of
San José can implement, since the City has no authority to plan for or implement
improvements to regional transportation facilities. It is not considered mitigation under
CEQA to just collect money. There must be an adopted and credible program in place to
implement the mitigation in a timely fashion. There is, at this time, no such program in
existence.

Additionally, it would be contrary to many of the City’s and CMA policies to continue to
expand regional roadways indefinitely. Many of the proposed policies (such as Policies TR-
1.8 and TR-1.9) commit the City to working with regional agencies to develop and fund
projects that will encourage travel by bicycling, walking and transit.

COMMENT 8-Q: The transportation analysis has not taken into account all of the existing rail
assets in the city and their current status or considered the impact of the project on the abandonment
of rail facilities. The multimodal analysis should consider the impacts of the general plan on the
preservation and revitalization of all rail corridors, whether in use or abandoned. (EIR at 217, 220-
222))

The EIR should consider opportunities for mitigation and multimodal impacts in connection with the
San Francisco Bay Area Regional Rail Plan.

RESPONSE 8-Q: Since there is no established threshold or mechanism for evaluating
such an impact and no known reason why the analysis should be done (i.e., it cannot be
determined from this comment what environmental impact the letter writer thinks might
occur), no reason can be identified for trying to create a method for doing such an analysis,
nor for assuming that the City had a responsibility for preserving and/or revitalizing rail
corridors. It should be kept in mind that CEQA does not require an Environmental Impact
Report to include an analysis of economic impacts.

COMMENT 8-R: The transportation impacts should be mitigated through subsidies for
sustainable modes, congestion pricing, performance price curb parking, parking and road rebates in
the form of cash or coupons for commuters and shoppers who use transit, road pricing, adopting
traffic analysis guidelines for multi-mode impacts and VMT impacts and internal/local capture,
providing credit for demonstrated internal or local trip capture, and privatizing public parking
structures or otherwise increasing parking fees toward market rates. The alternatives analysis and the
fiscal discussion should consider increased revenues from all aspects the transportation system
including the investment of parking revenues in urban redevelopment on the Old Pasadena model.

Automobile transportation is heavily subsidized. Studies have concluded that the subsidy per car per
year is between $2,185 to $4,220. Put differently, there is a government payment ranging from $5.21
and $10.07 per gallon of gasoline used to encourage people to drive. The subsidy has a significant
impact on transportation choices. The proposed general plan would expand roadway capacity relying
on this financing model, rather than a pay-your-own-way model for motor vehicles. Consequently,
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the plan encourages increased VMT and drive-alone share. The EIR should recognize that the motor
vehicle facilities that it proposes are subsidized facilities, not pay-your-own-way facilities, and it
should evaluate the extent to which subsidies contribute to greater use of the system and the
environmental impacts.

RESPONSE 8-R: The recommendation that traffic analysis guidelines for multi-mode
impacts and VMT impacts be adopted is consistent with Policy TR-1.2 which reads:

Consider impacts on overall mobility and all travel modes when evaluating transportation
impacts of new developments or infrastructure projects.

This is also consistent with adopted Council Policy 5-3 for implementing the City’s Level of
Service Policy.

The various funding mechanisms suggested in this comment reflect the letter writer’s opinion
and do not appear to have any direct bearing on the proposed project’s environmental impact.
It is not clear what all of the terms mean, but road pricing and congestion pricing are not
within the control of local government and the use of parking fees is a very complex issue
that cannot be avoided or simplified by stating that they should be used for “redevelopment”.
There is no valid reason for a CEQA document such as this EIR to “recognize that the motor
vehicle facilities” (which is assumed to mean roads) “are subsidized facilities”. There is no
recognized methodology for evaluating the extent to which subsidies “contribute to greater
use of the system and the environmental impacts”. The letter writer’s opinions about the
various funding schemes are acknowledged and as part of this letter, will be included in the
Final PEIR which will be considered by the City Council prior to acting on the project.

COMMENT 8-S: VMT growth is considered on a per capita basis apparently to factor out
natural population growth as a cause of increased vehicle travel that is not attributable to a plan or
project. (EIR at 257-269.) This is a flawed approach for several reasons. First, it is apparent that a
similar approach is not used in air quality analysis.

RESPONSE 8-S: This comment is incorrect on both points. The reason VMT is
considered relative to service population is explained on page 208. Briefly, the use of VMT
per service population (which includes both residents and workers) allows for consideration
of the two primary sources of travel within a community — the number of people who live
there, and the number of people who work there. The second point, that it was not used in
the air quality analysis, is also incorrect. As stated on page 208, the methodology used was
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and the use of the
methodology for the air quality analysis is discussed starting with the explanation of the
thresholds of significance on page 372 of the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT 8-T: Second, it fails to recognize that as population grows, people will adopt
modes that are made available to them. Providing increased roadway capacity to new drivers and
new residents, as opposed to sustainable modes, causes a growing population to use motor vehicles
more. Per capita VMT analysis ignores the significant impact of providing more road capacity to a
growing population.

RESPONSE 8-T: This comment fails to recognize that the Envision San José 2040
General Plan does not propose to provide more road capacity in the future. Tables 3.2-7,
3.2-8, and 3.2-9 on pages 241-244 list all of the reductions in roadway travel lanes relative to
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both the existing General Plan and existing conditions. The use of VMT per service
population has nothing to do with roadway capacity.

COMMENT 8-U: Third, where a plan seeks to stimulate growth, as is the case with the City's
general plan proposal, growth is not entirely the result of natural trends. In part, growth is a
purposeful consequence of the plan. Treating the growth in VMT solely on a per capita basis
overlooks the fact that the plan is in fact causing more people to move to the area and to drive in the
area. The EIR should either modify its per capita analysis to recognize these factors or use gross
VMT in the analysis.

RESPONSE 8-U: This comment, like the previous two, seems to be based on the letter
writer’s belief that evaluating impacts from VMT per service population is an attempt to hide
or misrepresent the impact. As explained on page 208, the reporting mechanism was
developed by BAAQMD for use by all jurisdictions in evaluating greenhouse gas impacts.

These comments also disregard the fact that there were multiple thresholds of significance
used in this PEIR for identifying transportation impacts, as listed on page 238, and they also
appear to disregard the explanation of VMT impacts in Section 3.2.4.1 starting on page 260.

COMMENT 8-V: The ultimate conclusion of the EIR, that in order to have a fiscally-sound city,
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) per capita must increase, is not supported nor are any alternative
means explored for improving the City's fiscal prospects. The EIR should consider the amount of
public money that will be spent on expanding roadway capacity and the amount of money that will
be spent by commuters who use that system. It should then consider whether that amount could be
used in a more environmentally-responsible way to attract business development through economic
stimulus programs or business recruitment efforts or parking district programs.

RESPONSE 8-V: It cannot be determined upon what information the letter writer based
this comment since there is no “ultimate conclusion” identified in the Draft PEIR.
Additionally, it is not the role of an EIR to speculate about alternative means of improving a
city’s fiscal prospects. The Draft PEIR does evaluate six alternatives to the proposed project,
as required by CEQA, to reduce some identified environmental impacts.

As stated in Response 8-T above, the proposed General Plan Update is proposing to reduce
roadway capacity in more locations than it is proposing to increase roadway capacity,
compared to both the existing General Plan and the existing conditions. It would also be
inappropriate for an EIR try to find ways for a city to use private or public moneys to attract
business development.

COMMENT 8-W:  The EIR concedes that the VMT increase is the primary cause of the adverse
environmental impacts of the plan. (EIR at 19.) This represents a policy that is at odds with both the
city's historic commitment to environmental stewardship and with both state and regional policies
which call for the reduction of VMT. Other cities, such as Portland, Oregon, have be able to sustain
a robust economy while reducing per capita VMT.

RESPONSE 8-W:  The reference to page 19 of the Draft PEIR is apparently to the
following statement in the Summary of Alternatives:

Much of the impacts discussion in this PEIR revolves around the direct or indirect effects
of automobile travel, characterized as Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), which contribute
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to or cause almost all of the significant unavoidable impacts, including air quality,
transportation, roadway noise, nitrogen deposition on sensitive serpentine habitats, and
greenhouse gas impacts.

It is not clear what “policy” this comment infers that the statement above is referring to. The
analysis in the PEIR includes various policies for reducing the VMT impact, and nowhere is
there a statement or conclusion in the Draft PEIR that the VMT impact is a policy itself, or a
desirable outcome. The letter writer is specifically referred to Tier I Reduction of Vehicle
Miles Traveled Policies and Actions (page 264) and Tier II Vehicle Miles Traveled
Reduction Actions (page 265) which represent the City of San José’s intent to, like Portland,
sustain a robust economy while reducing per capita VMT.

COMMENT 8-X: 3. Jobs-Housing Balance

The City proposes to adopt a plan that would exacerbate the jobs-housing imbalance. (EIR at

776.) The EIR states that it is "very apparent" that plans such as this one "significantly contribute to
several of the primary impacts of concern in the region.” (EIR at 761.) It projects that
approximately 109,000 housing units would be required elsewhere in the region for individuals
employed in the city. (EIR at 773.)

The housing element should make adequate provision for housing over the lifetime of the plan.
The EIR does not justify the assumption that housing growth will occur as projected for Horizon 1.
Housing prices in the city would be out-of-reach for most families.

RESPONSE 8-X: These comments include the letter writer’s opinions and
recommendations regarding the project, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The
comments do not raise any questions about the environmental analysis or the adequacy of the
PEIR. No other response is required.

COMMENT 8-Y: The plan to increase the number jobs to employed-resident ratio (J/ER) to 1.3
conflicts with SB 375 which requires that housing units be allocated consistently with the jobs-
housing balance in the regional transportation plan. Housing can no longer be transferred out of the
region. Areas sufficient to house all employed residents should be identified.

The EIR should evaluate the general plan for consistency with the Plan Bay Area Initial Vision
Scenario released in March, 2011, and with the Blueprint process. ABAG and MTC sustainability
planning has relied on employment distribution in the Bay Area remaining comparable to previous
forecasts and has projected 250,420 new jobs and 130, 498 new households by 2035 for San Jose.
(Initial Vision at 34, 38.) Envision San Jose 2040 would double the number of new jobs to 470,000
and reduce new dwellings to 120,000. (EIR at 772.) And the Initial Vision is still considerably short
of meeting the regional 15% reduction goal for CO, from cars and light trucks as well as other
regional goals. (Initial Vision at 41.)

The EIR should also consider the secondary impacts from a general plan that is inconsistent with the
sustainable communities strategy. Given that federal law requires that the regional transportation
plan be internally consistent, transportation investment must align with and support the land use
pattern in the sustainable communities plan and would not allow funding for transportation systems
serving San Jose.
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CARB has adopted 7% reduction by 2020 and a 15% reduction by 2035 in per capita GHG emissions
from passenger vehicles for the Bay Area to be achieved through VMT reductions implemented in
the local land use and transportation planning processes. (EIR at 233, 785.) Since the San Jose plan
calls for a 10% increase in VMT, it renders compliance with SB 375 impossible. (EIR at 807.)

SB 375 requires each region to set targets for housing growth over a 25 year period that
accommodate population growth by income level. Clearly the plan does not achieve those objectives
and thus it precludes the region from attaining that objective.

Similarly, the plan puts the city on a trajectory that makes it impossible for the city to comply with
Executive Order S-3-05, which requires that GHG emissions be reduced to 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050.

RESPONSE 8-Y: As noted in Section 3.2.1.9 (Transportation, Regulatory Framework)
and Section 3.15.2.3 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Regulatory Framework), under SB 375 the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission in partnership with the Association of Bay Area
Governments, is required to create sustainable community strategies to meet target emission
reductions as part of the Regional Transportation Plan for the Bay Area. This process is on-
going and a sustainable communities strategy (SCS) has not yet been adopted. The regional
planning process that includes the regional planning requirements called for under SB 375 is
now known as Plan Bay Area (refer to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR for
updated discussions of the SB 375 planning process).

As described on page 233 of the Draft PEIR, if the SCS does not meet the regional target, an
Alternative Planning Strategy must be produced. The planning process for the Bay Area is
anticipated to be complete in 2013.

The City of San José is working with the agencies responsible for implementation of SB 375
requirements and will provide updated population and housing assumptions once an updated
General Plan is adopted.

As noted in this comment, SB 375 targets to be included in the plan for the Bay Area include
a 7% reduction in GHG emissions from cars by 2020 and a 15% reduction by 2035. Plan
Bay Area notes that the population of the Bay Area is projected to grow to about 9 million
people by 2040 and that to accommodate this growth while creating vibrant, sustainable
communities will require shared vision, planning and cooperation.® Relative to a base year of
2005, the targets represent a 10 percent per-capita reduction by 2020 and a 15 percent per-
capita reduction by 2035. At this time, there are no targets or criteria that specify jobs to
employed resident ratios for individual cities.

COMMENT 8-Z: 4. Agricultural Impacts

The EIR should mitigate to the extent possible the significant impacts to agriculture. (EIR at 179,
845.) Farmland mitigation should require implementation of conservation easements at a 2:1 ratio.
Conservation easements should be required on land of equivalent farming value that is under threat
of conversion. The easements should be pre-approved and held by an organization with an

® Plan Bay Area. Plan Bay Area: Building on a Legacy of Leadership. March 2011 “. Available at:
<http://www.onebayarea.org/pdf/Plan_Bay Area_Report.pdf>
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established record of responsible agricultural land stewardship or a new organization should be
established specifically for that purpose in Santa Clara County. The farmland mitigation should
provide a long-term endowment for stewardship and enforcement sufficient to assure monitoring and
management of the easements in perpetuity. In the event of termination of the organization,
conservation easements should revert a similar organization. The easements should promote large
contiguous blocks of land that provide farmland value, habitat value, and serve to define urban form.

RESPONSE 8-Z: The EIR is an informational document and the San José City Council,
as decision makers, will make the final determination on measures to include in the proposed
project. The PEIR does identify (in Section 3.1.4.1) conservation easements on existing
farmland as an offset that could be required of development that eliminates agriculture on
prime farmland. The discussion also acknowledges that conservation easements on other
agricultural land does not mitigate the loss of the farmland, since it does not reduce or avoid
the loss, nor does it replace the farmland — it solely protects some other farmland somewhere
else from being lost.

The foregoing comments reflect the letter writer’s opinions and recommendations regarding
the project, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The comments do not raise any
questions about any environmental issues or the adequacy of the PEIR. No other response is
required.

COMMENT 8-AA: 5. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The EIR should contain a thorough discussion of the impacts of climate change including matters
such as health impacts, desertification, sea level rise, ocean acidification, species loss, heat related
illness, tipping points, water supply impacts, air quality impacts, agriculture and food supply impacts,
severe weather and flooding, droughts, forest impacts, etc. The EIR should provide a complete
discussion of the time constraints involved with the issue, the current path of emissions growth, and
the related consequences.

CO; emissions taken in isolation have few if any direct impacts because CO; is not a toxic gas. GHG
emissions are a proxy for a wide range of secondary impacts which must be discussed to make the
GHG data meaningful to the public and decision makers. It should discuss the projected impacts at
current levels, at 450 ppm, at 550 ppm, and higher. It should discuss when these levels are projected
to occur and why. The EIR should discuss the widely-documented secondary impacts of increasing
GHG concentrations. (EIR at 778.)

RESPONSE 8-AA: Asnoted in Section 3.15.1, the secondary impacts of climate change
are addressed throughout the PEIR. Health effects associated with temperature rise and
impacts on air pollutant concentrations are discussed in Section 3.4 Air Quality. Projected
sea level rise and flooding impacts are addressed in Section 3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality
and impacts on species are addressed in Section 3.5 Biological Resources. Impacts on water
supply are discussed in Section 3.10 Utilities and Services.

COMMENT 8-BB: AB 32 does not constitute a plan or program or regulation containing specific
requirements that would avoid the cumulative GHG problem. Nor will AB 32 will reduce
cumulative climate change impacts to a level that is not considerable. AB 32 relies on a business-as-
usual baseline, rather than existing conditions. (EIR at 795.) AB 32 does not provide a threshold for
local GHG emissions.
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A cumulative impact analysis should be done based upon current conditions.

The mitigation proposed in the EIR should not be accepted as being sufficiently supported,
measureable or enforceable. General plan goals do not constitute mitigation because they are not
verifiable, effective, enforceable, or proportionate to the impact.

RESPONSE 8-BB:  The letter writer’s comments regarding AB 32 are noted.

Although discussed in both a separate section (Section 3.15 Greenhouse Gas Emissions) and
in the Cumulative Impacts section of the PEIR, the impact of greenhouse gas emissions is a
cumulative impact. As discussed on page 795 of the Draft PEIR, the evaluation of future
greenhouse gas emissions attributable to existing and future sources within San José are
compared to desired future levels of emissions and this is a departure from the traditional
impacts analysis under CEQA. The normal approach is to establish an existing
environmental baseline condition and identify the incremental change. Greenhouse gas
emissions impact analysis is an atypical circumstance under CEQA in that concentrations of
GHG must improve compared to baseline conditions. As discussed below, in this case the
baseline condition is on a statewide basis.

Under the Plan-level greenhouse gas emission per service population methodology adopted
by BAAQMD for assessing a comprehensive general Plan’s contribution to future GHG
emissions, the primary focus is the comparison of the City’s future greenhouse gas emissions
to future statewide ‘carbon-efficient’ targets. Although the 2008 baseline emissions are
identified in the Draft PEIR, the significance of the General Plan’s forecast greenhouse gas
emissions (e.g., whether they are cumulatively considerable or not) depends on the
comparison of future conditions (2020 and 2035) and whether they would 1) exceed the AB
32 emissions goal for 2020; or 2) be on a trajectory to meet Executive Order S-3-05 emission
levels for 2035. As disclosed in the Draft PEIR, implementation of the General Plan is
projected to result in less than significant greenhouse gas emission impacts in 2020 and a
significant greenhouse gas emission impact in 2035.

The proposed Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, included in the proposed General Plan,
includes policies and programs whose implementation would be monitored on an annual
basis and as part of a major General Plan review every four years. As described on pages
803-807 of the Draft PEIR, it is anticipated that measures to further reduce greenhouse gas
emissions on a per capita and per Service Population basis will be refined and improved in a
phased approach, although achieving the substantial emissions reductions needed beyond
2020 to meet 2035 targets is uncertain at this time and the impact for the 2035 timeframe was
conservatively determined to be cumulatively considerable.

COMMENT 8-CC: Throughout this comment letter a number of mitigation measures have been
identified that should be adopted to fully off-set GHG impacts. Additional potential measures
include carbon credits, forest conservation projects, increased funding for transit service, increased
funding for biking and pedestrian infrastructure, subsidies for sustainable energy projects, increased
development of on-site energy and storage resources, employee transit incentives, public education
programs, a transit network serving all new development, car-sharing programs, SOV reduction
programs, support and infrastructure for electric vehicles, on-line ride matching, etc.

It should be made clear that individual projects consistent with the general plan must evaluate and
mitigate GHG emissions at the project level.
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RESPONSE 8-CC: As discussed in Section 3.15, the proposed General Plan includes a
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy that will be applied to future development in the City of
San José. The Strategy also includes voluntary measures and City programs to increase
energy efficiency and water conservation in the existing built environment, such as the
Silicon Valley Energy Watch Program.

As noted in Section 3.15 (page 800) of the Draft PEIR, the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Strategy is embedded in its policies and programs that are designed to help the City sustain
its natural resources, grow efficiently, and meet state legal requirements for greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions reduction. Multiple policies and actions in the proposed General Plan have
greenhouse gas implications, including land use, housing, transportation, water usage, solid
waste generation and recycling, and reuse of historic buildings. The proposed General Plan
also has a monitoring component that allows for adaptation and adjustment of City programs
and initiatives related to sustainability and associated reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
and implementation policies. Some of the potential measures included in this comment are
included in proposed policies or existing programs (i.e., TDM measure policies) or could be
considered in the future as needed to meet the greenhouse gas reduction targets included in
the City’s Strategy.

As noted above, future individual projects will be evaluated for consistency with greenhouse
gas reduction measures included in the General Plan, including, but not limited to the City’s
Green Building Policies and water conservation ordinance, as a part of environmental and
development review.

COMMENT 8-DD: The comparison to California GHG goals shows that rather than starting to
reduce per capita GHG emissions, the proposed general plan will continue to increase GHG
emissions. The plan puts the city on a course to be emitting more than twice the amount allowed
under the state targets. (EIR at 802.) Increasing emissions is clearly inconsistent with the City's
Green Vision. The baseline period data was not provided in the EIR and does not appear in the chart.
The upper line represents projections for San Jose, and the lower line represents the California
targets.

GRAPH

As the following table shows, based on data in the EIR, the projected GHG emissions in 2035 could
be reduced if the City would simply eliminate some of the proposed changes its general plan.

TABLE

(EIR App. K-1 at 1.) The plans and policies in the old general plan provide a list of feasible
mitigation measures for the significant impact to GHG emissions. The EIR should evaluate each of
the plans and policies in the existing general plan for mitigation of the significant impacts.

RESPONSE 8-DD:  State targets for greenhouse gas reduction consider projected future
growth statewide and do not assume that there will be no growth in California over the next
10-25 years. Given that population and employment in San Jos¢ is projected to increase
substantially, an efficiency threshold in terms of greenhouse gas emissions per capita was
used rather than a static baseline. It is acknowledged that total emissions from land uses in
San José could increase; however the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy included in the
proposed General Plan establishes efficiency targets that would need to decrease by 2035 to
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meet statewide goals. The PEIR also discloses that emissions are projected to meet the 2020
target, but not the 2035 target. The General Plan includes a mechanism for assessing
greenhouse gas emissions annually and adjusting measures to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions as a part of major General Plan reviews every four years. While it cannot be
predicted with certainty that the 2035 target of 3.05 metric tons per service population can be
met, the proposed General Plan includes a mechanism for evaluating, refining, and updating
City policies and programs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

The significant environmental impacts associated with retaining the existing General Plan
were evaluated in Section 8.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project of the Draft PEIR. In
summary, the No Project/Retain Existing General Plan Alternative would incrementally
reduce, but not avoid the significant impacts from the project associated with Noise, Air
Quality, Biological Resources, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Retaining the existing
General Plan would be somewhat superior in some areas of environmental impact, but would
have greater impacts in others.

As discussed in Section 8.5.1.2, General Plans are intended to be an integrated, internally
consistent and compatible statement of city policies. State law requires that General Plans be
periodically reviewed and revised as necessary (Government Code §65040.5, §65300,
§65300.5). Retaining the current General Plan, last comprehensively updated in 1994,
without an update to reflect changes in the City’s vision for its development would not be
consistent with State planning law. The existing General Plan does not include a Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Strategy which identifies policies designed to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions or include requirements for tracking emissions and making adjustments to General
Plan policies and City programs.

COMMENT 8-EE: The EIR also conflicts with the policies adopted by the City Council on
January 12, 2010, which require the general plan to achieve 20 percent below 2005 levels by 2020
and 50% below 2005 levels by 2035. (EIR at 788.) If those goals are not feasible, it should be
demonstrated why.

RESPONSE 8-EE: The PEIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed
project, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan, based on reasonable assumptions. Some

of the assumptions used in the analysis are more conservative than the City’s Green Vision
Goals.

COMMENT 8-FF: The EIR should make a significance determination with respect to the conflict
with SB 375. Increased VMT clearly conflicts with the SB 375 targets set for the Bay Area by the
RTAC. (EIR at 807.)

RESPONSE 8-FF:  As previously discussed in Response 8-Y and Section 3.2.1.9
(Transportation, Regulatory Framework) and Section 3.15.2.3 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Regulatory Framework), under SB 375 the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in
partnership with the Association of Bay Area Governments, is required to create sustainable
community strategies to meet target emission reductions as part of the Regional
Transportation Plan for the Bay Area. This process is on-going and a sustainable
communities strategy (SCS) has not yet been adopted. As described on page 233 of the Draft
PEIR, if the SCS does not meet the regional target, an Alternative Planning Strategy must be
produced. The planning process for the Bay Area is anticipated to be complete in 2013.
Consistency of the proposed General Plan is also discussed in Section 3.15.5.1 and proposed
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General Plan policies equivalent to SB 375 Sample Policy Categories are shown in Table
3.15-8 of the PEIR.

COMMENT 8-GG: 6. Alternatives

The proposed plan would result in a jobs-to-employed-resident ratio (J/JER) or 1.3 to 1 making

San Jose an employment destination for commuters and increasing the city's tax revenues at the
expense of other jurisdictions which would then have the problem of "more housing than jobs" that
San Jose seeks to escape. (EIR at 19.) This results in regional transportation problems and
environmental impacts for which there is no known solution according to the EIR.

The EIR offers five alternative scenarios, all of which fail to meet the city's over-riding fiscal
objectives. Scenario 1 "would not support the degree of employment growth sought.” (EIR at 23.)
Scenario 2 "does not ... support the amount of employment growth sought.” (EIR at 24.) Scenario

3 "would not fully meet the City's objectives regarding fiscal sustainability.” (EIR at 25.) Scenario 4
should not have been evaluated. It only serves to make the environmental impacts worse. (EIR at
25, 865.) Scenario 5 results in virtually identical VMT and "would not support the regional
employment objectives to the same degree as the proposed project." (EIR at 26.)

The City clearly sees fiscal benefits of becoming a commuting hub and is not interested in a lower
J/ER ratio than 1.3 for that reason. None of the alternatives is feasible because none would meet the
city's fiscal objectives. Five alternatives that all fail for the same reason is not a useful analysis.

RESPONSE 8-GG: The five alternatives described in Section 8.0 Alternatives to the
Proposed Project (Scenarios 1-5) all meet the basic objectives of the proposed General Plan
Update, although some to a greater extent than the others. None of these alternatives fail to
meet the basic objectives of the project. Text has been added to the PEIR Summary to clarify
the discussion.

COMMENT 8-HH: The city should consider alternative methods to invigorate the local economy
in place of land use designations that result in costly driving, traffic congestion, and adverse
environmental impacts.

Among these are increased rail transit which drives transit-oriented development, congestion fees,
privatization of parking, increased taxes, reducing city services, or subsidizing businesses that will
locate in the city. The EIR should explore an alternative where greater investment in redevelopment
and infrastructure is directed toward redevelopment areas in order to increase the city's economic
competitiveness, e.g., Old Town Pasadena, rather than policies that impact prime farmland.

Another useful alternative to consider would be a transit alternative that goes beyond the policies in
the general plan and combines increased investment in the local economy and reduced investment in
foreign oil. This could be combined with an alternative that capitalizes on the economic
development potential of clean energy projects. Alternatives that link economic development to
energy conservation, rather than sacrificing environmental goals for a shortsighted vision of
economic development, must be explored if the City's Green Vision is to be taken seriously.

The EIR should produce a quantitative and supported financial breakdown showing the size and the
use of the revenues it expects to generate by becoming a commuter hub and compare that with the
revenues from the other alternatives. The cost to the public of the transportation infrastructure and
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commuting expenses required by this land use scheme should be compared to what it would cost the
public to pay outright the amount of tax revenues the city seeks.

RESPONSE 8-HH: This comment disregards that the City of San José does not provide
bus, light rail or heavy rail transit services locally. These services are provided by separate
agencies including the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, Caltrain, and ACE as
described in Section 3.2 Transportation of the PEIR. Expansion or modifications of the
transit system itself are not within the City’s Authority.

The City currently has a Redevelopment Agency that has directed redevelopment in
Downtown, North San José and other identified redevelopment areas of the City. The
proposed plan includes a Land Use/Transportation Diagram and policies and actions that
focus growth within the existing Urban Growth Boundary in order to preserve farmland
outside the urban envelope of the city and allow for increased use of other modes of transit
other than single occupancy vehicles.

It is not clear from this comment how an alternative that includes local investment and an
emphasis on clean energy projects would be different than the proposed project or the project
alternatives evaluated in the PEIR. The proposed project is adoption of a General Plan that
sets out a vision for future growth, development, and the provision of municipal services in
San José. Economic development, such as the creation of Clean Tech jobs in San José (see
http://greenvision.sanjoseca.gov/CleanTechJobs.aspx), plays a different, though related, role
than a City’s General Plan. The General Plan is the basic framework for existing and future
development and operation of a city.

There is no requirement in CEQA that financial information be included in an EIR.
COMMENT 8-1I: 7. Solid Waste

The landfilling of municipal solid waste (MSW) has a number of adverse environmental impacts
including the waste of recyclable materials such as glass, newspaper, metal, and organic material.
Landfilling recyclable material results in a larger amount of virgin material being extracted from the
environment and the use of greater amounts of energy in the processing of them. Expanding the
population of the city will result in a larger number of people contributing to the MSW stream and
consequently additional potentially recyclable material being deposited into landfills with the

consequent impacts on the physical environment. The EIR should evaluate and mitigate this impact.
(EIR at 663.)

RESPONSE 8-JJ:  The projected solid waste generation under the proposed project is
disclosed on page 663 and impacts to solid waste facilities are addressed on pages 663-667 of
the Draft PEIR. As described on page 664 of the Draft PEIR, the proposed Envision San
José 2040 General Plan includes updated policies that along with City’s existing Zero Waste
Strategic Plan (Appendix 2 provided by the letter writer) and other programs would avoid
and reduce impacts to solid waste facilities from increased waste generation. As the impact
to solid waste facilities would be less than significant, no additional mitigation is required.

COMMENT 8-KK: 8. Human Health Impact

Transportation has a significant impact on public health. Where a community is designed for the
automobile, there are impacts to respiratory illnesses, cardiovascular diseases, obesity, and traffic-
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related fatalities. These impacts are less where there is more public transportation, bicycling,
walking, and other less polluting modes of transportation. The EIR should evaluate impacts on
public health.

RESPONSE 8-KK: Impacts on safety and health associated with transportation are
assessed in Section 3.2 Transportation and Section 3.4 Air Quality of the Draft PEIR. As
described in Section 3.4 of the Draft PEIR, vehicle emissions are a major source of air
pollutants in the San Jos¢ area, including toxic air contaminants and particulate matter.

Refer to Section 3.4.3.3 for a discussion of impacts to sensitive receptors from substantial
pollutant concentrations and Section 3.4.1.2 for health effects from criteria pollutants such as
ozone, particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide.

As discussed in Section 3.2.1.7 Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation, dedicated pedestrian
facilities improve safety in the urban environment of San José. Traffic-related safety is also
addressed in proposed Street Typologies (pages 245-247), and Section 3.2.4.7 Impacts from
Roadway Designs and Incompatible Uses. As noted on pages 260-267, 270-275 and 292-
294, the proposed General Plan includes a set of updated long-range, multimodal
transportation goals and policies that provide for a transportation network that is safe,
efficient, and sustainable and proposed General Plan Policies and Actions will reduce
significant impacts related to traffic safety to a less than significant level.

ATTACHMENTS TO COMMENT LETTER 8: The letter writer included 104 attachments,
including the City’s Strategic Energy Plan, California Air Resources Board’s Climate Change
Scoping Plan, articles, case studies, and reports. The attachments did not include comments on the
PEIR and no other response is required. The attachments are on file at the City of San José
Department of Planning Building and Code Enforcement and may be viewed during normal business
hours.
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9. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RICHARD T. LOEWKE, LOEWKE
PLANNING ASSOCIATES, DATED JULY 29, 2011.

COMMENT 9-A: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan. Loewke Planning
Associates has been retained by FWSH Partners II, LLC, sponsors of a mixed use land use program
for the 76.2-acre iStar property in the Old Edenvale area, to review and comment on the Draft PEIR.
As City Staff are aware, FWSH Partners II, LLC proposes to refine the land use designation on the
iStar site to accommodate a mix of employment and residential uses, consistent with “Preferred”
Scenarios 7 & 7A, as analyzed in the DPEIR. The current iStar proposal (see attached Conceptual
Plan) consists of 700 dwelling units on 47.5 acres, a neighborhood park on 4.2 acres, and a
combination of office/R&D and retail uses on the remaining 24.5 acres. The purpose of this letter is
to clarify the mixed use character of the current iStar proposal, and to provide supplemental
information for inclusion in the Final PEIR to more accurately reflect the balanced land use approach
proposed to be taken for this property.

RESPONSE 9-A: To clarify an apparent misunderstanding, the alternative discussed in
this letter is not consistent with either the proposed Envision San José 2040 General Plan
that is the subject of this PEIR, or with the “iStar Residential Option” described starting on
page 122 of the Draft PEIR

It appears that this letter refers to the proposed General Plan as Scenario 7 and the iStar
Residential Option as Alternative 7A. The addendum to the Traffic Analysis for the General
Plan (included as Appendix B to the Draft PEIR) refers to the proposed General Plan as
Scenario 7 and a version of the proposed plan modified by the “residential options™ on the
Pueblo del Rancho Golf Course and iStar properties as Scenario 7A.

It needs to be stated very clearly that the project described in this letter was not analyzed in
the Draft PEIR.

COMMENT 9-B: The Draft PEIR analyzes two variations on the “Preferred” General Plan
Project Scenario (7 & 7A), along with five distinct action alternatives and a “no-project” alternative,
as summarized in Table 8.5-1. The analysis shows that a residential use may be included on the iStar
site (as per Project Scenario 7A) while maintaining both the targeted 839,450 jobs and the overall
Jobs/Employed Resident ratio of 1.3. It is important to note that the current iStar mixed-use proposal
would substantially reduce the number of dwelling units on this site (from 1,100 to 700), while
committing approximately one-third of the property to on-site employment uses (24.5 acres). This
balanced land use approach would accommodate up to 1,000,000 square feet of onsite employment
uses, consistent with Project Scenario 7.

The foregoing mixed-use land use program for iStar would support each of the 15 Project Objectives
listed in Section 8.3 of the DPEIR. In particular, we believe this commitment to retaining a focused
on-site employment component, together with workforce housing in close proximity to two transit
stations and two major industrial centers will serve to diminish external vehicle trips and promote a
sustainable land use pattern, while supporting further expansion of employment throughout the
Edenvale Area. Accordingly, the following comments are provided with respect to specific sections
of the DPEIR:
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1. Inclusion of Residential Option As Part of “Preferred” or “Project” Scenario

a. [Chapter 2 Description — Sec. 2.1 / Page 34]: Throughout the document, the terms “Preferred
Scenario” and “Proposed Project” are used interchangeably, and are defined to include
“options” for both employment (Scenario 7) and residential (Scenario 7) uses on the iStar
site. The 4™ paragraph on page 34 references a “Preferred Scenario” as being synonymous
with the “Proposed Project” evaluated in the document, and distinguishes this Preferred
Scenario from the action alternatives analyzed in Chapter 8. As discussed in Section 8.5
(CEQA Alternatives), Scenarios 1 through 5 were selected for analysis as the five action
alternatives, along with a "no-project" alternative (continuation of current General Plan),
while Scenario 6 was dismissed based on infeasibility. Section 4.3 (iStar Residential Option)
states that the “option” of including a residential use on the iStar property “would not alter
the overall development capacity assumed under the Preferred Scenario on a citywide basis,
and therefore inclusion of the residential option "would have impacts similar to those from
the proposed project.” This conclusion is confirmed in Table 4.3-1 which shows that the
direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Project with the iStar residential option would be
the “same” as those of the Proposed Project without this option.

b. [Chapter 2 Description — Page 58]: Based on Comment #1a above, it should be clarified that
when the document refers to the "Preferred Scenario” it is actually addressing the “Proposed
Project” with or without the residential option for the iStar property (Scenarios 7 and 7A).
Table 2.2-9 is described as showing "the development capacity planned" for the five Growth
Areas within the Edenvale Planning Area. The 4th column in Table 2.2-9 correctly identifies
the total planned employment for Old Edenvale as 31,000 (Options 7 & 7A - with or without
the residential option for iStar); however, the 5th column should be revised to identify a
residential component for Old Edenvale, consistent with option 7A. Note that while the table
should identify the maximum size of this component (per residential Option 7A) as 1,100
units, the current iStar proposal is for a substantially smaller 700 units.

c. [Chapter 2 Description — Page 122]: The discussion in Section 2.2.8.2 suggests that if
selected as part of the General Plan Project, the iStar Residential Option would require a
change in the land use designation from “Combined Industrial/Commercial” to “Mixed Use
Neighborhood”. As noted in the 2nd paragraph, this conclusion is based on the assumption
that the site would “develop solely with residential uses as shown in Table 2.2-18.” In light
of the current mixed-use proposal for iStar, we suggest that the prospective land use
designation on page 122 (and Figure 2.2-36 on page 125 - see attached edited diagram) be
modified to a combination of “Mixed Use Neighborhood” and “Combined
Industrial/Commercial”, in order to better accommodate a compatible mix of moderate
density residential, together with commercial and/or Office/R&D uses as part of the Preferred
Scenario. In addition, we suggest that Table 2.2-18 on page 123 be revised to reflect the
following: (1) No net less of on-site jobs for the iStar Site (retain the assumed 1,050 on-site
jobs without any corresponding transfer of jobs to other sites); and (2) A reduced allocation
of 700 dwelling units on the iStar Site (with a proportionate reduction in changes affecting
other housing sites).

d. [Chapter 3.1 Land Use — Page 172]: Table 3.1-2 identifies the total number of jobs planned
within the Old Edenvale area under the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan (the Proposed
Project) as 31,000. This table should be modified by footnote to clarify that this projection
applies to the Proposed Project with and without the iStar Residential Option as currently
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proposed. Whereas old Scenario 7A would have shifted 1,050 planned jobs from Old
Edenvale to other nearby locations, the current iStar proposal retains all of these jobs on-site,
thereby preserving the 31,000 total jobs in Old Edenvale.

[Chapter 3.2 Transportation — Page 294]: The text states “As discussed in Section 2.2.8 in the
Project Description, this PEIR also evaluates options, different from what is in the proposed
General Plan”. The discussion continues on Page 295 to conclude as follows:
“Implementation of an updated General Plan that includes one or both of the residential
options for the Rancho del Pueblo and iStar sites would have impacts similar to those from
the proposed project.” As noted under Comment #1b above, the terms “Proposed General
Plan”, “Preferred Scenario” and “Proposed Project” are all synonymous; all refer to the
Envision San Jose 2040 Plan with or without the residential option for the iStar property
(Scenarios 7 and 7A).

2. Impact Analysis

a.

[Chapter 3.1 Land Use — Page 188]: The discussion of impacts associated with the “iStar
Residential Option” should be refined, consistent with the current mixed-use proposal for the
iStar property, with its reduced residential capacity of 700 units and its retention of on-site
employment. The second sentence in Section 3.1.3.9 should be modified to read: “Under
these options the iStar property would be designated for a combination of residential and
employment uses, and the pueblo Golf Course would be designated for ...”. We agree with
the conclusion immediately preceding Table 3.1-3 that implementation of the General Plan,
with this refined and reduced residential option for the iStar site “would have impacts similar
to those from the proposed project (without the residential option).” While aggregate
employment and housing projections under the Proposed Project, with and without the
residential option for iStar are identical, we wish to point out (qualitatively) that the more
balanced mix of uses reflected in the current iStar proposal will serve to marginally reduce
average daily and peak-hour traffic, and have other positive effects on a number of impact
categories. Accordingly, the overall significance conclusions within Table 3.1-3 are not
expected to change; however, the discussion of "Basis" should reflect the following
refinements: (LU-4) The projected job growth will not be shifted to other employment lands,
villages and corridors because the current mixed-use iStar proposal retains all of the assumed
job growth on-site.

[Chapter 3 Traffic Analysis — Page 284]: Retention of on-site employment and reduction of
planned on-site housing in the current mixed-use iStar proposal, will tend to further moderate
the minor differences in travel speed and V/C ratios between the Proposed Project with and
without the residential option for iStar in Tables 3.2-16 and 3.2-17. As an example, the
length of impacted roadway lane miles of within the nearby community of Gilroy is expected
to increase from 1.54 miles in the Proposed Project without Residential Options to 1.65 miles
with the Residential Options (Table 3.2-17); while remaining less-than-significant, this
difference will be somewhat smaller if the current iStar proposal is implemented.

[Chapter 3 Vibration Analysis — Page 350]: As noted under Comments #1c¢ and #2a above,
the document's characterization of the iStar site as proposed to be “designated for residential
use instead of the currently designated industrial use” should be modified. The description
should read: “...the iStar site would be designated for a combination of residential and
employment uses instead of employment uses alone”. This comment also applies to the
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discussion of impacts under the Air Quality (Sec. 3.4.4.8), Biological Resources (Sec.
3.5.3.10), Geology and Soils (Sec. 3.6.3.6), Hydrology and Water Quality (Sec. 3.7.3.4),
Hazardous Materials and Hazards (Sec. 3.8.3.6), Public Facilities and Services (Sec. 3.9.3.6),
Utilities and Service Systems (Sec. 3.10.3.6), Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Sec.
3.11.4.5), Aesthetics (Sec. 3.12.3.4), Energy (Sec. 3.13.4.4), Population and Housing (Sec.
3.14.4.4), Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Sec. 3.15.5.4), Indirect Impacts (Sec. 4.3), and
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes (Sec. 7 - Page 859).

[Chapter 3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Page 823]: The discussion of impacts associated
with the iStar Residential Option in Section 3.15.5.4 at the bottom of page 823 reads: “Both
residential sites would be infill projects, with the iStar site close to transit. It is not anticipated
that either would include a mix of land uses.” This language should be revised based on the
current mixed-use iStar proposal to state: “...It is anticipated that the iStar site will be
developed with a mix of residential and employment uses.” As discussed above, the more
balanced current land use program for iStar will place workforce housing and jobs in close
proximity, thereby improving land use efficiency and reducing vehicle miles traveled. This
is not expected to change any of the significance conclusions reached in the Draft PEIR;
nevertheless it is likely to have a modest positive effect on GHG emissions and related
effects.

3. New Land Use and Residential Density Requirements

a.

[Chapter 2 Description — Page 36]: The discussion of the Preferred Land Use Scenario in
Section 2.2.1 on Page 36 text states “New residential development within the Growth Areas is
planned to occur at a density of at least 55 dwelling units per acre (55 DU/AC) with some
allowance for 30 DU/AC at interfaces with existing single-family neighborhoods.” The
Planned Growth Areas are depicted in Figure 2.2-1 on Page 41 to include both a range of
different growth categories, including Employment Areas such as Old Edenvale (listed again
on Page 38). The discussion on page 36 should be modified to state that the “Proposed
Project with Residential Option includes designation of a portion of the iStar site within the
Old Edenvale Growth Area as “Mixed Use Neighborhood accommodating a density of less
than 30 DU/AC.” Note that the average gross density applicable to the residential portion of
the current mixed-use iStar proposal is approximately 14.5 DU/AC.

[Chapter 2 Description — Page 38]: The discussion of Employment Land Areas on Page 38
includes Old Edenvale where the iStar site is located. It is stated that these Employment
Land Areas “represent existing areas of the city (already) developed with employment
generating uses.” Nevertheless, the iStar site is currently undeveloped, and included as part
of the Proposed Project with Residential Option for planned development which includes
residential uses. The discussion on page 38 should therefore be modified to include reference
to residential development on a portion of the iStar site, as reflected in the attached plans.

[Chapter 2 Description and EADP — Page 38]: Approval of the Proposed Project with
Residential Option on the iStar site would result in the mixed-use development program
described on Page 1 of this comment letter (as reflected in the attached diagram). It is our
expectation, based on established City procedure that adoption of the Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan with Residential Option for iStar will result in the revised land use designations
discussed under Comment #1c¢ above, with authorization to revise the Edenvale Area
Development Policy consistent with the General Plan concurrently with action on the
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implementing Re-Zoning (PD Zoning). Accordingly, these subsequent implementing actions
will be evaluated based on (and analysis will tier from) the certified PEIR for Envision San
Jose 2040.

RESPONSE 9-B: The project discussed in this letter is not consistent with the proposed
project evaluated in the Draft PEIR, the “iStar Residential Option”, or with any of the
alternatives discussed in the Draft PEIR. There was no reason to evaluate this additional
alternative because it would not be characterized as environmentally superior to either the
optional residential or proposed commercial uses because of the following:

The alternative would create a small island of residential development isolated from other
residences and all residential services (except a small park directly in front of the major
commercial buildings) by freeways, a major six-lane roadway (Santa Teresa Boulevard),
industrial development, a police station, and a large format commercial development. In
addition to creating a potential for residences to be impacted by excessive truck traffic
(from both industrial and proposed commercial land uses) and its associated impacts
(including noise, safety, and toxic air contaminants), the small size of the residential
development area increases its incompatibility with adjacent uses on all sides and creates
a potential predisposition to blight if the residences are perceived by the market as
undesirable and sold to absentee owners as rentals.
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10. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM VEP COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, DATED
JULY 29, 2011.

COMMENT 10-A:  On behalf of our membership, the Board of Directors of the VEP Community
Association appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft GP2040 Program Environmental
Impact Report. VEP recently sponsored two formal presentations on Envision San Jose 2040, which
elicited significant interest in this revision of our general plan.

The VEP Board would like to commend the members and staff of Envision San Jose 2040 for the
work and commitment that went into developing it. Some of its particularly strong points are:

e Continuing to increase the number of jobs within the city of San Jose as a priority in achieving
fiscal sustainability;

e Providing for periodic, serious reviews of San Jose’s evolution in comparison with the goals of
this general plan;

e Continuing support of environmental goals including protection of areas surrounding San Jose,
such as the Mid-Coyote Valley and South Almaden Valley Urban Reserves;
Clearly defining the urban boundaries of San Jose;
Providing protection and support for established residential neighborhoods while advancing new
models for the future;

e Focusing growth into areas where it can be best supported; and

e Utilizing the concept of one or more pilot projects in developing “urban villages”, to ensure
successful implementation of this new concept in our city.

The new general plan also raises concerns for the city’s future. The PEIR indicates that increasing
San Jose’s population will definitely have a negative impact on the quality of life that we have all
come to expect. Unfortunately, the quality of life in San Jose has been slowly deteriorating over
recent years, largely due to the economic downturn and ten years of consecutive budget deficits.
This has resulted in decreased services and deferred maintenance on our infrastructure, particularly
streets and parks. Libraries and community centers have also been seriously impacted, and most
recently concern has increased over the budgetary requirements to decrease public safety services.

Therefore, the focus of Envision San Jose 2040 on expanding the city’s employment base is
extremely important. A fiscal analysis of San Jose’s existing land usage (prepared by ADR, Inc.)
shows that every new job in the city is a net financial benefit to the city; every new residence is a net
financial loss. Understanding this, we applaud your focus on job creation as a long term strategy that
will enhance the fiscal sustainability of San Jose and its quality of life.

Based on Table 8.5-1 in the PEIR, the baseline plan proposes adding 470,000 new jobs over the 30-
year horizon of the plan, as well as proposing adding 120,000 dwelling units. We find Scenario 1
(titled “Low Growth”) to be a preferable scenario, as it adds 88,650 dwelling units (DU) over the
same timeframe. This matches the average 3,000 DU/year growth rate that the city has experienced
over the last decade. There is no apparent need to expand the housing base faster than the recent
pace, and acceleration is bound to be difficult with the amount of buildable land being severely
constrained. Moreover, each new residential unit adds to our city’s costs.

Scenario 1 also calls for adding 346,550 jobs in thirty years, approximately doubling the employment
base. The “Low Growth” plan targets a ratio of 1.2 jobs for each employable resident. This is
clearly a worthy objective, even though it is slightly less than the goal of 1.3 in the General Plan’s
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baseline scenario. Periodic reviews will be key to assisting the city in determining how to proceed.
Should job growth fall behind, the review process should trigger a corrective moratorium on
residential construction.

However, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) proposes a very different scenario, one
in which San Jose will continue to function as the “bedroom community” for our area. This has not
been acceptable in the past, and will clearly be problematic should it continue into the future. Being
the “bedroom community” contributes to the city’s structural deficits, while also adding to the
“average vehicle miles” traveled (adding to the challenge of the goal to reduce this number
significantly in the future). Clearly this would not be good for San Jose; bad for our roads, bad for
our air, bad for our quality of life, and bad for San Jose’s fiscal, economic, and environmental
sustainability.

One of the opportunities for relieving congestion lies in telecommunications, which the General Plan
briefly addresses in Chapter 3. Many businesses, both large and small, use teleconferencing and
webinars to educate and bring their employees and stakeholders together, whether they are in the
next building, are three miles away, or are 3,000 miles away. To be attractive, San Jose needs to
have communication freeways, high capacity fiber trunks, switching nodes, and server farms. Work-
from-home is a potential bonanza for reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in San Jose and Silicon
Valley.

There are ambitious assumptions in the General Plan concerning the success of mass transit. While
the goal to significantly increase usage of mass transit is an admirable one, currently the region is
strongly interconnected by roads and use of private vehicles. This is borne out by the fact that mass
transit, bicycles, and carpools make up a small percentage of the employment-related traffic.
Continued public education, increasing bicycle lanes, and financial incentives by employers will
continue to encourage the growth in usage of mass transit. However, as this is a significant cultural
shift for the majority of the residents of our city, efficacy of mass transit should be included as part of
the periodic reviews in the general plan.

RESPONSE 10-A:  The foregoing comments include the letter writer’s concurrence with
information in the PEIR and reflect opinions and recommendations regarding the project, the
Envision San José 2040 General Plan. The comments do not raise any questions about any
environmental issues or the adequacy of the PEIR. No other response is required.

COMMENT 10-B: Envision San Jose 2040 proposes the development of several “urban
villages”. Of the seven identified proposed locations, the one on the VTA Park ‘n Ride lots at
Capitol Expressway/ Narvaez/Hwy 87 is of particular interest and concern to the VEP Community.
For more than five years, VEP has had a formally-adopted goal to work toward the improvement of
the intersection at Capitol Expressway/Narvaez and the onramp/offramp to Hwy 87. This
intersection has had significant traffic volume and traffic flow issues for several years. It became
problematic following the development of Communications Hill.

In 2007, VTA proposed selling/leasing the same property that is currently included in the proposed
general plan. The surrounding communities became very concerned about the potential to worsen
ongoing traffic gridlock that occurs daily at this intersection, and voiced their concerns to VTA, to
members of the City Council, and to members of the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors. VTA
enlisted Fehr & Peers Consulting firm to develop possible scenarios for resolution. Each of their four
alternatives indicated that a portion of the land (now part of the Park ‘n Ride lots) would be needed to
mitigate existing congestion on the northbound onramp to Hwy 87. Currently, although it’s listed on
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VTA’s Highway Program, there is no plan or funding in place to improve this intersection or
highway onramp. Without a plan to improve the intersection and onramp, the development of the
VTA property into an “urban village” would certainly worsen congestion there, negatively impacting
the established surrounding residential communities. Worse, using any of the available land could
foreclose the possibility of future traffic mitigation. This is a major concern to VEP and its
neighboring communities.

Since 1969, the VEP Community Association has an established history of commitment and
willingness to work in collaboration with elected officials, staff, and developers on projects that
directly affect our community. We would welcome the opportunity to do so again should the
proposal go forward to develop the VTA Park ‘n Ride lots as an “urban village”.

RESPONSE 10-B:  The General Plan process for implementing any of the Urban Village
designations includes extensive community outreach and formulation of a Village Plan.
Because VTA owns the land at this Park ‘n Ride lot, that process would not be initiated
without their involvement. Since there is no specific design or proposal for modifications to
SR 87 at this location presently available, the details of any future revisions or expansions
proposed for the existing on-ramps may be developed prior to or concurrent with
development of the Village Plan or Plans created for future Urban Villages at this location.
The Urban Villages at this location are not presently anticipated to develop until Horizon 2
(see Figure 2.2-34).

COMMENT 10-C:  The Program Environmental Impact Report makes it clear that increasing the
population density of San Jose will create unavoidable adverse effects. Key to mitigating those
effects is having an economically and fiscally sustainable city. Envision San Jose 2040 charts a path
toward that goal, and for that reason, it certainly deserves support.

RESPONSE 10-C:  As part of a letter commenting on the PEIR, this comment will be
included in the Final Program EIR. No other response is required.
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11. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SHIRLEY WORTH, DATED JULY 29, 2011.

COMMENT 11-A: This is to support the idea of including Lincoln Ave. in the General Plan as a
street to be converted to a "Complete Street" with 2 traffic lanes and one 2-way center left turn lane,
with bicycle lanes.

I second the comment submitted by Larry Ames:

<< As I said during public comment, I wish that Lincoln Avenue would be added to the list of streets
under consideration for reduction from 4 to 2 lanes of traffic. It is being designated as the “Main
Street” that serves the historic downtown neighborhood commercial district of Willow Glen. While
it does have to carry a fair amount of traffic, the current four lanes are not optimally configured: in
places one lane is blocked by left-turners, other places the other is blocked by parallel-parkers, and
the through-traffic is already effectively a single lane that weaves around the obstacles. If Lincoln
were converted to one-lane each way, with a 2-way left-turn middle lane and bike lanes along the
side, the traffic would move more smoothly and efficiently, the neighborhood commercial district
would better serve the local community (by being more accessible by bike), and I would predict that
the impact on the through traffic would be minimal. (I’d recommend having the 3-lane configuration
run the full length from Almaden Expressway to San Carlos, so as to avoid having a lane of traffic
peel off into one local residential street or another.)

... Figure 2.2-18 shows that the Almaden / Vine one-way pair will be decoupled. This will be very
beneficial to the local community. However, unless measures are taken in advance, this may result in
more of the Almaden Expressway traffic peeling off on to Lincoln. (This is yet another reason for
converting Lincoln Ave. into a “complete” street, so as to avoid having the Almaden/Vine
improvements adversely affecting an adjacent community!>>

RESPONSE 11-A: See also the information in Master Response A, which is at the
beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments.

Reducing the number of lanes in Lincoln Avenue from the existing four lanes to either two or
three raises a number of complex and substantial issues. As a long-existing main street
serving a well-established neighborhood business district and the surrounding residential
areas, evaluating the removal of two travel lanes is beyond the level of specificity appropriate
to a General Plan analysis. It will require additional analysis with more detailed information,
and a project-specific CEQA document addressing the impacts of doing so. The question
was also raised in Task Force meetings, and a formal response was provided to the Task
Force at that time.

The conversion of the Almaden/Vine one-way couplet to two independent streets was
approved by the City Council several years ago, pursuant to a separate CEQA analysis.
Traffic analyses prepared for all subsequent development proposed since that time has
included the conversion in the background as having been previously approved, consistent
with City policy and practice. Converting the existing configuration of Lincoln Avenue is
also likely to adversely impact the residential neighborhood that lives on and around the
Almaden/Vine couplet, and that conversion would be taken into consideration in the analysis.
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12. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOWELL GRATTAN, DATED JULY 29,
2011.

COMMENT 12-A: I have tried to follow the new General Plan development and do have a few
comments.

I have been a good friend and an investment associate with a previous San Jose Planning Director for
over 30 years who has given me some understanding of Planning.

Planners,

The San Jose General Plan is a 10 year Plan that has been understudy for almost three years. Many
of the ideas previously reviewed and agreed upon are becoming out of date or becoming questionable
as to their success. Should consideration be given to making this plan a 3 year General Plan to be
reviewed again in three years? The basis of this plan seems to be Reducing CO2 which is now, not
as high a priority as it was three years ago. General Plans in the past have had Economics as their
basis including housing costs and mobility, etc. If the plan cannot be financed it cannot be
implemented.

More consideration could be given to the existing State, U. S. National problems of Jobs, taxes, debt.

RESPONSE 12-A:  The City’s current General Plan was approved in 1994 and the
currently proposed General Plan includes citywide development assumptions through the
year 2035. The City of San José’s General Plans typically provide a blueprint for
development in the City that exceeds a ten year timeframe. The Envision San José 2040
General Plan includes a major review every four (4) years to assess the progress of the
General Plan and allow for adjustments in its implementation. The major review would also
be the time the City Council determines whether to move into the next residential growth
Horizon.

The proposed General Plan development assumptions would result in a jobs to employed
resident ratio of 1.3 to 1. The General Plan is intended to allow a substantial increase in the
number of jobs in San José and maintains economic development as a major strategy of the
Plan.

The City of San José has prepared a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy to ensure that
implementation of the General Plan aligns with the implementation requirements of the
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
CEQA Guidelines. Preparation of a qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy (GHG
Reduction Strategy) will allow development consistent with the GHG Reduction Strategy and
General Plan to be processed without preparation of a detailed GHG emissions analysis for
each individual project.

COMMENT 12-B:  Transportation Corridors.

San Jose is following Portland in developing Transportation Corridors. San Jose Planners should be
aware that 10 years after the plan in Portland was established, there was not one building permit
issued in their planned Transportation Corridors. The Planning Director reported to the Council that
they would need urban development bonds to develop the project. Portland has now issued
approximately 1.5 billion of bonds for this purpose. City employees and teachers feel that they have
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received less pay as funds have gone to pay off these bonds that should have gone to them. They are
most unhappy.

Secondly, Our Governor is NOT going to permit this type of bond to be used in the future which my
delay or make it impossible to develop Transit Corridors.

Third, Estimates of future growth cannot be substantiated and are not reasonable.

RESPONSE 12-B:  The proposed General Plan allows for intensification of urban
development along major commercial/transit corridors and in villages at existing and planned
transit stations. The growth assumptions include development citywide through 2035. The
Envision San José 2040 General Plan requirement for four-year major reviews will allow the
City to adjust its implementation policies as necessary.

The commenter’s concerns regarding the Envision San José 2040 General Plan and the
assumptions contained therein are noted. Since this comment does not raise any concerns or
questions about any environmental issues or the adequacy of the PEIR, no further response is
required.
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13. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MICHAEL MULCAHY, DATED JULY 29,
2011.

COMMENT 13-A: As part of the work of the Envision 2040 General Plan update, it has come to
my attention that there is a significant decision being made with respect to some of San Jose’s streets.
Creating “Complete Streets” will be very good for our City by promoting slower traffic, less cars,
and an orientation that honors bikes and pedestrians. I have heard it referenced as giving them “road
diets” or the creation of “Main Streets.” I applaud this approach.

However, | am very surprised to learn that one of our most prominent existing Main Streets is not
being considered for this designation by the Envision 2040 task force. I am formally petitioning the
task force to consider Lincoln Avenue, one of the most storied commercial districts in the City, but
one that is challenged by too high a speed limit, no bike lanes, and unsafe crosswalks. We need to
improve such conditions on the Avenue, not only to improve commerce, but most importantly, to
prevent the accident waiting to happen. Moreover, the City and County’s limited attention to the
dangers created by mixing commuter traffic, insufficient bus safety, and high speeds with small
business storefronts, parents with children and dogs, and two nearby schools is hard to believe and
irresponsible.

I encourage the task force to add Lincoln Avenue to the list of streets under consideration for
reduction from 4 to 2 lanes of traffic: one-lane each direction, with a center lane for left-turns and
bike lanes along-side the parallel parking. Traffic would move more efficiently, the commercial
district would better serve its customers, and the impact on through-traffic would be minimal. I
would like to see the lane reduction start just past Pine Avenue on the southern end of the district and
widen back to 4 lanes at the Highway 280 overpass on the north end.

While I know this cannot be accomplished overnight, but we have to start somewhere and I urge the
task force to at least get Lincoln Avenue on the list for consideration.

RESPONSE 13-A:  Please refer to Master Response A: Designation of Lincoln Avenue
as a Main Street, which is at the beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments.
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14. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM AMY ZENG, DATED JULY 29, 2011.

COMMENT 14-A: It has brought to my family’s attention the city of San Jose is discussing to
rezone the land that is now Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course. The golf course has been part of our
social life for many years. It is great place to adults and children to take golf lessons and practice
both on the driving range and the course. The community regards Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course is
the one of the best golf courses in the center of the Silicon Valley. The area already has high dense
of houses. We really need the golf course there to make the environment green and provide the place
to relax for our busy life. Ireally appreciate if you have time to go there. We will find how valuable
the golf course is. The staff provides wonderful service, golfers are very happy/friendly and kids are
learning life skill there, which is far beyond the golf itself. In my opinion, the place has made San
Jose is better place to live.

We greatly appreciate if you could consider our view to against the idea to demolish Rancho Del
Pueblo Golf Course. Your support will be known for many generations to come.

RESPONSE 14-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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15. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN BERNSTEIN, DATED JULY 30, 2011.

COMMENT 15-A: Iam a huge fan of reducing Lincoln to 1 lane each direction between
Minnesota and Willow streets.

Take a look at what Livermore did with their downtown 1st street: They switch a major thoroughfare
from 4 lanes to 2 lanes (1 each way), giving the outside lane to new sidewalks, landscaping, and patio

areas for restaurants and cafes.

It made the downtown of Livermore in to a walking/shopping/dining hot spot. It produced
significantly more shoppers for the stores, more diners, and traffic wasn't an issue at all.

This YouTube video describes what they did: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gfr-RJ7Xac8

Other bay area cities have done similar downtown transformations.

Please help make Lincoln much more shopper and pedestrian friendly! The only result you'll see is
increased tax revenue, oh and probably a lot of happy residents.

RESPONSE 15-A:  Please refer to Master Response A: Designation of Lincoln Avenue
as a Main Street, which is at the beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments.
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16. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM VERNON LADD, DATED JULY 30, 2011.

COMMENT 16-A: PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE make Lincoln Ave. 2 lanes in downtown WG.
We need an area that is much more pedestrian/bike friendly and better suited w/ wider sidewalks to
outdoor dining. Every nice city in the area, e.g. Pleasanton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Los Gatos,
Campbell, etc. has a 2 lane downtown. Why not make WG a prototype for other areas w/in San
Jose? It will help build stronger neighborhoods which are safer, etc., too! Crossing 4 lanes of traffic
as a pedestrian is dangerous even w/ blinking crosswalk lights. I've personally seen too many close
calls because the sidewalk lane will stop for a pedestrian, but the inside lane driver doesn't see the
pedestrian! There are so many ways to do 2 lanes!

RESPONSE 16-A:  Please refer to Master Response A: Designation of Lincoln Avenue
as a Main Street, which is at the beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments.
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17. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TAO ZENG, DATED JULY 30, 2011.

COMMENT 17-A: My children and their friends have been taken golf lessons and practice in
Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course for many years. They spend most of their spare time in Rancho Del
Pueblo Golf Course and enjoy the game greatly. They feel very disappointed about the rezone land
news, and urgened me to write to you. The golf course has been part of kids’s social life for many
years. T he area already has high dense of houses. We need the golf course there to make the
environment green, the San Jose a better place to live.

We greatly appreciate if you could manage to keep Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course.

RESPONSE 17-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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18. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DR. ZLIAN, DATED JULY 30, 2011.

COMMENT 18-A: My children and their friends have been taken golf lessons and practice in
Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course for many years. They spend most of their spare time in Rancho Del
Pueblo Golf Course and enjoy the game greatly. They feel very disappointed about the rezone land
news, and urgened me to write to you. The golf course has been part of kids’s social life for many
years. The area already has high dense of houses. We need the golf course there to make the
environment green, the San Jose a better place to live.

We greatly appreciate if you could manage to keep Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course

RESPONSE 18-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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19. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NANCY GOEBNER, DATED JULY 30, 2011.

COMMENT 19-A:  Absolutely, Lincoln through Downtown Willow Glen should be one lane each
way with a turn lane or median strip down the middle. That would smooth traffic flow, make it safer
for pedestrians and cyclists (bike lanes!) and improve the CHARM of our downtown. Please

consider this.

If you've seen old photos of Lincoln Ave, you've seen that it used to have one lane each way, and a
trolly down the center.

RESPONSE 19-A:  Please refer to Master Response A: Designation of Lincoln Avenue
as a Main Street, which is at the beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments.
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20. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NICHOLAS JENSEN, DATED JULY 30,
2011.

COMMENT 20-A: Lincoln Avenue should be reduced from 4 to 2 lanes as part of the Envision
2040 plan. Reducing the speed of traffic and creating a friendlier atmosphere for cyclists and
pedestrians with “complete streets” would be a huge win for the businesses in downtown Willow
Glen.

Imagine if the sidewalks were wider. Restaurants could offer more outdoor seating. Reducing the
speed of traffic would make downtown quieter and safer. Have you tried to cross the street in
downtown Willow Glen? Even with the crosswalks, we regularly see near misses as pedestrians
brave the 4 lanes of traffic.

As Willow Glen homeowners, we'd love to see our neighborhood more friendly for people, not cars.

RESPONSE 20-A:  Please refer to Master Response A: Designation of Lincoln Avenue
as a Main Street, which is at the beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments.
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21. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MIKE CULCASI, DATED AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT 21-A: [ learned recently that the City of San Jose has set a hearing date to discuss
the possibility of rezoning the land that is now Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course. I am writing to you
today because I am very concerned about this potential rezoning action.

I am currently an active volunteer with The First Tee of San Jose. I have personally witnessed the
positive impact this program has on young members of our community. What I like most about The
First Tee is the emphasis on life skills through it’s Nine Core Values (Honesty, Perseverance,
Courtesy, Sportsmanship, etc.). So it’s not just a golf program, it’s a program which emphasizes
what is important to live a productive and well-balanced life. I believe The First Tee contributes to
healthier and better-balanced youth in our community.

The First Tee programs are based at Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course. Without that facility, we would
not have a home and it would truly be a significant loss to the young kids in our city. For these
reasons, | urge you to cast your vote AGAINST rezoning of Rancho del Pueblo.

RESPONSE 21-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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22, RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM HENRY CORD, DATED AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT 22-A: Ireviewed the 2040 draft. I was specifically looking at Downtown and the
plan continues to designates it as a growth area for jobs and housing — that’s good! My question - |
didn’t see any reference to the recent Diridon Area Plan, which report was accepted at Council - did |
overlook it. If not in the 2040 Plan then why not.

RESPONSE 22-A:  The Diridon Area Plan is currently under development and is not
included in the proposed Envision San José 2040 General Plan. 1t will undergo separate
environmental review. The Diridon Area Plan would be incorporated into the City’s General
Plan, if adopted.
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23. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PAM DEAL, DATED AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT 23-A: Irecently learned of the proposed General Plan Amendment whereby the
Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course would be rezoned for future development instead of the recreational
uses currently allowed.

I am strongly against allowing the rezoning of this property. The Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course
represents one of the few affordable golf options available to beginning golfers in the San Jose area.
As a beginning golfer, I use the course frequently and regularly see children at the course. As you
are probably aware, the golf course has also become the home site for The First Tee of San Jose. The
First Tee is a nationally recognized youth life skills program targeting under privileged populations.

I believe the citizens of the City of San Jose value opportunities to provide healthy, safe, affordable
outdoor recreational options for our children. I urge you to please vote no to the rezoning of this
valuable community asset.

RESPONSE 23-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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24. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRIAN MOLVER, DATED AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT 24-A: Irecently learned of the proposed General Plan Amendment whereby the
Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course would be rezoned for future development instead of the recreational
uses currently allowed.

I am strongly against allowing the rezoning of this property. The Rancho del Pueblo Golf Course
represents one of the few affordable golf options available to beginning golfers in the San Jose area.
As a beginning golfer, I use the course frequently and regularly see children at the course. As you
are probably aware, the golf course has also become the home site for The First Tee of San Jose. The
First Tee is a nationally recognized youth life skills program targeting under privileged populations.

I believe the citizens of the City of San Jose value opportunities to provide healthy, safe, affordable
outdoor recreational options for our children. I urge you to please vote no to the rezoning of this
valuable community asset.

RESPONSE 24-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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25. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LUKE LI, DATED AUGUST 1, 2011.

COMMENT 25-A: It has brought to my family’s attention the city of San Jose is discussing to
rezone the land that is now Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course. The golf course has been part of our
social life for many years. It is great place to adults and children to take golf lessons and practice
both on the driving range and the course. The community regards Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course is
the one of the best golf courses in the center of the Silicon Valley. The area already has high dense
of houses. We really need the golf course there to make the environment green and provide the place
to relax for our busy life. Ireally appreciate if you have time to go there. We will find how valuable
the golf course is. The staff provides wonderful service, golfers are very happy/friendly and kids are
learning life skill there, which is far beyond the golf itself. In my opinion, the place has made San
Jose is better place to live.

We greatly appreciate if you could consider our view to against the idea to demolish Rancho Del
Pueblo Golf Course. Your support will be known for many generations to come.

RESPONSE 25-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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26. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GARY HURST, DATED AUGUST 3, 2011.

COMMENT 26-A: [ want to go on record as a San Jose taxpayer in opposition to the rezoning of
this recreational facility. The golf course and driving range are a gathering place for a large number
of diverse people from the surrounding community who have no other place to come together and
share their common interest. Rezoning the golf course to allow more housing will eliminate one of
the few facilities in the area that draw people from many cultural and economic backgrounds
together, and will eliminate one of the few remaining open spaces in the area. Why not increase the
housing stock in the area by eliminating the Mexican Heritage Center or the PAL field that appear to
be far less used and require large city subsidies to remain open even after the cost of renting city-
owned land is eliminated. Even the park across the street from the golf course will see diminished
use because so many park users park their cars in the golf course parking lot while using the park.

Depriving seniors, young First Tee students, novice golfers, women and others of the best golf course
in the area for their programs, style of play, and opportunity to interact and build the community will
be a step backwards. Denser housing in this area will also surely lead to an increase in the crime rate
and add to the city’s costs above and beyond the resulting tax increases.

Why not focus on annexing the property of the former Pleasant Hills golf course into the city and
developing that property which is larger, closer to planned light rail expansion, and currently unused
and earning virtually no tax revenue?

RESPONSE 26-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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27. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LAUREN MOLL, DATED AUGUST 3, 2011.

COMMENT 27-A: As another San Jose taxpayer and voter, [ want to add my voice to that of my
husband. The city spent millions of dollars to build this golf course, but seems to lack the vision to
preserve it for the people of the area and wants to build more housing in an already congested area.
The costs of supplying city services to such housing will surely cost more than the tax base increase
and the quality of life in the area will be lowered by the loss of the golf course and problems
associated with denser housing.

This part of the city has too few recreational opportunities, too little open space, and too few places
for community interaction already - do not throw away this community asset forever by rezoning this
golf course. Shame on you for wasting city resources considering this zoning change. Focus on
developing underused properties near mass transit like the old Pleasant Hills golf course on White
Road.

RESPONSE 27-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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28. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRUCE REILLY, DATED AUGUST 4, 2011.

COMMENT 28-A: Please add me to the list of people who support maintaining the Rancho del
Pueblo golf course. There are other opportunities for housing within the city. There are houses
surrounding the golf course that have not sold, so why build more. There is no other facility like this
in east San Jose (short, 9-hole golf). Many of us who do not have the time or energy for 18 holes,
rely upon this facility to get us outdoors and provide a place for our exercise and social contact...both
beneficial to our health. It would be much easier to provide housing at another site without
sacrificing the health of the community.

RESPONSE 28-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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29. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN WHITAKER, DATED AUGUST 5,
2011.

COMMENT 29-A: Please add my name to the list of people who support maintaining the Rancho
del Pueblo golf course. There are many other opportunities and locations for additional housing
within the city. There is no other facility like this in east San Jose (short, 9-hole golf). Many of us
senior citizens who do not have the time or energy for 18 holes, rely upon this facility to get us
outdoors and provide a place for our exercise and social contact...both beneficial to our health. Once
this is gone, it will be cost-prohibitive to recreate elsewhere. It would be much easier to provide
housing at another site without sacrificing the health of the community.

RESPONSE 29-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 164 First Amendment to the Draft PEIR
City of San José September 2011



Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

30. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NOSHABA AFZAL, DATED AUGUST 8,
2011.

COMMENT 30-A: We have a crisis on our hands! Why is city is trying to sell our golf course to
build hundreds of homes in order to balance their budget at our expense?

This is a nightmare, my neighbors & I imagine the hundreds of cars, congestion, noise, fire hazards
from high density housing etc all squeezed into our backyards! This will have an enormous negative
impact on our quality of life for our children & families.

To get a sense of the additional chaos this sale will cause the city council & planning department
needs to just drive past King road to Rocketship school at dismissal time & you can get a sense of the
chaos traffic. It starts just by the corner of King & Los Suenos at 3pm when school is in session.
They built a great charter school at the end of Los Suenos, but it causes the traffic to back up all the
way down to King road!

If we don’t stop this from happening, the quality of life in our neighborhood will be gone.

The city needs to look at other options to balance their budget. We paid good money for our homes,
even extra for a view of the course. Unfortunately the city has repeatedly made it clear, since it's
'Alum Rock' neighborhood, they can get away with this. If this was in Willow Glen area, they would
never try this. We need the city to explore other options:

1) convert the golf course into a park (which I believe has less maintenance than all the grass up
keep?) this would help build a strong place for the community to gather & strengthen
together. Research shows strong community building is better for fighting the gang problems
vs high density house in an already gang infested area.

2) The city should also sell Hays Mansion vs golf course. Selling the mansion would still keep
it Historically preserved but generate revenue from the sale vs loss if income to keep it up.
That sale would not directly impact nor have a negative affect the lives of hundreds of
individuals like with our golf course.

3) The city needs to keep their commitment to open space. Emma Prusch would roll over in her
grave if she knew the plans for the precious open space she donated to the city to be sold
once again.

I respectfully ask the City to work to protect our quality of life in Alum Rock and keep the open
space on the golf course. Please do not create a big problematic neighborhood in your effort to
balance the budget. We homeowners work very hard, pay taxes, volunteer in our community, and
chose to live in Alum Rock. We need the City to make the right decision and preserve this precious
open space.

RESPONSE 30-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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31. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM O. GLENN HERRELL AND STEPHANIE
BLANKENSHIP, DATED AUGUST 8, 2011.

COMMENT 31-A: We are writing to you regarding the proposed redevelopment of Rancho del
Pueblo Golf Course. We have been members of the Almaden Senior golf group for over 5 years and
have been using this course regularly for many years. In fact, Stephanie learned to play from the
local course pro. Both of us enjoy the driving range, practice facilities and the course.

This course offers an ideal lay-out for anyone who wants to learn golf and/or improve their game. It
is one of the few executive courses in the area that offers the challenge of longer par 3 holes and a
par 4 hole. In addition, it is an affordable place to play and offers seniors a good venue to improve
their health through exercise. Without this course, the Almaden Senior golf group will not have a
comparable place to golf.

As long-time San Jose residents and taxpayers, we have looked forward to enjoying our local parks
during our senior retirement years. It would be very unfortunate to lose a fine facility like Rancho

del Pueblo to redevelopment. Therefore, we are writing to request the council preserve this course
and vote against the redevelopment proposal.

RESPONSE 31-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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32. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SAVE OUR TRAILS, DATED AUGUST 8,
2011.

COMMENT 32-A: Save Our Trails: Connecting Santa Clara County Communities is a California
Not-for-Profit Corporation whose mission is “To promote trails in Santa Clara County for the benefit
and enjoyment of all people.” On behalf of Save Our Trails (SOT), I am writing to make you aware
of a small error in the draft EIR (DEIR) for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan. This error is
with respect to the path shown for the planned Three Creeks Trail.

After many months of deliberation, the Envision 2040 Task Force persuaded city staff to designate
the entire right-of-way of the UPRR “Willow Glen Spur” as the path of the future Three Creeks
Trail. However, the map on page 72 of Section 2 of the DEIR does not reflect this designation.
This map (Figure 2.2-17, labeled “Proposed Street Topology”) shows the Three Creeks Trail
proceeding southeast from a junction with the Los Gatos Creek Trail and ending at Minnesota
Avenue. In accord with the decision reached by the Envision 2040 Task Force, it should be shown
continuing to the east along the railroad right-of-way shown on the map, all the way to Senter
Avenue, adjacent to Kelley Park.

We would appreciate it if you would correct this error, so the draft EIR corresponds to the actual
Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan as proposed by the Task Force and as approved by the City
Council.

RESPONSE 32-A:  The City is currently seeking grant funding for the Three Creeks Trail
Master Plan. The Master Plan will identify the final trail alignment for the 2.8-mile trail.
Given that the trail master planning process is not yet complete and there may be final right-
of-way issues to be resolved for the Three Creeks Trail, designating its right-of-way now
would be premature.
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33. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM EILEEN MAI, DATED AUGUST 8, 2011.

COMMENT 33-A: Our family, residents at Hermocilla/King community, fully understand the
current economic situation that the city is facing, the deficit and the need to raise revenue and cut
spending. It is affecting our family as well. However, we are concerned about the plan to convert
the golf course to residential housing for the following reasons. We would like to submit our
comments to the planning committee and the city for consideration.

SELECTION

1. Why is this golf course chosen? What about other city-owned properties? Must it be one of the 3
city-owned golf courses? We know the city is losing money on golf courses but what about the other
two city golf-courses? Are they making money (net income/loss including debt payments)? Or are
they losing as much or more than Rancho del Pueblo? This is a smaller course (9-hole vs 18-hole at
Los Lagos) and maybe less popular than the other, but at the same time, it also means smaller
expenses and smaller debt payments comparing to the other golf courses.

2. Our understanding is that the two golf courses (Rancho and Los Lagos) were built not too long
ago and raised capital via issuing bond(s). Why was they built then and is now on the chopping
block, not too long after, even before much benefits are realized? Does it mean much of the money
already spent will be wasted?

Open space and the golf course is nice for families, kids, the community, the environment, and also
the home values. Even this area is next to the 101 freeway, the golf course creates a much-needed
buffer for everyone. People walk around the neighborhood daily and really enjoy the open space.
This golf course targets beginners, including kids. All of these benefits will be gone when this open
space and the golf course is gone.

HOUSING

1. Is building more residential housing a sustainable and long-term solution at this economic time?
Do we really need more houses?

2. Can the market handle more new houses when we got plenty of foreclosed houses and plenty of
families “under-water” with their mortgages? Many people are waiting and hanging on to their
houses since walking away mean they effectively realized the loss of their down-payment, which can
be significant.

Housing is the reason that the whole country, including San Jose and our own family, got into this
great recession. We’re still in the middle of a very serious recession, not out of it yet. Real estates in
this area are among the low end of the market and price dropped significantly since 2008 and have
not recovered. The increase supply of new homes will put additional pressure to an already
depressed market. Building more houses at the wrong location might be a bad idea. Selling this
golf-course does reduce the debt for the city but it brings worries and hardship to many existing
residents. It also means the original project, that built this golf-course, is now considered short-
sighted and the loss is realized.
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TRAFFIC

Can King road at this junction handle the additional traffic? Traffic and air pollution will increase
significantly because many more people will use a limited number of roads to go in and out every
day. The current community on Hermocilla/King is only about 200 single-family houses and this
new plan is almost 3 times more than that (570 units). King/Story intersection was expanded not too
long ago and it’s already very busy, especially during peak hours. The exit ram from/to 680 at both
directions usually back up significantly during peak times, which can cause traffic hazards for drivers
on the freeway. Any further expansion will only cause delay for residents, traffic jams, and
additional expenses for the city and tax payers.

CRIME

Crime will increase, simply because of the higher density of people. Alum Rock, East Side, 95116 is
not the best neighborhood to start with. If it gets crowded with many more people crime will
definitely increase.

The shooting/killing with 2 men died in August 2010 at the newly-built apartment (San Antonio Ct,
next to 101 freeway) is a worrisome example. The developer got financial subsides from the city of
San José for low-income housing. Residents there did complain about the plan before it was built.
But their voices went nowhere. We regularly hear siren, see police cars, see fire trucks coming into it
from our house. From this example, we will do everything we can to prevent the same issue from
happening to our neighborhood. Some highlights from the article from Mercury News:

Source: http://www.mercurynews.com/bay-area-news/ci_15932775

“The violence shook up neighbors in the section of the San Antonio neighborhood that backs up to
the Alum Rock Avenue off-ramp from northbound Highway 101. They were already angry and
fearful about the Fairways, a low-income apartment complex built with $5.75 million in city money
last year. They said they've complained about drug dealing, fights and gangs near the 84-unit
complex, and that police and emergency vehicles show up there two or three times a week.”

“Neighbors said they protested vehemently when the city planned the housing complex. But “it's
tough to beat the city,” said Alfred Talamantes, president of the San Antonio Community
Association. Another neighbor said auto burglaries are up, as are traffic problems and speeding.”

SCHOOL

Can local schools that already have low test scores (Chavez, San Antonio) handle the additional
number of children/students?

DESIGN/PLANNING

1. Does the city have the list of potential/prospective buyers? Who are they and what are their plans
for this property?

2. Why 570 units? Is there a tentative/suggested blue-print or plan available to the public?

3. Are 570 units: condos, townhouses or single-detached houses?
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4. How many levels will it be? How close to the property line will the future buildings/structures
be?

5. Since the golf-course has an L-shaped/U-shaped area, how will the access for this new resident
community look like? Will access for cars, fire trucks, and police cars easy?

6. Will there be public streets or private streets for police patrol and public safety?

7. Will there be street connections to existing communities? Will it be a cul-de-sac or gated
community?

8. Are there any open areas or community parks? How big are they and where are they located
within the new community?

9. Is there a timeline that the developer/buyer must commit to (i.e. buy now, build later)?

10. Will there be limitations, commitments, restrictions for the developer to address public issues?
ALTERNATIVES

1. Are there any other alternatives instead of housing or selling?

2. What about a low-maintenance public park?

3. What about selling a portion for housing development and leaving the rest open space or a public
park?

4. What about waiting for a few more years before any decision for this site is considered again?

RESPONSE 33-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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34. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KHANH TO, DATED AUGUST 8, 2011.

COMMENT 34-A: Our family, residents at Hermocilla/King community, fully understand the
current economic situation that the city is facing, the deficit and the need to raise revenue and cut
spending. It is affecting our family as well. However, we are concerned about the plan to convert
the golf course to residential housing for the following reasons. We would like to submit our
comments to the planning committee and the city for consideration.

SELECTION

1. Why is this golf course chosen? What about other city-owned properties? Must it be one of the 3
city-owned golf courses? We know the city is losing money on golf courses but what about the other
two city golf-courses? Are they making money (net income/loss including debt payments)? Or are
they losing as much or more than Rancho del Pueblo? This is a smaller course (9-hole vs 18-hole at
Los Lagos) and maybe less popular than the other, but at the same time, it also means smaller
expenses and smaller debt payments comparing to the other golf courses.

2. Our understanding is that the two golf courses (Rancho and Los Lagos) were built not too long
ago and raised capital via issuing bond(s). Why was they built then and is now on the chopping
block, not too long after, even before much benefits are realized? Does it mean much of the money
already spent will be wasted?

Open space and the golf course is nice for families, kids, the community, the environment, and also
the home values. Even this area is next to the 101 freeway, the golf course creates a much-needed
buffer for everyone. People walk around the neighborhood daily and really enjoy the open space.
This golf course targets beginners, including kids. All of these benefits will be gone when this open
space and the golf course is gone.

HOUSING

1. Is building more residential housing a sustainable and long-term solution at this economic time?
Do we really need more houses?

2. Can the market handle more new houses when we got plenty of foreclosed houses and plenty of
families “under-water” with their mortgages? Many people are waiting and hanging on to their
houses since walking away mean they effectively realized the loss of their down-payment, which can
be significant.

Housing is the reason that the whole country, including San Jose and our own family, got into this
great recession. We’re still in the middle of a very serious recession, not out of it yet. Real estates in
this area are among the low end of the market and price dropped significantly since 2008 and have
not recovered. The increase supply of new homes will put additional pressure to an already
depressed market. Building more houses at the wrong location might be a bad idea. Selling this
golf-course does reduce the debt for the city but it brings worries and hardship to many existing
residents. It also means the original project, that built this golf-course, is now considered short-
sighted and the loss is realized.
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TRAFFIC

Can King road at this junction handle the additional traffic? Traffic and air pollution will increase
significantly because many more people will use a limited number of roads to go in and out every
day. The current community on Hermocilla/King is only about 200 single-family houses and this
new plan is almost 3 times more than that (570 units). King/Story intersection was expanded not too
long ago and it’s already very busy, especially during peak hours. The exit ram from/to 680 at both
directions usually back up significantly during peak times, which can cause traffic hazards for drivers
on the freeway. Any further expansion will only cause delay for residents, traffic jams, and
additional expenses for the city and tax payers.

CRIME

Crime will increase, simply because of the higher density of people. Alum Rock, East Side, 95116 is
not the best neighborhood to start with. If it gets crowded with many more people crime will
definitely increase.

The shooting/killing with 2 men died in August 2010 at the newly-built apartment (San Antonio Ct,
next to 101 freeway) is a worrisome example. The developer got financial subsides from the city of
San José for low-income housing. Residents there did complain about the plan before it was built.
But their voices went nowhere. We regularly hear siren, see police cars, see fire trucks coming into it
from our house. From this example, we will do everything we can to prevent the same issue from
happening to our neighborhood. Some highlights from the article from Mercury News:

Source: http://www.mercurynews.com/bay-area-news/ci_15932775

“The violence shook up neighbors in the section of the San Antonio neighborhood that backs up to
the Alum Rock Avenue off-ramp from northbound Highway 101. They were already angry and
fearful about the Fairways, a low-income apartment complex built with $5.75 million in city money
last year. They said they've complained about drug dealing, fights and gangs near the 84-unit
complex, and that police and emergency vehicles show up there two or three times a week.”

“Neighbors said they protested vehemently when the city planned the housing complex. But “it's
tough to beat the city,” said Alfred Talamantes, president of the San Antonio Community
Association. Another neighbor said auto burglaries are up, as are traffic problems and speeding.”

SCHOOL

Can local schools that already have low test scores (Chavez, San Antonio) handle the additional
number of children/students?

DESIGN/PLANNING

1. Does the city have the list of potential/prospective buyers? Who are they and what are their plans
for this property?

2. Why 570 units? Is there a tentative/suggested blue-print or plan available to the public?

3. Are 570 units: condos, townhouses or single-detached houses?
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4. How many levels will it be? How close to the property line will the future buildings/structures
be?

5. Since the golf-course has an L-shaped/U-shaped area, how will the access for this new resident
community look like? Will access for cars, fire trucks, and police cars easy?

6. Will there be public streets or private streets for police patrol and public safety?

7. Will there be street connections to existing communities? Will it be a cul-de-sac or gated
community?

8. Are there any open areas or community parks? How big are they and where are they located
within the new community?

9. Is there a timeline that the developer/buyer must commit to (i.e. buy now, build later)?

10. Will there be limitations, commitments, restrictions for the developer to address public issues?
ALTERNATIVES

1. Are there any other alternatives instead of housing or selling?

2. What about a low-maintenance public park?

3. What about selling a portion for housing development and leaving the rest open space or a public
park?

4. What about waiting for a few more years before any decision for this site is considered again?

RESPONSE 34-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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35. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM YVETTE VALENZUELA, DATED AUGUST
10, 2011.

COMMENT 35-A: [I’mresident of San Jose and active participant at La Raza Roundtable. I am
adamantly opposed to the sale of Rancho Del Pueblo. Our community, especially our youth need a
safe and positive way to stay busy. From my own witnessing the facility is always busy showing that
community members, including youth are out enjoying themselves in a positive activity. I will be
present at upcoming meetings and if a vote is allowed to San José residents [ will take that
opportunity to vote against it. East Side San Jose also deserves open spaces and driving ranges. We
are an eclectic bunch and who enjoy “the better things in life”” and it is confirmed by the attendance |
see everyday on my way home from downtown San Jose to the area of King and Story where I
reside. Rancho Del Pueblo is thriving with participants.

RESPONSE 35-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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36. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PHIL TRUONG, DATED AUGUST 10, 2011.

COMMENT 36-A: On August 17,2011 We will have the community meeting with the San Jose
City staff for the 31-acre Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course could be a future development of the
property with up to 570 residential units. We would like to against this proposal because :

* Add more traffic and more noise on King Rd, Story Rd,101 & 680 Freeway and our neighborhood
with more 570 new homes everyday. And City does not plan to expand more lanes in King, Story
and our neighborhood streets.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood, City does not have plan to build more class,
more school or more libary and more a community recreational in our neighborhood.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood will create more people, more cars will
decrease emergency services, such as polices cars, fire cars and ambulances, to attend to resident's
need and neighborhood crimes quickly. Our neighborhood will be inconvenience for the public
services and unsafety.

City could not sell this land to a builder 570 new homes for the City's budget situations and place our
neighborhood with many inconvenience & unsafety life and with high density housing and less the
public services, more gangters...

City and builder would take money to walk away and leave us with more headaches and less &
unsafety public services. This is not fair for our neighborhood.

RESPONSE 36-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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37. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STEVE ROBLES, DATED AUGUST 10, 2011.

COMMENT 37-A: I agree with what Phieu has written in his letter. We don't need more traffic.
Our quality of life will suffer. We need more “green” space not less.

RESPONSE 37-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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38. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JIMMY NGUYEN, DATED AUGUST 10,
2011.

COMMENT 38-A: On August 17,2011 We will have the community meeting with the San Jose
City staff for the 31-acre Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course could be a future development of the
property with up to 570 residential units. We would like to against this proposal because:

* Add more traffic and more noise on King Rd, Story Rd,101 & 680 Freeway and our neighborhood
with more 570 new homes everyday. And City does not plan to expand more lanes in King, Story
and our neighborhood streets.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood, City does not have plan to build more class,
more school or more libary and more a community recreational in our neighborhood.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood will create more people, more cars will
decrease emergency services, such as polices cars, fire cars and ambulances, to attend to resident's
need and neighborhood crimes quickly . Our neighborhood will be inconvenience for the public
services and unsafety.

City could not sell this land to a builder 570 new homes for the City's budget situations and place our
neighborhood with many inconvenience & unsafety life and with high density housing and less the
public services, more gangters...

City and builder would take money to walk away and leave us with more headaches and less &
unsafety public services. This is not fair for our neighborhood.

RESPONSE 38-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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39. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROSE AMADOR, DATED AUGUST 10, 2011.

COMMENT 39-A: I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed sale of Rancho del
Pueblo Golf Course. This is undoubtedly, a loss of a unique community asset to a segment of our
community that is most in need. The sale of the golf course further reduces accessibility of
recreation access, as well as openspace, to the underserved communities.

San Jose has experienced an increasing gang presence. Much of this is due to the lack of stimulating
activities for youth, both in the schools and in our communities. Programs such as “The First Tee of
San Jose” develops youth through golf and impacts the lives of young people by providing
educational programs that build character, instill life-enhancing values and promote healthy choices
through the game of golf. The majority of youth participants maintain an “A” or “B” average in
school.

Eliminating another scare resource to the community will save a few dollars and put many more
youth at risk of positive activities and role models. Ultimately, our entire community will suffer as a
result of this short-sightedness.

I strongly urge the Council to consider the adverse impact on our community and to not sale Rancho
del Pueblo Golf Course.

RESPONSE 39-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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40. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SON NGUYEN, DATED AUGUST 12, 2011.

COMMENT 40-A: Our family, residents at Hermocilla/King community, fully understand the
current economic situation that the city is facing, the deficit and the need to raise revenue and cut
spending. It is affecting our family as well. However, we are concerned about the plan to convert
the golf course to residential housing for the following reasons. We would like to submit our
comments to the planning committee and the city for consideration.

SELECTION

1. Why is this golf course chosen? What about other city-owned properties? Must it be one of the 3
city-owned golf courses? We know the city is losing money on golf courses but what about the other
two city golf-courses? Are they making money (net income/loss including debt payments)? Or are
they losing as much or more than Rancho del Pueblo? This is a smaller course (9-hole vs 18-hole at
Los Lagos) and maybe less popular than the other, but at the same time, it also means smaller
expenses and smaller debt payments comparing to the other golf courses.

2. Our understanding is that the two golf courses (Rancho and Los Lagos) were built not too long
ago and raised capital via issuing bond(s). Why was they built then and is now on the chopping
block, not too long after, even before much benefits are realized? Does it mean much of the money
already spent will be wasted?

Open space and the golf course is nice for families, kids, the community, the environment, and also
the home values. Even this area is next to the 101 freeway, the golf course creates a much-needed
buffer for everyone. People walk around the neighborhood daily and really enjoy the open space.
This golf course targets beginners, including kids. All of these benefits will be gone when this open
space and the golf course is gone.

HOUSING

1. Is building more residential housing a sustainable and long-term solution at this economic time?
Do we really need more houses?

2. Can the market handle more new houses when we got plenty of foreclosed houses and plenty of
families “under-water” with their mortgages? Many people are waiting and hanging on to their
houses since walking away mean they effectively realized the loss of their down-payment, which can
be significant.

Housing is the reason that the whole country, including San Jose and our own family, got into this
great recession. We’re still in the middle of a very serious recession, not out of it yet. Real estates in
this area are among the low end of the market and price dropped significantly since 2008 and have
not recovered. The increase supply of new homes will put additional pressure to an already
depressed market. Building more houses at the wrong location might be a bad idea. Selling this
golf-course does reduce the debt for the city but it brings worries and hardship to many existing
residents. It also means the original project, that built this golf-course, is now considered short-
sighted and the loss is realized.
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TRAFFIC

Can King road at this junction handle the additional traffic? Traffic and air pollution will increase
significantly because many more people will use a limited number of roads to go in and out every
day. The current community on Hermocilla/King is only about 200 single-family houses and this
new plan is almost 3 times more than that (570 units). King/Story intersection was expanded not too
long ago and it’s already very busy, especially during peak hours. The exit ram from/to 680 at both
directions usually back up significantly during peak times, which can cause traffic hazards for drivers
on the freeway. Any further expansion will only cause delay for residents, traffic jams, and
additional expenses for the city and tax payers.

CRIME

Crime will increase, simply because of the higher density of people. Alum Rock, East Side, 95116 is
not the best neighborhood to start with. If it gets crowded with many more people crime will
definitely increase.

The shooting/killing with 2 men died in August 2010 at the newly-built apartment (San Antonio Ct,
next to 101 freeway) is a worrisome example. The developer got financial subsides from the city of
San José for low-income housing. Residents there did complain about the plan before it was built.
But their voices went nowhere. We regularly hear siren, see police cars, see fire trucks coming into it
from our house. From this example, we will do everything we can to prevent the same issue from
happening to our neighborhood. Some highlights from the article from Mercury News:

Source: http://www.mercurynews.com/bay-area-news/ci_15932775

“The violence shook up neighbors in the section of the San Antonio neighborhood that backs up to
the Alum Rock Avenue off-ramp from northbound Highway 101. They were already angry and
fearful about the Fairways, a low-income apartment complex built with $5.75 million in city money
last year. They said they've complained about drug dealing, fights and gangs near the 84-unit
complex, and that police and emergency vehicles show up there two or three times a week.”

“Neighbors said they protested vehemently when the city planned the housing complex. But “it's
tough to beat the city,” said Alfred Talamantes, president of the San Antonio Community
Association. Another neighbor said auto burglaries are up, as are traffic problems and speeding.”

SCHOOL

Can local schools that already have low test scores (Chavez, San Antonio) handle the additional
number of children/students?

DESIGN/PLANNING

1. Does the city have the list of potential/prospective buyers? Who are they and what are their plans
for this property?

2. Why 570 units? Is there a tentative/suggested blue-print or plan available to the public?

3. Are 570 units: condos, townhouses or single-detached houses?
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4. How many levels will it be? How close to the property line will the future buildings/structures
be?

5. Since the golf-course has an L-shaped/U-shaped area, how will the access for this new resident
community look like? Will access for cars, fire trucks, and police cars easy?

6. Will there be public streets or private streets for police patrol and public safety?

7. Will there be street connections to existing communities? Will it be a cul-de-sac or gated
community?

8. Are there any open areas or community parks? How big are they and where are they located
within the new community?

9. Is there a timeline that the developer/buyer must commit to (i.e. buy now, build later)?

10. Will there be limitations, commitments, restrictions for the developer to address public issues?
ALTERNATIVES

1. Are there any other alternatives instead of housing or selling?

2. What about a low-maintenance public park?

3. What about selling a portion for housing development and leaving the rest open space or a public
park?

4. What about waiting for a few more years before any decision for this site is considered again?

RESPONSE 40-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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41. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GREAT OAKS WATER COMPANY, DATED
AUGUST 12, 2011.

COMMENT 41-A: The following are the comments of Great Oaks Water Company (Great Oaks)
to the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan (Plan). Should you have any questions, please contact
the undersigned.

General Comments

These comments are primarily directed to water supply issues and, more particularly, to the Water
Supply Assessments included in Appendix I of the Plan. But it is also necessary to comment on the
speculative and theoretical nature of the Plan itself.

The City of San Jose has engaged in various planning processes over the years. Among those efforts
have been plans detailing proposed development in the Coyote Valley area, none of which have
come to fruition or even gone beyond the drawing board. The Plan includes proposed development
in the Coyote Valley area again. If history is any indication of eventual success in planning
activities, the Plan’s proposals for Coyote Valley are not likely to become reality.

In the context of Water Supply Assessments for the Plan, the probably that the Plan will not mirror
eventual reality must be considered. Water Supply Assessments for the Coyote Valley area
submitted for the Plan will most likely be completely obsolete when or if development takes place in
Coyote Valley. The law will require new Water Supply Assessments in that event. Great Oaks will
provide any required Water Supply Assessments at that time.

RESPONSE 41-A:  Since Great Oaks Water Comp.
COMMENT 41-B: Comments to Plan Discussion of Water Utility Services

The Plan’s discussion of groundwater basins (beginning at page 324) is incorrect. According to the
California Department of Water Resources, there is no Coyote Valley Sub-basin of the Santa Clara
Valley Groundwater Basin, yet the Plan makes specific reference to a Coyote Valley Sub-basin.

Much of the Plan is based upon Urban Water Management Plans that were prepared for 2005 and are
now obsolete. Great Oaks’ 2010 Urban Water Management Plan is attached hereto and incorporated
into these comments.

The Plan’s discussion of the regulatory framework (beginning at page 634) makes no reference to the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) which regulates the vast majority of the water
service currently provided within the City of San Jose. This omission is significant, as the CPUC is
increasing its presence in areas pertinent to the Plan, including water conservation.

RESPONSE 41-B:  The Water Supply Assessments for the project were completed in
2010 prior to the adoption of the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (SCVWD) Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) on May 24, 2011. The terminology used to describe the local
groundwater subareas was consistent with the SCVWD’s 2005 UWMP. Descriptions of the
groundwater subareas have since been revised as shown in Section 5 Revisions to the Text of
the Draft PEIR.
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The environmental analysis for the General Plan began in 2008. The Water Supply

Assessments prepared for the project were based on the current (2005) UWMP’s at the time

those analysis were prepared. Relevant changes to these analyses from the current 2010

UWMPs are shown in Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR.

Discussion of the CPUC has been added to Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR.
COMMENT 41-C: Comments to City of San Jose Water Supply Assessment

Service Area Issues

The Plan contemplates development within Great Oaks’ service area. It is and will be unlawful for
the City to provide water service in Great Oaks’ service area. Any such action would likely result in
significant and prolonged litigation. The City’s Water Supply Assessment does not address these
factors.

The Water Supply Assessment for the City of San Jose does not address the financial condition of the
City itself, which is and will likely continue to be a major obstacle to expansion of the City’s
Municipal Water System. The minimal water supply assets the City currently has in place are
admittedly insufficient to provide adequate water supplies for development in Coyote Valley. The
failure to address the fiscal issues is not insignificant.

Great Oaks’ 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) (attached and incorporated into these
comments by reference) evidences Great Oaks’ ability to provide water service to the areas of
proposed development under Plan scenarios.

RESPONSE 41-C:  The PEIR and Water Supply Assessments address the availability of
water supply to serve planned development in all of San José, including Coyote Valley. As
noted in the San José Municipal Water System’s WSA, no determination of which water
retailer will serve future development in Coyote Valley has been made. Great Oaks’ opinion
regarding fiscal considerations of infrastructure expansion are noted, however since no
determination of which water retailer would serve the Coyote Valley has been made, the
inclusion of contracts or estimates of capital outlays for this area is premature which is
consistent with Great Oaks Comment 41-A. As mentioned in Comment 41- A, various
development plans have been proposed in Coyote Valley over a number of years. A Water
Supply Assessment for a future specific development project in Coyote Valley could be
required based on its size in conformance with Senate Bill 610.

On June 23, 2009 the City of San José sent a letter to Great Oaks Water Company requesting
that they prepare a Water Supply Assessment for the Envision San José 2040 General Plan
Update. Staff followed-up on the June 2009 request with subsequent requests during
meetings and correspondence by letter and email with Great Oaks Water Company from
August 2009 through May 2010. Since Great Oaks Water Company did not provide the
requested Water Supply Assessment, City of San José Planning staff prepared an assessment
of water demand for the planned growth capacity within the Great Oaks Water Company
service area and compared that demand with projected water supply from Great Oaks Water
Company’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. In August 2011 City of San José Planning
staff revised the earlier water demand analysis and comparison of projected supply based on
Great Oaks Water Company’s recently completed 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.
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COMMENT 41-D: Non-Potable Water Issues

The City’s Water Supply Assessment appropriately states that recycled water use for irrigation is not
planned for Coyote Valley due to environmental concerns. Those environment concerns are not
limited to the use of recycled water for irrigation in Coyote Valley. Environmental concerns exist for
all uses of recycled water to the extent that the recycled water will contaminate groundwater supplies
if permitted to enter surface water or groundwater supplies. Recent experiments on the expanded use
of recycled water indicate a very high risk of groundwater contamination. The City’s Water Supply
Assessment inadequately addresses this important environmental and water supply issue.

RESPONSE 41-D:  The relative ease of water percolation in areas of San Jos¢ and the
potential for the introduction of contaminants to groundwater are discussed in Section
3.7.3.3. of the PEIR under the subheading Groundwater Quality. Additional text has been
added to refer to the analysis in the SCVWD’s Groundwater Vulnerability Study (refer to
Section 5 Revisions to the Text of the Draft PEIR). Under Policy MS-20.2 and MS-20.3,
future development in areas with a high degree of aquifer vulnerability will be required to be
designed and operate in a manner that does not adversely impact groundwater quality.
Policies MS-20.2 and MS-20.3 are also meant to address protecting groundwater in all areas
where groundwater percolation occurs.

COMMENT 41-E:  Water Supply

Highlighting the inadequacy of the City’s Water Supply Assessment is the discussion of Coyote
Valley water supplies. The groundwater wells referenced cannot provide adequate water supplies for
the Plan. More wells would be required and the financial ability of the City to fund expansion of its
Coyote Valley water system assets is questionable. No infrastructure currently exists to supply
treated water in Coyote Valley. Expanded use of recycled water presents a high environmental risk.
And any expanded use of recycled water in Coyote Valley would require massive financial
investment by government agencies that presently lack the necessary financial resources for that
investment.

RESPONSE 41-E:  The Program EIR and Water Supply Assessments address the
availability of water supply to serve planned development in all of San José, including
Coyote Valley. No determination of which water retailer will serve Coyote Valley has been
made. The construction and operation of additional water supply facilities, consistent with
the policies contained in the General Plan, is not anticipated to result in additional significant
environmental impacts. CEQA does not require fiscal analysis as part of the preparation of
an EIR. As noted in the San José Municipal Water Service’s Water Supply Assessment for
the proposed General Plan no recycled water use was assumed to serve Coyote Valley.

COMMENT 41-F:  The City’s Water Supply Assessment makes reference to the Santa Clara
Valley Basin and two so-called sub-basins located therein, the Santa Clara Sub-basin and the Coyote
Valley Sub-basin. The California Department of Water Resources does not recognize the existence
of a Coyote Valley Sub-basin, but instead includes groundwater in Coyote Valley to be within the
Santa Clara Sub-basin of the Santa Clara Valley Basin. The City’s Water Supply Assessment is
factually inaccurate in this regard and is apparently based upon obsolete and outdated information.

RESPONSE 41-F:  Refer to Response 41-B.
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COMMENT 41-G: Reference is made in the City’s Water Supply Assessment to the need for
additional Coyote Valley wells to provide the necessary water supplies for the Plan. Reference is
also made to the issue of water rights and that the Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin is not an
adjudicated basin. To the extent that new wells established by the City would interfere with Great
Oaks water supply, it may be necessary to initiate basin adjudication proceedings. The City’s Water
Supply Assessments fails to take this factor into account.

RESPONSE 41-G:  The Water Supply Assessments prepared for the General Plan
analyzed the availability of groundwater within the Santa Clara Plain and Coyote Valley
subareas to serve future development based on natural and managed recharge processes.
Assuming the need for adjudication proceedings for the Santa Clara Valley Groundwater
Basin, which is currently relied upon and has also been used by multiple public and private
entities for many years without the need for adjudication, would be speculative. The
Program EIR makes no determination regarding which local entity would serve future
development locations where service area conflicts exist but rather whether or not sufficient
water supply is available to serve planned development.

COMMENT 41-H: Water Resources Management

The City’s Water Supply Assessment makes no mention of the probable changes to the Santa Clara
Valley Water District’s groundwater recharge facilities in Coyote Valley. These likely changes may
negatively affect the City’s existing wells in that region. This omission makes the City’s Water
Supply Assessment inadequate.

RESPONSE 41-H: It’s not clear what SCVWD recharge facilities in Coyote Valley that
the comment refers to. As discussed in Comment I-7, “natural recharge takes place in creeks
and areas of the County with appropriate soil characteristics to allow water to infiltrate to the
groundwater basin.” As discussed in the SCVWD’s Groundwater Vulnerability Report
(2010), Coyote Creek is a losing stream throughout the year, whereby surface water
percolates through the stream bed and recharges local groundwater. Fisher Creek flows north
along the western portion of the Coyote Valley. During conditions of high groundwater,
Fisher Creek receives groundwater discharge from much of the Coyote Valley floor. Fisher
Creek joins Coyote Creek near Coyote Narrows, where it exits the Coyote Valley subarea.
As part of the Coyote Valley Research Park project, a detention basin was constructed west
of Coyote Creek and will remain available for percolation of surface waters from upstream
areas of Coyote Valley. Although much of the area east of Santa Teresa Boulevard is
approved for development, future stormwater design requirements for low impact
development will need to address maintaining pre-development runoff and water quality in
accordance with regulations in place at the time of future development. Proposed General
Plan Policies related to the sustainable management of water supplies include MS-17.2 (refer
to Section 3.10.3.1 Water Supply of the Draft PEIR).

The commentor provided insufficient detail to determine what groundwater recharge facility
changes in Coyote Valley would negatively affect the City’s existing wells.

COMMENT 41-I: Comments to San Jose Water Company Water Supply Assessment

The Water Supply Assessment submitted by San Jose Water Company (SJWC) is generally
consistent with its 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. As SJWC does not position itself as a water
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service provider for the Coyote Valley or any other portion of Great Oaks’ service area, Great Oaks
has no additional comments for SIWC’s Water Supply Assessment.

RESPONSE 41-1:  The comment is acknowledged.
COMMENT 41-J:  Closing Comments
The Plan is the most recent in a series of plans for the City of San Jose. When, or if, elements of the
Plan affecting Great Oaks come to fruition, Great Oaks will provide updates to its ability to provide

water service.

RESPONSE 41-J:  The comment is acknowledged.
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42. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TOMMY TRAN, DATED AUGUST 12, 2011.

COMMENT 42-A: On August 17, 2011 we will have the community meeting with the San Jose
City staff for the 31-acre Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course could be a future development of the
property with up to 570 residential units. We would like to against this proposal because:

* Add more traffic and more noise on King Rd, Story Rd, 101 & 680 Freeway and our neighborhood
with more 570 new homes everyday. And City does not plan to expand more lanes in King, Story
and our neighborhood streets.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood, City does not have plan to build more class,
more school or more library and more a community recreational in our neighborhood.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood will create more people, more cars will
decrease emergency services, such as polices cars, fire cars and ambulances, to attend to resident’s
need and neighborhood crimes quickly. Our neighborhood will be inconvenience for the public
services and unsafety.

City could not sell this land to a builder 570 new homes for the City’s budget situations and place our
neighborhood with many inconvenience & unsafety life and with high density housing and less the
public services, more gangters...

City and builder would take money to walk away and leave us with more headaches and less &
unsafety public services. This is not fair for our neighborhood.

RESPONSE 42-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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43. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BOB LEININGER, DATED AUGUST 12,
2011.

COMMENT 43-A: I have the following comments on this Draft Program EIR as it pertains to the
proposed closure and residential development of this golf course property.

e The City is moving forward with implementation actions, including this EIR, with inadequate
public input regarding alternatives to closure. I am not aware of any meaningful public outreach
or project scoping in connection with the shutdown of this golf course. The City needs to seek
community input before a decision on policy direction and that should be completed with a report
back to the City Council before any further environmental review.

RESPONSE 43-A:  Subsequent to submittal of these comments, two communitywide
meetings have been held at locations near the golf course (Mayfair Community Center on
August 17 and Mexican Heritage Plaza September 8, 2011) to gather public input and answer
questions from the community. Notices were mailed specifically to area residents, tenants
and property owners within 1,000 feet of the Rancho del Pueblo golf course. Between 200 to
300 people have attended each of these meetings, which were conducted in both English and
in Spanish. A summary of comments from the August 17th meeting was made available in
Spanish, English and Vietnamese at the September 8th community meeting. Approximately
a dozen smaller informational meetings have also been held with individual stakeholder
groups between mid-August to mid-September, including discussions at several existing
neighborhood association meetings. An additional communitywide meeting has been
scheduled for September 21, 2011 and will be held in western San Jose. Additional public
input will also be encouraged at the Planning Commission public hearing on this EIR and the
Draft Envision 2040 General Plan and Residential Options, scheduled for September 28,
2011.

COMMENT 43-B:  The guiding concept in analyzing the environmental impacts seems to be that
since development capacity is being reallocated from other sites in the general area, there will be
minor impacts by allowing additional 600+/- housing units on this site.

The environmental work completed when the present plans were approved was very clear about the
negative impacts on the Eastside communities by going beyond the current densities. The traffic and
air quality impacts, and lack of open space and recreation opportunities in this area of San Jose were
well documented. To now say that the environmental impacts are much less and the surrounding
neighborhood can somehow deal with the added 600+/- DU is at best inconsistent with the analysis
already done. The community was promised relief from the effects of excessive residential
development, not more of the same.

The reallocation approach is at odds with the City’s goal of fostering higher density development
along major transportation lines. The sites from which capacity is being shifted are identified on
page 122 of the Draft PEIR as being on Santa Clara Street and Alum Rock Avenue. These corridors
are served with major mass transit (or are planned to be so served, i.e. light rail, BART, etc.), and the
actual reduction of residential capacity would seem problematic.

The Draft PEIR states, on page 120, that new infill development designations will help to establish
new neighborhoods within a cohesive urban form, or to facilitate new infill development within an
existing area that does not have an established cohesive urban character. This is a misunderstanding
of the integral role of this golf course in the Eastside Community. Rancho del Pueblo has become a
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major part of the urban fabric, located as it is between the commercial area of King and Story and the
Mexican Heritage Gardens to the north on Alum Rock Avenue. This golf course has helped to
establish a cohesive urban character for the area and is recognized as such by the residents.

Why does more residential development, in an area that already has numerous higher density
projects, take precedence over maintaining a reasonable amount of open space and recreation?

How will the additional 600+/- units, with perhaps as many as 2,000 new residents, impact the
remaining park/open space serving the neighborhood?

The EIR document should make note of the loss of golf facilities in the Eastside over the past few
years. Starting with the closure of the 18-hole El Rancho Verde course and driving range on McKee
Road in the late 1960s (also for an apartment project), the area has more recently experienced the
closure of the 36 hole Pleasant Hills courses on White Road. This property will almost certainly be
under pressure for residential development once the current housing market conditions improve. It
should also be noted that the Rancho del Pueblo site originally had 18 holes with a driving range.

Please enter this letter as part of the Program Draft EIR process. I expect to have additional
comments at a later time and will submit those before the hearing dates for the EIR and General Plan.

RESPONSE 43-B:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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44. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BART THIELGES, DATED AUGUST 13,
2011.

COMMENT 44-A: Iunderstand that the latest update to the general plan does not consider the
improvement of Lincoln Ave. to bring it up to the current standards of accommodating all street
users. Currently Lincoln is extremely challenging to bicyclists due to the fact that the rightmost lane
is rather narrow and runs aside busy parallel parking. The only way to safely cycle through Lincoln
without risking being doored by a parked car is to ride near the center of the lane. Not only is this an
uncomfortable lane position for most cyclists, it also takes the entire lane, slowing traffic behind.

A four to three lane conversion on Lincoln would be a huge improvement. That’s because such a
conversion would really create five lanes on Lincoln: two bike lanes, two auto lanes, and an shared
center left turn lane. That conversion would increase capacity on Lincoln because more people
would feel comfortable riding bicycles through this important part of the city’s street network.

Cyclists have few alternatives to Lincoln. Bird and Meridian are the next closest north-south streets
that span both the Los Gatos Creek and 1-280. Both of those streets are also challenging to cyclists.
Opening Lincoln to the average bicyclist would make it profoundly easier to bike through Willow
Glen and beyond.

I ride Lincoln daily. It is easily the most difficult mile of my twelve mile commute. Other neighbors
and cyclists have expressed the same feeling. An important street like Lincoln should be accessible
to all cyclists, not only those with nerves of steel. I urge you to reconsider adding a four to three lane
conversion of Lincoln to the Envision 2040 document.

RESPONSE 44-A:  Please refer to Master Response A: Designation of Lincoln Avenue
as a Main Street, which is at the beginning of Section 4 Responses to Comments.
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45. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CARRIE JENSEN, DATED AUGUST 14,
2011.

COMMENT 45-A: First off,  would like to commend you on the Envision 2040 General Plan.
This revision makes a dramatic shift toward sustainable land-use policy, and I believe it will create a
city that citizens will be proud to call home. I am particularly happy to see the overarching changes
in transportation policy that shift from car-centric systems to ones that equally support motorists,
pedestrians, cyclists, and public transit. 1 am also happy about the more stringent riparian setback
guidelines and the urban growth boundary. Overall you have developed an ambitious and truly
impressive vision for our city; however, I do have a few comments regarding stormwater
management.

I am generally concerned that the environmental impacts of stormwater runoff are not being
sufficiently mitigated. I understand that the City is required to comply with the NDPES Municipal
Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP), and that the EIR Appendix G, Hydrology and Water Quality
Report states that the City's compliance with the provisions of this permit mitigate stormwater
impacts. However, I feel that the City could do more to mitigate stormwater runoff and have the
following comments and suggested revisions to the plan:

MRP provision C.3.A.I(8) states, “Revise, as necessary, General Plans to integrate water quality and
watershed protection with water supply, flood control, habitat protection, groundwater recharge, and
other sustainable development principles and policies (e.g., referencing the Bay-Friendly Landscape
Guidelines).” Although Appendix G does mention San Jose's Green Building Policies, which
include installation of water efficient fixtures and landscaping, minimization of hardscape, and use of
drought tolerant native species, the Bay-Friendly Landscape Guidelines are more detailed and
include many additional strategies that reduce stormwater pollution impacts, such as integrated pest
management. | suggest that the General Plan be revised to include the Bay-Friendly Landscape
Guidelines or that the Green Building Policy be revised to include them.

RESPONSE 45-A:  In February 2008, the City of San José was one of the Charter
Signatories to the 7 Principles of Bay-Friendly Landscaping & Gardening (City Council
Resolution 74231) . The City recognizes that its participation in the Bay-Friendly
Landscaping and Gardening Coalition provides regional resources that can be used to help
San José support City goals such as pollution prevention through integrated pest
management, water conservation, weed abatement, and waste reduction through landscaping
operations. Action MS-18.11 in the proposed General Plan provides for the City to “Adopt
guidelines or ordinances that encourage or require Bay-friendly, water efficient design,
landscape and irrigation within San José.

COMMENT 45-B:  “Greenstreet” stormwater management strategies should be considered for
incorporation whenever streets are redeveloped. For examples of these concepts see Portland's
website: http://www.portlandonline.com/bes/index.cfm?c=34598 and San Mateo County Design
Guidelines: http://www.flowstobay.org/ms_sustainable streets.php. I realize that the City may be
disinclined to include these in the general plan because of unknown cost factors; however, this is the
time to develop the vision for our future. A sustainable city should include a robust plan for
incorporating stormwater back into our urban watershed. This is an important part of improving our
water quality and reconnecting the urban population with the hydrologic cycle.

I suggest revising Goal MS-3 - Water Conservation and Quality as follows:
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e Policy: Promote the use of integrated pest management.

e Action: Update the Green Building Ordinance to include Bay-Friendly Landscaping Guidelines.

e Action: Develop programs to educate the community on stormwater pollution prevention
landscaping strategies (i.e. Low Impact Development strategies), such as green roofs, landscape-
based treatment measures, pervious hardscape materials, and other stormwater management
practices to reduce water pollution.

I suggest revising Goal MS-3 - Water Conservation and Quality as follows:

e Policy: Encourage residents to incorporate Low Impact Development strategies into their
landscapes.

e Action: Develop programs that encourage individuals or businesses to complete low impact
development retrofits for their properties through community outreach programs and incentives
such as tax credits, financing opportunities or other means. (This is similar to Green Building
Policy MS-1.9. For examples of rebate programs, see Palo Alto's Stormwater Rebate Program:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/depts/pwd/flood storm/stormwater rebates/default.asp)

I suggest revising Goal TR - 9 Tier I Reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled as follows:

e TR - 1.13: “Reduce vehicle capacity on streets with projected excess capacity by reducing either
the number of travel lanes or the roadway width, and use remaining public right-of-way to
provide wider sidewalks, bicycle lanes, transit amenities and/or landscaping integrated with
stormwater management systems. Establish criteria to identify roadways for capacity reduction
(i.e. road diets) and conduct engineering studies to determine implementation feasibility and
develop implementation strategies.

Once again I commend you on the Envision 2040 General Plan, and I thank you for considering my
comments.

RESPONSE 45-B:  The letter writer’s recommendations regarding the content of
proposed General Plan policies and actions are noted. Several of these recommendations are
addressed in policies or actions in other sections of the proposed General Plan. For example,
integrated pest management and landscaping is addressed in Action MS-5.8 “Revise
landscaping specifications to align with state recommended guidelines that incorporate
Integrated Pest Management and to support use of mulch and compost” and education related
to stormwater quality is called for in Policy ER-8.9 “Partner with public, private, and non-
profit agencies on public outreach and education on the importance of responsible stormwater
management.” The comments do not raise any questions about the adequacy of the PEIR.
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46. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CELIA POON, DATED AUGUST 14, 2011.

COMMENT 46-A: We want to express our opposition against the city’s plan to replace the
Rancho del Pueblo golf course to build more houses. Some of the immediate impacts will be:

1. Traffic, noise, and air pollution will increase significantly because many more people will use a
limited number of lanes to go in and out every day. The current community on Hermocilla/King has
200 single-family houses. This plan has 570 units (almost 3 times more). King/Story intersection
was expanded recently and it is already very busy. The exit rams from/to 680 at both directions back
up significantly during peak times, which can cause traffic hazards for drivers on the freeway.

2. Crime will increase simply because of the higher density of people. If it gets crowded with many
more people, crime will increase. The shooting with two men died in August 2010 at the newly built
apartment (San Antonio Ct, next to Freeway 101) is a worrisome example. Mercury News reported
this crime:

“The violence shook up neighbors in the section of the San Antonio neighborhood that backs up to
the Alum Rock Avenue off-ramp from northbound Highway 101. They were already angry and
fearful about the Fairways, a low-income apartment complex built with $5.75 million in city money
last year. They said they’ve complained about drug dealing, fights and gangs near the 84-unit
complex, and that police and emergency vehicles show up there two or three times a week.”

Source: http://www.mercurynews.com/bay-area-news/ci_15932775

3. Quality of life and public services will be negatively affected. We do not need more houses in
this crowded area. New homes will need more schools, teachers, police officers, fire-fighters, which
the city might not have the money for. This plan will decrease and slow down emergency services,
such as police cars, fire trucks, ambulances to our community.

As responsible taxpayers and concerned citizens, we believe there are other options instead of
building more houses at this golf course. We sincerely hope that our voice is heard and taken into
consideration when a decision is made. Thank you for your time.

RESPONSE 46-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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47. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NANCY HICKEY, DATED AUGUST 14,
2011.

COMMENT 47-A: 1do not believe that there is a workable enough site in the plan for the
hospital services that need to be reinstated in the downtown core.

RESPONSE 47-A: It is not clear what the letter writer is referring to. The former San
José Hospital site on E. Santa Clara Street in Downtown is still designated for Public/Quasi-
Public uses under the proposed General Plan update. Currently, there are no plans by public
or private entities to build a new hospital Downtown.
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48. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PHIEU TRUONG, DATED AUGUST 14, 2011.

COMMENT 48-A: We want to express our opposition against the city’s plan to replace the
Rancho del Pueblo golf course to build more houses. Some of the immediate impacts will be:

1. Traffic, noise, and air pollution will increase significantly because many more people will use a
limited number of lanes to go in and out every day. The current community on Hermocilla/King has
200 single-family houses. This plan has 570 units (almost 3 times more). King/Story intersection
was expanded recently and it is already very busy. The exit rams from/to 680 at both directions back
up significantly during peak times, which can cause traffic hazards for drivers on the freeway.

2. Crime will increase simply because of the higher density of people. If it gets crowded with many
more people, crime will increase. The shooting with two men died in August 2010 at the newly built
apartment (San Antonio Ct, next to Freeway 101) is a worrisome example. Mercury News reported
this crime:

“The violence shook up neighbors in the section of the San Antonio neighborhood that backs up to
the Alum Rock Avenue off-ramp from northbound Highway 101. They were already angry and
fearful about the Fairways, a low-income apartment complex built with $5.75 million in city money
last year. They said they’ve complained about drug dealing, fights and gangs near the 84-unit
complex, and that police and emergency vehicles show up there two or three times a week.”

Source: http://www.mercurynews.com/bay-area-news/ci_15932775

3. Quality of life and public services will be negatively affected. We do not need more houses in
this crowded area. New homes will need more schools, teachers, police officers, fire-fighters, which
the city might not have the money for. This plan will decrease and slow down emergency services,
such as police cars, fire trucks, ambulances to our community.

As responsible taxpayers and concerned citizens, we believe there are other options instead of
building more houses at this golf course. We sincerely hope that our voice is heard and taken into
consideration when a decision is made. Thank you for your time.

RESPONSE 48-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

49. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PHU TRAN, DATED AUGUST 14, 2011.

COMMENT 49-A: On August 17, 2011 we will have the community meeting with the San Jose
City staff for the 31-acre Rancho Del Pueblo Golf Course could be a future development of the
property with up to 570 residential units. We would like to against this proposal because:

* Add more traffic and more noise on King Rd, Story Rd, 101 & 680 Freeway and our neighborhood
with more 570 new homes everyday. And City does not plan to expand more lanes in King, Story
and our neighborhood streets.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood, City does not have plan to build more class,
more school or more library and more a community recreational in our neighborhood.

* With more 570 new homes in the our neighborhood will create more people, more cars will
decrease emergency services, such as polices cars, fire cars and ambulances, to attend to resident’s
need and neighborhood crimes quickly. Our neighborhood will be inconvenience for the public
services and unsafety.

City could not sell this land to a builder 570 new homes for the City’s budget situations and place our
neighborhood with many inconvenience & unsafety life and with high density housing and less the
public services, more gangters...

City and builder would take money to walk away and leave us with more headaches and less &
unsafety public services. This is not fair for our neighborhood.

RESPONSE 49-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

50. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TAK POON, DATED AUGUST 14, 2011.

COMMENT 50-A: We want to express our opposition against the city’s plan to replace the
Rancho del Pueblo golf course to build more houses. Some of the immediate impacts will be:

1. Traffic, noise, and air pollution will increase significantly because many more people will use a
limited number of lanes to go in and out every day. The current community on Hermocilla/King has
200 single-family houses. This plan has 570 units (almost 3 times more). King/Story intersection
was expanded recently and it is already very busy. The exit rams from/to 680 at both directions back
up significantly during peak times, which can cause traffic hazards for drivers on the freeway.

2. Crime will increase simply because of the higher density of people. If it gets crowded with many
more people, crime will increase. The shooting with two men died in August 2010 at the newly built
apartment (San Antonio Ct, next to Freeway 101) is a worrisome example. Mercury News reported
this crime:

“The violence shook up neighbors in the section of the San Antonio neighborhood that backs up to
the Alum Rock Avenue off-ramp from northbound Highway 101. They were already angry and
fearful about the Fairways, a low-income apartment complex built with $5.75 million in city money
last year. They said they’ve complained about drug dealing, fights and gangs near the 84-unit
complex, and that police and emergency vehicles show up there two or three times a week.”

Source: http://www.mercurynews.com/bay-area-news/ci_15932775

3. Quality of life and public services will be negatively affected. We do not need more houses in
this crowded area. New homes will need more schools, teachers, police officers, fire-fighters, which
the city might not have the money for. This plan will decrease and slow down emergency services,
such as police cars, fire trucks, ambulances to our community.

As responsible taxpayers and concerned citizens, we believe there are other options instead of
building more houses at this golf course. We sincerely hope that our voice is heard and taken into
consideration when a decision is made. Thank you for your time.

RESPONSE 50-A:  Please refer to Master Response B: Designation of Rancho del Pueblo
Golf Course for Mixed Use Neighborhood.
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Section 4.0 — Responses to Comments Received on the Draft PEIR

51. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM TERRI BALANDRA, DATED AUGUST 14,
2011.

COMMENT 51-A: I have attended & participated in many of the Envision Task Force meetings
and workshops over the years. After reviewing this Draft document, I have the following questions.
(I have referenced item & page #s)

Questions:
1) Summary, page 11 & 12: Transportation Impacts, Mitigation & Avoidance Measures
Impact TRANS-1, 3, 4, & 5: Questions:

. Will there be “transit triggers” that must be met by VTA, BEFORE development will
proceed, in various high-density designated areas?
. Once high-density developments are built & occupied, how will the new Urban Village

function without adequate transit in place? — and without the local roads and intersections having
anymore widening capacity?

. How will this transit “in-between time” affect the desirability &