Appendix A of the Final IS/MND:
Public Comment Letters

Electronic Signs on City-owned Property Project Appendix A
West Mission Street and Mabury Road Billboards Sites
City of San José
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Letter A

CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR
California Department of Transportation c
OFFICE OF REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PLANNING trans

P.O. BOX 23660, MS-10D | OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
www.dot.ca.gov

March 12, 2025 SCH #: 2025020244
GTS #: 04-SCL-2025-01385
GTS ID: 35405
Co/Rt/Pm: SCL/87/7.015,
SCL/101/36.735

Cort Hitchens, Planner |l

City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara St., 3rd Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

Re: Electronic Signs on City-owned Properties Project-West Mission Street and Mabury
Road Billboards Sites — Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)

Dear Cort Hitchens:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Electronic Signs on City-owned Properties Project
for the West Mission Street and Mabury Road Billboards Sites. The Local Development
Review (LDR) Program reviews land use projects and plans to ensure consistency with
our mission and state planning priorities. The following comments are based on our
review of the February 2025 draft MND.

Please note this correspondence does not indicate an official position or approval by
Caltrans on this project and is for informational purposes only.

Project Understanding

The proposed project includes the construction of two double-sided electronic
billboards at the southeast corner of Guadalupe Parkway and West Mission near US
101 and at 1404 Mabury Rd near State Route 87 (SR 87). The proposed sign would be
visible to travelers along SR 87 and US 101.

Outdoor Advertising (ODA)

For proposed outdoor advertising displays that are intfended to operate as revenue
generating off-premises displays, please contact the Caltrans ODA Program at
ODA@dot.ca.gov or at (?16) 654-6473 for ODA Preliminary Determinations and Permit
Application forms and requirements. OQutdoor advertising displays are prohibited on

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.”
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A4

Cort Hitchens, Planner lll
March 12, 2025
Page 2

properties, rights-of-way, or easements that have been laid out or intended for the
public passage of vehicles or persons, such as, sidewalks or city streets.

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Marley Mathews,
Associate Transportation Planner, via LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov. For future early
coordination opportunities or project referrals, please visit Caltrans LDR website (link) or
contact LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Yoy

YUNSHENG LUO
Branch Chief, Local Development Review
Office of Regional and Community Planning

c: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.”
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Letter B

From: Wood, Melony@Wildlife

To: Hitchens, Cort

Subject: RE: Electronic Signs on City-Owned Property - W. Mission St and Mabury Rd sites (File No. ER23-052)
Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 8:47:31 AM

Attachments: image001.png

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

Hi Cort,

I hope you are doing well. | am writing to request an extension on providing comment on
the draft documents for the Electronic Signs on City-Owned Property Project — W.
Mission Street and Mabury Road sites. Due to internal review being backlogged, | am not
able to meet the current deadline. Would it be possible to provide CDFW’s final
comments no later than March 28, 20257

Thank you for considering my request. | look forward to hearing your thoughts.

Best regards,

Melony Wood

Environmental Scientist

Bay Delta Region

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Melony.Wood@wildlife.ca.gov

From: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2025 10:50 AM

Cc: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Electronic Signs on City-Owned Property - W. Mission St and Mabury Rd sites (File No. ER23-
052)

WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution when clicking links or
opening attachments.
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Letter F

9450 SW Gemini Drive
PMB 44671
Beaverton, OR 97008

February 24, 2025

BY EMAIL

Christopher Hickey, Office of Equality Assurance
San Jose, California
ada@sanjoseca.gov

Re: Electronic Signs on West Mission and Marbury — Request for Accommodation

Dear Christopher Hickey,

Multiple names exist for the set of symptoms caused by exposure to electromagnetic fields such
as Electromagnetic Hypersensitivity, and more recently, Electromagnetic Radiation Syndrome. For
symptoms related to exposure to visible light, the condition may be called photophobia. Regardless of
the name, | am an individual who has significant adverse reactions to the type of light emitted by Light
Emitting Diodes, and thus | have a qualified disability under the Americans with Disabilities Act.

LEDs emit a type of light with drastically different spatial, spectral, and temporal properties as
compared to light sources such as the sun, candles, incandescent, HPS, and LPS. The US Food and Drug
Administration has failed to establish and maintain a liaison with any other federal agency to test and
evaluate LED lights, as required by 21 U.S.C. 360ii. Therefore, there are no regulations for LED lights to
ensure the health, safety, and civil rights of the public. It is now well documented that LEDs emit a type
of light that causes severe adverse reactions in many individuals with disabilities, including myself, and
those diagnosed with epilepsy, autism, PTSD, migraines, photophobia, and EMR Syndrome.

The city of San Jose has proposed to install LED digital billboards on West Mission Street and
Mabury road. | therefore request ADA accommodation. The accommodation I request is for the city to
not permit the operation of the proposed LED digital billboards on West Mission Street and Mabury
Road.

As you know, a city is required to find reasonable accommodation and may not ignore this
request. In this situation, the city may not claim undue burden, because the city was already aware that
any alteration action after 1992 must ensure that the altered area be readily accessible and usable by

individuals with disabilities, and the city has not yet approved these LED digital billboards.

| request a prompt response and action by the city of San Jose to provide my requested
accommodation.

Sincerely,

1of2
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/s/ Mark Baker
President

Soft Lights Foundation
mbaker@softlights.org

20f2


mailto:mbaker@softlights.org

Letter G

Electronic Signs on City-Owned Property Project
City of San Jose File No: ER23-052

3/13/2025
Comments from: No Digital Billboards in San Jose

Contact: info@billboardsno.org

Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/NoBillboardsSJ
Instagram: @nobillboardssj

Video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dhWYWzj2bjc
Website: https://www.billboardsno.org/

X: @BillboardsNo
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No Digital Billboards in San José



1.0 Introduction

This document is submitted in response to Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration City
of San Jose File No: ER23-052 in accordance with the circulation comment period
2/12/2025 to 3/14/2025.

Definition: Off-premise digital billboards advertise products and services not available at that location,
and are not to be confused with signs (digital or not) identifying retailers, offices or event venues.

=  NDBSJ is a coalition of over 900 individuals plus neighborhood associations and environmental and
historic preservation organizations, all of whom oppose allowing digital billboards to change the
historic character, architectural integrity & natural environment of San José.

= 1972 - SanJose banned new billboards on public property

= 1985 — Billboard ban expanded to private property citing economic and beautification benefits.

(1985) “At that time the planning commission did a three year study and
determined that an abundance of billboards is "visual blight." City officials said,
reducing this kind of conspicuous advertising will improve the overall
appearance of the city, and this in turn will encourage economic development.
— Mercury News article 1985

n

(1985) “Planning department officials say the ordinance is designed to
encourage the revitalization of downtown and major thoroughfares.” —
Mercury News article 1985

(1985) "The ban is an expression of a very strong commitment on the part of
the city council to beautify the city" — Gary Schoennauer Director of Planning
History

= 2018 — City of San Jose repealed the billboard sign ban.

= 2018 to 2024 - City of San Jose promotes the installation of digital billboards on public
property despite overwhelming public opposition and litigation risk from private
property owners.
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2.0

Aesthetics - General

The IS/MND conclusion that the project "would not have a significant impact on aesthetics,
therefore no mitigation is required" is seriously flawed.

G2|°

G.3|°

G.6

G.7

The sites designated for digital billboards would be significantly altered by giant digital
screens. Any conclusion that the aesthetics of these sites would not be significantly
impacted defies common sense.

The IS/MND did not adequately include objective opinions from a range of stakeholders or
experts with respect to the aesthetic impacts of the project.

The IS/MND did not identify any one either at First Carbon Solutions, the firm preparing the
document, or within a relevant City agency who possess expertise in aesthetics. Given the
number of practicing architects, urban design specialists and academics available to
comment on the proposed billboards, why were such experts not consulted?

There is no reference in the IS/MND to the City of San Jose survey with more than two
thousand respondents, which showed overwhelming opposition to new digital billboards
downtown and along freeways. Despite this project wholly within the public domain and
affecting public property, there is no evidence that any public input was considered when
assessing aesthetic impact.

The aesthetic impact analysis is not specific enough to digital billboards, treating them as if
they are a physical static addition to the sites. The fact is that digital billboards are dynamic,
so by definition, their aesthetic is constantly changing. Ads can change color and rotate as
frequently as every eight seconds. None of the dynamic nature of digital billboards was
considered in the aesthetic analysis. This omission disqualifies the IS/MND.

Below are some (but by no means all) studies conducted regarding the aesthetic impact of
billboards

Impact of Advertisements on Public Spaces and Environmental Aesthetics: Insights from
Indonesia

Widyo Harsanto, Prayanto and Raras Satuti, Kinanthi (2023) Impact of Advertisements on Public
Spaces and Environmental Aesthetics: Insights from Indonesia. Journal of the International
Society for the Study of Vernacular Settlements, 10 (9). pp. 210-227. ISSN 2738-2222

Findings: “Billboards are appreciated through aesthetics, as related to the urban environment,
including the social environment, society, buildings, and the natural surroundings. The findings
show that the awareness and compliance of advertisers outside public spaces with local city

government regulations is still low. Many installations of billboards in Yogyakarta violate laws,
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G.7
cont.

ethics, and environmental aesthetics. This has an impact on the visual quality of the city
resulting from the chaos between one advertisement and another.”
https://digilib.isi.ac.id/15249/

The Effects of Colour Content and Cumulative Area of Outdoor Advertisement Billboards on
the Visual Quality of Urban Streets

Adam, M.; Al-Sharaa, A.; Ab Ghafar, N.; Mundher, R.; Abu Bakar, S.; Alhasan, A. The Effects of
Colour Content and Cumulative Area of Outdoor Advertisement Billboards on the Visual Quality
of Urban Streets. ISPRS Int. J. Geo-Inf. 2022, 11, 630. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijgi11120630

Findings: “The study suggests that the lack of guidelines and regulations of the color content of
outdoor billboard advertisement design could potentially be detrimental for the public’s
appreciation of urban environments.” https://www.mdpi.com/2220-9964/11/12/630#metrics

Prevalence of Billboards and its influence on urban quality of life- Based on Billboards
installed on 90th North St, New Cairo

Article 7, Volume 51, Issue 1, January and February 2023, Page 1-18

Findings: It has been observed as the display of billboards in the urban environment has
implications and involvement on urban quality of life having adverse effects on numerous
aspects. https://jesaun.journals.ekb.eg/article 262813.html

Artificial, cheap, fake: Free associations as a research method for outdoor billboard
advertising and visual pollution

Findings: They (billboards) are considered to be an aesthetically displeasing structural
disruption of the urban environment and are often insensitive to the local culture and
traditions.
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/humaff-2020-0023/htm]
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3.0 Aesthetics - Light and Glare

The cursory light and glare analysis lumped into the IS/MND aesthetics category is inadequate for
assessing impacts at the specific sites proposed for billboards.

Gsl* The IS/MND is too generalized and does not examine the specific effects to occupants of
) existing buildings or future developments adjacent to the proposed digital billboards. The

IS/MND most egregiously ignores the impact to residents living within a few hundred feet of
the West Mission Street billboard site.

@ Mo Digital Billboards San Jose @billboardsno.bsky.social - 27d
Hypocrisy. First the #SanJose City Council adopts a policy that says
gtatic #billboards should be taken down in low income neighborhoods.
Then they forge ahead with a new billboard at a site where they think it's
OK to marginalize people at the Guadalupe EIH housing project.

L

Q2 ok O

No Digital Billboards San Jose @billboardsno.bsky.social - 27d
@ Ask any Council member or decision maker at #SanJoze City Hall if
they'd be OK with a 672 sq. ft digital display that close to THEIR house,
no matter what high tech light directing technology is claimed to help
mitigate the impact? Link to project plan: tinyurl.comySp8jpfvd

No Digital Billboards in San José
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4.0

For many years Lick Observatory collaborated with the City of San Jose as experts with respect
to light pollution. But it is our understanding that Lick Observatory input has not been sought
and the IS/MND makes no mention of digital billboard impact to the Observatory. This approach
totally ignores the many presentations before City decision makers made by representatives of
Lick Observatory expressing concerns about digital billboards. These Lick Observatory inputs
should have been specifically gathered and included in the IS/MND.

See “Digital Billboards are Ruining San Jose’s Night Sky”:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xaZdMfJZ2hg

The IS/MND does not even mention the Dark Skies initiative, a well-known global effort to
curtail light pollution. https://darksky.org. The IS/MND should assess the project relative to
Dark Skies standards. Other cities in Santa Clara County are developing dark-sky ordinances not
only to reduce blue-heavy LEDs, but to mitigate harm to birds. Refer to this January 5, 2024
article for more details:

https://www.mercurynews.com/2023/12/26/collisions-with-buildings-are-killing-millions-of-
birds-nationwide-a-dark-sky-movement-to-save-them-is-sweeping-the-bay-area/

Biological Resources

G.11| The IS/MND did not examine the biological resource impacts for the specific sites associated with

this project.

Conclusions about riparian or biological impacts based on generalized conclusions from another
area is bad science.

The IS/MND should be revised to include site specific assessments by qualified experts with
respect to the impact to biological resources along adjacent river and riparian habitats.
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5.0 Energy

G.12 The Energy assessment segment of the IS/MND is a smokescreen packed with irrelevant
| information yet lacking in fundamentals.

The IS/MND states that "the project would not have a significant impact on this resource, therefore
no mitigation is required".

e The IS/MND should state that the power consumption from each billboard and compare
that to the no-build alternative where no power would be consumed. Refer to table and link
below for reference.

¢ We could not find anywhere in the IS/MND or it's Appendices any reference to an estimated
calculation of how much power the proposed digital billboards would require annually or
the estimated cost of such power or who would have to pay for it. We request the City to
provide such estimates to justify their conclusions that these projects would not have a
significant impact.

Rates of Energy Consumption *

Annual Usage, kWh* Annual Cost**

Unilluminated Static Sign 0 S0
Static Billboard w/4 Halide Lamps—calculated 7,008 5960
LED Authority 36”x60” LED sign (full color) 8,760 $1,200
Average US home 11,040 $1,512
LED Billboard 61,032 58,361
14'x48' LED Billboard (Florida actual reading) 162,902 $22,318

* Energy Usage ({24)(365))/1000
** Average costs per kWh=%$.137 (Metro Area)

Source: The table is from Heather LaVarnway and Emily Dozier, “Shedding Light on Digital Signs,” Plan On It,
March/April 2019, Dutchess County Planning Federation.
https://www.dutchessny.gov/Departments/Planning/Docs/MarchApril2019-DCPFeNews-DigitalSigns-
printerfriendly.pdf

e NDBSIJ asserts that digital billboards are the definition of wasting energy, just for the sake of
advertising. Each billboard would be a giant symbol of disregard for climate change and
counter to City of San Jose's climate stewardship policies. We challenge the IS/MND
assertion that power consumption is not significant.

No Digital Billboards in San José
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Letter L

E Outlook

Re: Electronic Signs on City-Owned Property - W. Mission St and Mabury Rd sites (File No. ER23-
052)

From Wscholten <wscholten@aol.com>

Date Wed 2/12/2025 9:52 PM

To  Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>
Cc  Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more]

You don't often get email from wscholten@aol.com. Learn why this is important

" | People should sue the city of San Jose.

Willa

On Wednesday, February 12, 2025, 10:50 AM, Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov> wrote:

Hello,

The draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Electronic
Signs on City-Owned Property Project — W. Mission Street and Mabury Road sites is
now available for public review.

Project website: https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-
offices/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-
review/environmental-review-documents/electronic-signs-on-city-owned-property-
freeway-sites

File Number: ER23-052

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of the installation and operation of two, double-sided electronic
billboards on two separate City-owned properties in accordance with Title 23 of the
San José Municipal Code and Council Policy 6-4. The proposed billboards would be
back-to-back designs with north- and south-facing displays. The proposed billboards
would be approximately 45 feet in height. Operation hours of both signs would be as
governed by City Council Policy 6-4, which are currently 6:00 a.m. to midnight; the
signs would operate 7 days per week.

LOCATIONS
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West Mission Street site: Southeast corner of SR 87 (Guadalupe Parkway) and
West Mission Street, San José, CA, 95110
Mabury Road site: 1404 Mabury Road, San José, CA 95133

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS
West Mission Street site: 259-04-019
Mabury Road site: 254-01-004

PUBLIC CIRCULATION PERIOD
February 12, 2025 to March 14, 2025

The Draft subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) will be
circulated for 30 days, from February 12, 2025 to March 14, 2025. The draft IS/MND
and associated appendices are available for review online, as well as at the Joyce
Ellington Branch Library, and at the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Main Library in
downtown San José.

The public is welcome to review and comment on the draft documents linked below.
Public comments must be submitted to the Environmental Project Manager no later
than 5:00 PM on March 14, 2025.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT MANAGER
Cort Hitchens

408-794-7386
Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov

Thank you,

Cort Hitchens | Planner IlI

City of San José

Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
200 E. Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor
San José, CA 95113

Direct: (408) 794-7386

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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