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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the City of
San José (Lead Agency) has evaluated the comments received on the 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15132, this Final EIR includes a list of persons, organizations, and agencies that provided comments
on the Draft EIR; responses to the comments received regarding the Draft EIR; and errata, or
revisions to the Draft EIR; as well as a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for use
by the City of San José during its review.

This document is organized into four sections:

e Section 1—Introduction. Provides an introduction to the Final EIR.

e Section 2—Topic Responses. Provides a single, comprehensive response to similar comments
about a particular topic.

e Section 3—Responses to Written Comments. Provides a list of the agencies, organizations,
and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR. Copies of all of the letters received
regarding the Draft EIR and responses thereto are included in this section.

e Section 4—Errata. Includes an addendum listing refinements and clarifications on the Draft
EIR, which have been incorporated.

e Section 5—Conclusion. Includes a brief summary of findings based on review of all public
comments.

The Final EIR includes the following contents:

Draft EIR (provided under separate cover)

Draft EIR Appendices (provided under separate cover)

Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Errata (Sections 2, 3, and 4 of this
document)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (provided under separate cover)

FirstCarbon Solutions 1-1
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Topic Responses

SECTION 2: TOPIC RESPONSES

Topic responses address similar comments made by multiple public agencies, businesses,
organizations, or individuals through written comments submitted to the City of San José. Master
responses are provided in the order in which they are referenced in the responses in Section 3.

2.1 - List of Topic Responses

e Topic Response 1: General Comments

2.2 - Topic Responses

Topic Response 1: General Comments
Summary of Relevant Comments

Several letters were received by the City which included comments that provide no specific
environmental comments reviewable under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or
comments related to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). These include, but are not
limited to, comments that reiterate project information and introduce the commenter (agency,
organization, or individual) and their objectives. Comments in this category also include comments
that state the commenter’s general opposition to the proposed project, or proclaim the inadequacy
of the Draft EIR, or make unsubstantiated claims, yet provide no supporting evidence for these
claims.

Response

Section 15204(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, in reviewing EIRs, persons and public agencies
should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying significant effects. When responding
to comments, lead agencies need only to respond to comments regarding significant environmental
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith
effort at full disclosure is made.

The general comments summarized above do not comment on any of the environmental analyses
presented in the Draft EIR, nor do they identify specific effects, explain why an effect would occur, or
explain why an effect would be significant. Because the comments do not focus on the
environmental analysis, no further response is required. While the City does not provide further
responses to each of these general comments in this Final EIR because they do not raise significant
environmental issues or disclose analytical gaps in the Draft EIR, each comment will be included in
the administrative record on the proposed project and will be provided to City decision-makers for
consideration as part of the public hearing process on the merits of the proposed project. In this
regard, the City will review, evaluate, and consider, as determined appropriate, all comments
received as part of the decision-making process.

FirstCarbon Solutions 2-1
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

3.1 - List of Authors

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the 5670 Camden
Avenue Residential Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) is presented below. Each
comment has been assigned a code. Individual comments within each communication have been
numbered so comments can be cross-referenced with responses. Following this list, the text of the
communication is reprinted and followed by the corresponding response.

Author Code

State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Wildlife ... Letter A
California Department of Transportation ..........ccveeeiiiiee i e e e Letter B
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board..........ccccccviieeeeiiiecciiiiieeee e, Letter C

Local Agencies

Santa Clara Valley Water District (Water Valley) .....ccccvveeieiiiiiee et Letter D
Organizations

Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista .......ccccecceverieerieeiniieeniieeeiieeniee e Letter E
Amah Mutsun Tribal Band .........oocuiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e s e e s sare e e sssaeeessnreeees Letter F
Kanyon KONSUITING, LLC......cccoiiiieeiiiee ettt e e ete e e e ate e e e s ate e e e e bae e e e e btee e e santeeaennnenas Letter G
Individuals

(CT=To ] =l AV = <To F- Yo [o T USSP Letter H
Thomas James Hislop (September 23, 2025) .....ccociiieiiiiieeeciiee e e ree e e e Letter |
Thomas James Hislop (September 25, 2025) .....cccoriiieeeiiee ettt et e e e e e Letter J
(T 0 = 1T 1 o= PR ST Letter K
JIWOO KMttt et e e sttt et e e e e s e s bbbt e e e e e e s e aanbeteeeeeesaanbsaeeeeeeeesannrreeens Letter L
Scott and Zoila Rollins (September 26, 2025, 1:48 P.M.) coccuvvieiiiiiieeiiieeeeeiree e esree e esree e eeereee s Letter M
Scott and Zoila Rollins (September 26, 2025, 4:47 P.M.) coiiiiiiieieiiiee ettt et Letter N
Scott and Zoila Rollins (September 30, 2025, 10:53 @.M.)..eeeiiiriiiieriiecee e Letter O
Scott and Zoila Rollins (September 30, 2025, 12:50 P.M.) cocviiiiiiiiiee e e e Letter P
L0111 oI 1Y7=T 5 1 0= o ISR Letter Q
SUSAN SUFFEI ettt sttt st e e s bt e e st te e s te e sbaeesabeesabaesnsteesabeeenaseas Letter R
Kristi and George Troquato (AUgUSt 16, 2025) ......cccueeeiiieiieeeceee e ctee e e eee e e e rae e s enes Letter S
Kristi and George Troquato, (September 28, 2025).......ccuiiieiiieeeiiiieee e e e svee e e Letter T
FirstCarbon Solutions 3-1
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

3.2 - Responses to Comments

3.2.1 - Introduction

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the
City of San José, as the Lead Agency, evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR (State
Clearinghouse No. 2024080104) for the 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project and prepared the
following responses to the comments received. This Response to Comments document becomes
part of the Final EIR for the proposed project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

3.2.2 - Comment Letters and Responses

The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization as used in the
List of Authors.

3-2 FirstCarbon Solutions
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Letter A

State of California — Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor &
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director (& | 2
Bay Delta Region | | ,
2825 Cordelia Road, Suite 100 ol
Fairfield, CA 94534 ey
(707) 428-2002 )
www.wildlife.ca.gov

CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF
FISH &
WILDLIFE

September 30, 2025

Cort Hitchens, Environmental Project Manager
City of San José Planning Division

200 East Santa Clara Street, Third Floor Tower
San José, CA 95113
Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project, Draft Environmental Impact
Report, SCH No. 2024080104, City of San Jose, Santa Clara County

Dear Mr. Hitchens:

A1 The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) from the City of San Jose (City) for the 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential Project (Project) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.

CDFW is submitting comments on the draft EIR to inform the City, as the Lead Agency,
of our concerns regarding potentially significant impacts to sensitive resources
associated with the proposed Project. CDFW is providing these comments and
recommendations regarding those activities involved in the Project that are within
CDFW’s area of expertise and relevant to its statutory responsibilities (Fish and G.
Code, § 1802), and/or which are required to be approved by CDFW (CEQA Guidelines,
§§ 15086, 15096 and 15204).

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7,
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd.
(a).) CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection,
and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. (/d., § 1802.) For purposes of CEQA, CDFW
is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may
need to exercise regulatory authority over the Project pursuant to the Fish and Game
Code. For example, the Project may be subject to CDFW’s Lake and Streambed
Alteration (LSA) regulatory authority, if the Project impacts the bed, channel or bank of

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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any river, stream or lake within the State (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to
the extent the Project may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species
protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, §
2050 et seq.), the project proponent may seek related take authorization as provided by
the Fish and Game Code.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
California Endangered Species Act

A CESA Incidental Take Permit (ITP) must be obtained from CDFW if the Project has
the potential to result in “take” of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during
construction or over the life of the Project. Under CESA, “take” means “hunt, pursue,
catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” (Fish & G.
Code, § 86.) CDFW'’s issuance of an ITP is subject to CEQA and to facilitate permit
issuance, any project modifications and mitigation measures must be incorporated into
the CEQA document analysis, discussion, and mitigation monitoring and reporting
program. If the Project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is
encouraged, as significant modification to the Project and mitigation measures may be
required in order to obtain a CESA Permit.

California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA requires a mandatory finding of significance if a project is likely to substantially
impact threatened or endangered species. Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21001, subd. (c) &
21083; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15380, 15064 & 15065.) In addition, pursuant to CEQA,
the lead agency cannot approve a project unless all impacts to the environment are
avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant levels, or the Lead Agency makes and
supports findings of overriding consideration for impacts that remain significant despite
the implementation of all feasible mitigation. Findings of consideration under CEQA,
however, do not eliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to comply with the Fish and
Game Code.

Lake and Streambed Alteration

CDFW requires an LSA Notification, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et
seq., for Project activities affecting river, lakes or streams and associated riparian
habitat. Notification is required for any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct
the natural flow; change or use material from the bed, channel, or bank (including
associated riparian or wetland resources); or deposit or dispose of material where it
may pass into a river, lake, or stream. Work within ephemeral streams, drainage
ditches, washes, watercourses with a subsurface flow, and floodplains is generally
subject to notification requirements. In addition, infrastructure installed beneath such
aquatic features, such as through hydraulic directional drilling, is also generally subject
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to notification requirements. Therefore, any impact to the mainstems, tributaries, or
floodplains or associated riparian habitat caused by the proposed Project will likely
require an LSA Notification. CDFW may not execute a final LSA Agreement until it has
considered the final EIR and complied with its responsibilities as a responsible agency
under CEQA.

Migratory Birds and Raptors

CDFW has authority over actions that may result in the disturbance or destruction of
active bird nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish and Game Code sections
protecting birds, their eggs, and nests include section 3503 (regarding unlawful take,
possession, or needless destruction of the nests or eggs of any bird), section 3503.5
(regarding the take, possession, or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their nests or
eggs), and section 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird).
Migratory birds are also protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION SUMMARY
Proponent: City of San Jose

Objective: The City proposes to remove existing sports fields and associated structures
and improvements and develop 108 townhouse units spread over 32 buildings. Twenty
buildings would each contain three units (3-plex), while the remaining 12 buildings
would each have four units (4-plex). A total of eight units would be maintained as
Extremely Low-Income Dwelling Units. These units would be mixed with the market-rate
units and be located in multiple buildings throughout the Project site. As part of the
proposed Project, 41 on-site trees would be removed, 22 of which are considered by the
City to be Ordinance Size trees. Tree removals would require 117 15-gallon or 52 24-
inch box replacements. The existing schools (Beacon School and Delight Montessori
School San José) would remain on-site, and no development is proposed at the
schools.

Location: Latitude: 37°14'07.0"N, Longitude: 121°54'06.0"W in the County of Santa
Clara, California.

Timeframe: TBD
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Sufficient information regarding the environmental setting is necessary to understand
any potentially significant impacts on the environment of the proposed Project and any
alternatives identified in the draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines, §§15125 & 15360). CDFW
recommends the draft EIR provide baseline habitat assessments for special-
status plant, fish and wildlife species located and potentially located within the
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Project area and surrounding lands, including all rare, threatened, and
endangered species (CEQA Guidelines, §15380). The draft EIR should describe
aquatic habitats, such as wetlands or waters of the U.S. or State, and any sensitive
natural communities or riparian habitat occurring on or adjacent to the Project site (for
sensitive natural communities

see:https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP/Natural Communities#sensitive % 20natural %2
Ocommunities), and any stream, riparian, or wetland set back distances the City may
require. Fully protected, threatened or endangered, candidate, and other special-status
species or sensitive natural communities that are known to occur, or have the potential
to occur in or near the Project area include, but are not limited to: the species listed in
Attachment A.

Habitat descriptions and species profiles included in the draft EIR should include robust
information from multiple sources: aerial imagery; historical and recent survey data; field
reconnaissance; scientific literature and reports; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
(USFWS) Information, Planning, and Consultation System; California Aquatic
Resources Inventory; and findings from “positive occurrence” databases such as
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Only with sufficient data and
information can the City adequately assess which special-status species are likely to
occur in the Project vicinity.

CDFW recommends surveys be conducted for special-status species with
potential to occur, following recommended survey protocols if available. Survey
and monitoring protocols and guidelines are available at:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocol.

Botanical surveys for special-status plant species, including those listed by the
California Native Plant Society (http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/), should
also be conducted during the blooming period for all sensitive plant species potentially
occurring within the Project area and include the identification of reference populations.
Please refer to CDFW protocols for surveying and evaluating impacts to rare plants
available at: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Plants.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The CEQA Guidelines (§15126.2) necessitate the draft EIR discuss all direct and
indirect impacts (temporary and permanent) that may occur with implementation of the
Project. This includes evaluating and describing impacts such as:

¢ Land use changes that would reduce open space or agricultural land uses and
increase residential or other land use involving increased development;

e Potential for impacts to fully protected and special-status species;
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Permanent and temporary habitat disturbances associated with ground
disturbance, noise, lighting, reflection, air pollution, traffic or human presence;

e Obstruction of movement corridors, fish passage, or access to water sources and
other core habitat features;

e Water quality impacts resulting from construction and operation of the Project;
and

e Impacts to the bed, channel, and bank, in the reservoirs and creeks downstream
of the Project.

The CEQA document also should identify existing and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the Project vicinity, disclose any cumulative impacts associated with these
projects, determine the significance of each cumulative impact, and assess the
significance of the Project’s contribution to each impact (CEQA Guidelines, §15355).
Although a project’s impacts may be insignificant individually, its contributions to a
cumulative impact may be considerable; a contribution to a significant cumulative
impact (e.g., reduction of available habitat for a listed species) should be considered
cumulatively considerable without mitigation to minimize or avoid the impact.

The CEQA Guidelines direct the City, as the Lead Agency, to consider and describe in
the draft EIR all feasible mitigation measures to avoid and/or mitigate potentially
significant impacts of the Project on the environment based on comprehensive analysis
of the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Project. (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15021, 15063, 15071, 15126.2, 15126.4 & 15370.) This should include a
discussion of take avoidance and minimization measures for special-status species,
which are recommended to be developed in early consultation with the USFWS, the
National Marine Fisheries Service and CDFW. These measures can then be
incorporated as enforceable Project conditions to reduce potential impacts to biological
resources to less-than-significant levels.

Fully protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time except in limited
circumstances (Fish & G. Code, §§ 3511, 4700, 5050, & 5515). Therefore, the draft EIR
should include measures to completely avoid “take” of fully protected species.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the City in
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources,
including:
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COMMENT 1: Migratory Birds and Nesting Raptors

Issue: The draft EIR acknowledges there is foraging bird habitat and potential nesting
habitat on the Project site that may be impacted by Project disturbance. The draft EIR
indicates site disturbance may occur during the nesting bird season (February 1 through
August 31). Avoidance and minimization measure BIO-1 specifies a Qualified Biologist
shall conduct a habitat assessment and pre-construction nesting bird and ground
nesting species no more than seven (7) days prior to initiation of work and that “the
avoidance buffer shall be established by the Qualified Biologist on a case-by-case basis
based on the species and site conditions. In no case shall the buffer be smaller than 50
feet for non-raptor bird species or smaller than 200 feet for raptor species.” CDFW has
additional recommendations related to Qualified Biologist authority and raptor behavior,
as the draft EIR allows construction and vegetation removal to occur with relatively
small nest buffers for raptor bird species. These buffers are not biologically protective
for many species and risk nest abandonment, reduced productivity, and unlawful “take”
under California Fish & Game Code and the MBTA.

Evidence that the impact would be significant: Raptors are highly sensitive to
human disturbance during courtship, incubation, and fledging. Repeated flushes and
noise/activity near nests are linked to lower nesting success. Spatial and temporal
buffers are necessary to prevent disturbance, and effective distances vary by species
and site conditions, often exceeding a few hundred feet (Richardson and Miller 1997).
CDFW emphasizes that all raptors are protected under state law (Fish & Game Code
§§3503, 3503.5, 3513) and inadequate buffers that cause nest failure or harassment
would constitute a significant impact and potential violation (CDFW 2019). Additional
raptor research underscores that buffer-setting should account for species traits and
local visibility/line-of-sight; conservative distances and seasonal restrictions reduce
disturbance risk (White et al. 2022).

Recommendations: The City should revise the draft EIR’s mitigation to adopt species-
specific, seasonally appropriate, and enforceable measures, including:

1. Minimum no-disturbance buffers: General raptors should have a buffer of
greater than or equal to 500 feet (ft) with direct line-of-sight, which may only be
reduced with screening and Qualified Biologist approval (Richardson and Miller
1997). For species like Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), there should be at
least a 0.5-mile buffer until fledging is confirmed by a Qualified Biologist (CDFW
2000);

2. Protocol surveys & timing: Conduct protocol-level raptor surveys within at least
1,000 feet of disturbance footprint before any work during nesting season;


Heather Carr
Line

Heather Carr
Text Box
A.5
cont.


A.5
cont.

A.6

Cort Hitchens

City of San Jose
September 30, 2025
Page 7

3. Seasonal work windows: Schedule tree removal and high-noise activities
outside the nesting season where feasible; if not feasible, implement full buffers
and monitoring (Richardson and Miller 1997); and

4. Regulatory coordination: Consult with COFW/USFWS when active raptor nests
are within buffer zones.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and
negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. [Pub. Resources Code,

§ 21003, subd. (e)]. Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural
communities detected during Project surveys to CNDDB. The CNDDB field survey form
can be found at the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-
Data#44524420-pdf-field-survey-form. The completed form can be mailed electronically
to CNDDB at the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of
information reported to CNDDB can be found at the following link:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals.

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying Project approval to be
operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish and Game Code,

§ 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089).

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR to assist the City in
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. If you have any
questions, please contact Emily Galli, Environmental Scientist, at
Emily.Galli@wildlife.ca.gov; or Jason Faridi, Senior Environmental Scientist
(Supervisory), at Jason.Faridi@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Erin Chappell
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region
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ec:  Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (SCH No. 2024080104)
Craig Weightman, CDFW Bay Delta Region - Craig.Weightman@uwildlife.ca.gov
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (Letter A)

Response to A.1

The commenter summarizes CDFW'’s role in submitting comments on the proposed project and
relevant regulatory requirements.

Federal, State, and local regulatory requirements for the protection of biological resources are listed
in Draft EIR Section 3.2, Biological Resources, pages 3.2-8 to 3.2-15. The comment does not raise
project-specific environmental comments or comments related to the Draft EIR; the comment is
included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response
is needed.

Response to A.2
The commenter summarizes the proposed project’s description, location, and construction
timeframe.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments or comments related to the
Draft EIR; the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General
Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to A.3
The commenter argues that to properly evaluate environmental impacts of the proposed project,

the Draft EIR should include detailed baseline habitat assessments and descriptions of aquatic and
sensitive natural communities within the project area, with emphasis on special-status species
potentially present in the area. The CDFW advises using diverse data sources and conducting
protocol-based surveys, including seasonal botanical surveys, to ensure accurate identification and
impact analysis of rare, threatened, and endangered species.

The comment is included in the administrative record. Although the commenter asks for detailed
habitat assessments and protocol-based surveys following guidance within a provided website link,
no specific recommendations for species surveys or critiques of the Draft EIR are detailed.
Additionally, a detailed habitat assessment of the project site is included in the Biological Resources
Assessment Memorandum (BRA Memorandum) in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. No protocol-based
surveys were conducted because the BRA Memorandum concluded that no special-status species
are likely to occur within the project site prior to construction due to the existing development on
the site. Only nesting birds, a protected functional group, were identified as having the potential to
occur within the project site. Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-1, as listed in the
Draft EIR at pages 3.2-20 through 3.2-21, would reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to a less
than significant level under CEQA. No further response is needed.

Response to A.4
The commenter states that the Draft EIR is required to thoroughly evaluate all direct, indirect,

temporary, and permanent environmental impacts of the proposed project, including land use
changes, habitat disturbances, water quality degradation, and effects on special-status species and
ecological corridors. The commenter then summarizes CDFW’s role in relation to the Draft EIR and

FirstCarbon Solutions 3-11
https://adecinnovations-my.sharepoint.com/personal/mramirez_fcs-intl_com/Documents/Desktop/59490001 Final EIR/back after PM review/59490001 Sec03-00 Responses to Written Comments.docx



City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

how the Draft EIR should include measures to completely avoid “take” of fully protected species. The
comment raises a number of general issues. See Topic Response 1, General Comments.

Land use changes related to agriculture are discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to
be Significant. Growth inducing impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA
Considerations.

The potential for impacts to fully protected and special-status species is discussed in the Draft EIR
Section 3.2, Biological Resources.

Impacts associated with ground disturbance, noise, lighting, reflection, air pollution, traffic, or
human presence are discussed throughout the Draft EIR, including in Sections 3.1, Air Quality; 3.7,
Noise; and 3.10, Transportation. Light and glare are discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects
Found not to be Significant.

Movement corridors are discussed in the Draft EIR Section 3.2, Biological Resources.

Water quality impacts resulting from construction and operation and potential downstream impacts
are discussed throughout the Draft EIR, including in Sections 3.2, Biological Resources; 3.5, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials; and 4.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality.

None of the comments provide any specific facts or evidence that impacts to species or habitat
features were not adequately studied. The City as the Lead Agency adequately assessed the impact
of the proposed project by examining the proposed changes in the existing physical conditions in the
affected area. The proposed project is an urban infill housing project on a previously developed site
and impacts to sensitive species would be less than significant as the site does not contain suitable
habitat for sensitive species. The commenter does not provide specific recommendations or
critiques related to the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is needed.

Response to A.5
The commenter iterates the Draft EIR’s avoidance and minimization measure MM BIO-1 related to

migratory birds and nesting raptors. The commenter provides additional recommendations related
to this mitigation and requests a revision of the mitigation measure’s language to adopt species-
specific, seasonally appropriate, and enforceable measures.

The comment is included in the administrative record. Given the project site location in an urban
setting and the fact that it is in regular use, the request to increase the survey-area radius and the
buffer area is not justified. Minor edits in response to this comment are reflected in Section 4, Errata.
The minor revisions to mitigation measures proposed by CDFW do not trigger recirculation under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Recirculation is only required when new information reveals a
new significant impact, substantially increases the severity of an impact, or introduces a feasible
alternative or mitigation measure that is not adopted.

The CDFW'’s revisions clarify and strengthen existing mitigation without introducing new impacts or
substantially changing the analysis. As such, they do not constitute “significant new information,”
and recirculation is not warranted.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
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Response to A.6
The commenter summarizes requirements for the reporting of special-status species and natural

communities and for the payment of environmental document filing fees and concludes the
comment letter with contact information.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments or comments related to the
Draft EIR, and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General
Comments; no further response is needed.
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Letter B

CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR
California Department of Transportation c :

DISTRICT 4 t .ﬁ
OFFICE OF REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PLANNING Ltrans: '

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

September 30, 2025 SCH #: 2024080104
GTS #: 04-SCL-2024-01439
GTS ID: 33563
Co/Rt/Pm: SCL/85/7.724

Cort Hitchens, Environmental Project Manager
City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara St., 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Re: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project — Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR)

Dear Cort Hitchens:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project. 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 August 2025 DEIR.

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 will remove the existing sports fields and structures and replace
them with 108 townhouse units, the majority of which would be mixed market-rate. A
total of 22 would be maintained as Low Income Dwelling units.

Travel Demand Analysis

With the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltrans is focused on maximizing efficient
development patterns, innovative tfravel demand reduction strategies, and
multimodal improvements. For more information on how Caltrans assesses Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis for land use projects, please review Caltrans’
Transportation Impact Study Guide (link).

The project VMT analysis and significance determination are undertaken in a manner
consistent with the Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation’s (LCI) Technical

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


http://www.dot.ca.gov/
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
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Cort Hitchens, Environmental Project Manager
September 30, 2025
Page 2

Advisory and the guidance of the City of San Jose. Per the DEIR, this project is found
to have significant VMT impact. It is noted that the project will pay a VMT Impact Fee
to construct a new traffic signal at the Camden Avenue/Singletree Way intersection to
mitigate the traffic impact. Please consider the following measures and VMT programs.

The DEIR stated that the applicant shall implement a Transportation demand
Management (TDM) Plan to further reduce the project VMT. The TDM plan should be
documented with annual monitoring reports by a TDM coordinator to demonstrate
effectiveness. If the project does not achieve the VMT reduction goals, the reports
should also include next steps to take to achieve those targets.

Please also consider the measures listed below are quantified by California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and shown to have different
efficiencies reducing regional VMT

Provide Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure
Provide Secure Bike Parking

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement
Construct or Improve Bike Facility

Construct or Improve local Bike Boulevard
Expand Bikeway Network

Please note that the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s (VTA) Equitable VMT
Mitigation Program for Santa Clara County was awarded through Caltrans’
Sustainable Transportation Planning Program to assist local agencies in identifying and
quantifying mitigations to VMT impacts and improve multimodal transportation to
serve the residents of Santa Clara County. The City is encouraged to collaborate with
Caltrans and VTA to assess and develop a regional VMT mitigation program to reduce
VMT in projects like this in an effective and feasible manner.

Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, the City is responsible for all project mitigation, including any
needed improvements to the State Transportation Network (STN). The project’s fair
share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead
agency monitoring should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.

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.

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.”
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Cort Hitchens, Environmental Project Manager
September 30, 2025
Page 3

Sincerely,

o Fery

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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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Letter B)

Response to B.1
The introductory paragraph acknowledges the proposed project and its review by Caltrans.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR; the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1,
General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to B.2
The commenter summarizes the project description and does not provide specific environmental

comments under CEQA or comments related to the Draft EIR; the comment is included in the
administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to B.3
The commenter claims the applicant would be paying a VMT Impact Fee as mitigation related to

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) impacts. It is worth noting the funds paid as an effort to reduce VMT
impacts are not “impact fees” but part of a community benefit package intended to offset
transportation impacts. Further, the commenter requests consideration of several additional
measures and VMT programs that the project proponent could implement to further reduce regional
VMT impacts. The comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was
already identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no
further response is needed.

Revised Appendix H provided with this Final EIR. includes a Transportation Analysis (TA) for the
proposed project. Appendix F of the TA includes a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan.
Page 7 of the TDM Plan includes a description of the proposed project’s ongoing compliance and
monitoring requirements. According to the revised TA, projects are classified into two levels based
on size. Smaller projects are classified as Level 1 projects (residential developments of 16 to 299
dwelling units) and large projects are classified as Level 2 projects (residential developments of 300
dwelling units or more). Level 1 projects typically require annual TDM Plan compliance
documentation but do not have the annual monitoring report requirement of Level 2 projects,
unless the project is using at least one programmatic TDM measure to mitigate a significant VMT
impact. As noted in the TA, the proposed project consists of 108 dwelling units and would not
implement any programmatic TDM measures. Therefore, although the proposed project would be
required to submit an annual TDM Plan compliance documentation, it would not have the annual
monitoring report requirement.

MM TRANS-2 (as listed in Draft EIR Section 3.10 Transportation, pages 3.10-13 through 3.16) would
achieve the maximum VMT reduction possible based on the City of San José’s VMT Evaluation Tool.

Response to B.4
The commenter summarizes the City’s responsibility as the Lead Agency to coordinate with the State

Transportation Network (STN) and provides contact information.

The comment regarding the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s (VTA’s) Equitable VMT
Mitigation Program and the encouragement to collaborate with Caltrans and VTA to assess and
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
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develop regional VMT mitigation strategies will be included in the administrative record and
provided to the City decision-makers. The City appreciates the information about the VMT Mitigation
Program, which is intended to assist local agencies in identifying and quantifying mitigations to VMT
impacts and improving multimodal transportation options in Santa Clara County.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR; the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1,
General Comments; no further response is needed.

3-20 FirstCarbon Solutions
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Letter C

From: Cecchetti, Aidan@Waterboards <Aidan.Cecchetti@Waterboards.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, September 22, 2025 4:29 PM

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

Cc: Nordenholt, Rebecca@Waterboards <Rebecca.Nordenholt@waterboards.ca.gov>; Martinez,
Joseph@Waterboards <Joseph.Martinez@Waterboards.ca.gov>; Wines, Brian@Waterboards
<Brian.Wines@waterboards.ca.gov>

Subject: RE: San Jose Camden Ave Project - Use of Infiltration Chambers instead of bioretention
areas

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

You don't often get email from aidan.cecchetti@waterboards.ca.gov. Learn why this is important

Resending my comments below without attachments because | got a bounce back
message.

Thanks,

Aidan Cecchetti


https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fLearnAboutSenderIdentification&umid=7073d99d-f52b-469c-973f-540518e7f3d0&rct=1758664803&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-b870f8995c38a6b4e8c9a7a8c639bb8295372f16
mailto:aidan.cecchetti@waterboards.ca.gov
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fLearnAboutSenderIdentification&umid=7073d99d-f52b-469c-973f-540518e7f3d0&rct=1758664803&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-b870f8995c38a6b4e8c9a7a8c639bb8295372f16
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CA

C.2

C3

Water Resource Control Engineer

CALIFORNIA /
Water Boards Phone: (510) 620-3457

Pronouns: he/him or they/them

Email: Aidan.Cecchetti@\Waterboards.ca.gov

Watershed Management Division | Municipal Stormwater Programs
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland CA

Website: www.waterboards.ca.gov

From: Cecchetti, Aidan@Waterboards
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2025 4:19 PM

To: Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov

Cc: Nordenholt, Rebecca@Waterboards <Rebecca.Nordenholt@Waterboards.ca.gov>; Martinez,
Joseph@Waterboards <Joseph.Martinez@Waterboards.ca.gov>; Wines, Brian@Waterboards
<brian.wines@waterboards.ca.gov>

Subject: FW: San Jose Camden Ave Project - Use of Infiltration Chambers instead of bioretention
areas

Hello Cort,

One of my colleagues forwarded to me the attached information and Draft EIR for the 5670
Camden Avenue Residential Project (File Nos: H23-040 & ER23-251). | have reviewed the
documents and have few comments regarding the post-construction stormwater controls,
as detailed below. Don’t hesitate to follow up with me if you have any questions or require
clarification on any of the items below.

Regarding the stormwater control measures included in this project, | should first note that
the Water Board generally prefers the use of bioretention systems to meet the C.3.c LID
requirements (as opposed to subsurface infiltration chambers). However, subsurface
infiltration chambers can comply with the MRP (Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit)
post-construction LID treatment requirements if they are designed to treat the C.3.d-
required runoff volume, conform with Santa Clara County’s C.3 Design Guidance, and do
not violate any of the infiltration system limitations in C.3.d.iii. After reviewing the project
documents, it is not clear to me whether the designs meet all the MRP-related requirements
for infiltration systems.

Specifically, | have the following comments about potential conflicts between the designs
and the C.3 Design Guidance or MRP Provision C.3.d.iii:

® The Santa Clara C.3 Design Guidance specifies the following regarding pretreatment:
“Pretreatment of runoff to remove sediment and other pollutants is typically required
to maintain the infiltration capacity of the facility, reduce the cost and frequency of
maintenance, and protect groundwater quality.” As designed, there is no
pretreatment, so the project proponents either need to incorporate pretreatment
sediment removal or demonstrate that this would not be necessary due to the


mailto:Aidan.Cecchetti@Waterboards.ca.gov
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=http%3a%2f%2fwww.waterboards.ca.gov&umid=7073d99d-f52b-469c-973f-540518e7f3d0&rct=1758664803&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-765c9f657c3afe578ff7ab31d06128120116c9a2
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https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.waterboards.ca.gov%2fsanfranciscobay%2fwater%5fissues%2fprograms%2fstormwater%2fnewfiles%2fUnofficialVersionofMRP3.docx&umid=7073d99d-f52b-469c-973f-540518e7f3d0&rct=1758664803&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-9c03e6494d0add8a6f5323d7dd5aaa09a5bdc1c5
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fscvurppp.org%2fwp%2dcontent%2fuploads%2f2024%2f11%2fChapter%2d6%2dcombined%2d2024%2dOct%2dupdate.pdf&umid=7073d99d-f52b-469c-973f-540518e7f3d0&rct=1758664803&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-5a048bcc28c8dd303e2ec2c7838d65b1f4501f0e
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C.8

CALIFORNIA

stormwater quality or if they have incorporated enhanced maintenance specifications
to address this.

The Santa Clara C.3 Design Guidance recommends that there should be: “A setback
of 18 feet from building foundations... or a 1:1 slope from the bottom of the
foundation, unless a different setback is allowed by a geotechnical engineer or local
standard, or a cutoff wall is provided.” The designs should demonstrate that this has
been considered.

The maintenance requirements included in Table 1 on Sheet C.9 (within Appendix J)
appear to be appropriate and to address the required maintenance specified by the
Santa Clara C.3 Design Guidance. However, the designs do not specify how the
infiltration chambers will be accessed to conduct maintenance. This should be
clarified.

C.3.d.iii.(2)(a) specifies that infiltration systems need to have “...a minimum of two
feet of suitable soil to achieve a maximum 5 inches/hour infiltration rate...” The
design specifications for the infiltration chambers in this project appear to only have
1.5 feet of drainage rock and gravel, and the design volume calculations use an
infiltration rate of 6 in/hr. The designs should be updated to incorporate these
requirements.

C.3.d.iii.(2)(c) specifies that infiltration systems must have at least 10 feet of vertical
separation from the seasonal high groundwater level. The information provided does
not specify the seasonal high groundwater level or its distance from the base of the
infiltration systems. This should be clarified.

C.3.d.iii.(2)(e)-(f) specify that infiltration systems must not be “...placed in the vicinity
of known contamination sites...” and must be “...a minimum of 100 feet horizontally
away from known water supply wells, septic systems, and underground storage
tanks...” The project proponent should confirm that they have done an analysis to
confirm that these horizontal setbacks will be met.

Best regards,

Aidan Cecchetti
Water Resource Control Engineer

Email: Aidan.Cecchetti@Waterboards.ca.gov

Water Boards Phone: (510) 620-3457

Pronouns: he/him or they/them

Watershed Management Division | Municipal Stormwater Programs
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland CA

Website: www.waterboards.ca.gov
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From: Wines, Brian@Waterboards <Brian.Wines@waterboards.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 10:34 AM

To: Cecchetti, Aidan@Waterboards <Aidan.Cecchetti@Waterboards.ca.gov>; Martinez,
Joseph@Waterboards <Joseph.Martinez@Waterboards.ca.gov>; Nordenholt,

Rebecca@Waterboards <Rebecca.Nordenholt@waterboards.ca.gov>
Subject: San Jose Camden Ave Project - Use of Infiltration Chambers instead of bioretention areas 1
of 2

Hi Stormwater Folks

| saw this housing project in the weekly CEQA link from Victor. The project will build townhomes on
a property that now consists of playing fields. There are no waters of the State, so the project won’t
require Certification or WDRs.

The site is basically a blank slate, it should be feasible to use bioretention. But | think the developer
wants to maximize developable surface area. Is this proposal sufficiently MRP compliant.

For additional context, | will send you the body of the DEIR in a separate email.

Brian Wines

Water Resource Control Engineer

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
510-622-5680

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Francisco Bay RWQCB) (Letter C)
Response to C.1

The comment acknowledges the Draft EIR for the proposed project and states that it has been
reviewed. The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or
comments related to the Draft EIR, and the comment is included in the administrative record. See
Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to C.2
This comment analyzes conformance of the subsurface infiltration chambers of the bioretention

systems with Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) guidance. The commenter requests
confirmation on whether design of the infiltration chambers meets all MRP requirements;
specifically whether they treat the C.3.d required runoff volume, conform with Santa Clara County’s
C.3 Design Guidance, and do not violate any of the infiltration system limitations stipulated in
C.3.d.iii.

The concerns raised in this comment are addressed in Response to C.3 through Response to C.8.

Response to C.3
The commenter inquires whether the proposed project incorporates measures for the pretreatment

of runoff. The commenter requests the incorporation of pretreatment measures or an explanation of
why these would not be necessary for infiltration.

The project was designed with pretreatment devices to treat the stormwater prior to entering the
infiltration chambers.! The pretreatment device chosen is detailed on Sheet C.8b with the locations
shown on Sheet C.8 Utility Plan. The device specified will reduce sediment and trash entering the
infiltration chambers to meet the guidance. This comment does not identify new or greater
environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or
recirculation of the Draft EIR are required.

Response to C.4
The commenter requests that the project confirm implementation of the 18-foot setback

requirement, 1:1 slope from the bottom of the foundation, or other setback prescribed by a
Geotechnical Engineer or local standard and whether a cutoff wall is provided instead.

Sheet C.8 shows the infiltration facility 16 feet away from the foundation. The chambers’ bottom is
at 268.25 feet. A 1:1 slope from the bottom of the chambers would daylight at 6.75 feet, as noted on
Sheet C.8 (Appendix J). The design meets this requirement. Accordingly, this comment does not
identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and
no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required.

1 Asidentified in the project-specific Preliminary Stormwater Hydromodification Management Report (included in Appendix J of the
Draft EIR), the proposed project would include an underground infiltration system with a total system area of 1,988 square feet
consisting of 48 SC-740 StormTech chambers over 12 inches of drainrock with a porosity of 40 percent.
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Response to C.5
The commenter requests more information on how maintenance would access infiltration chambers.

The commenter references maintenance requirements listed in Table 1 on Sheet C.9 (Appendix J).

The project design has manholes leading into and out of the infiltration chambers. This can be used
for access and maintenance. The design also has inspection ports to determine whether
maintenance is needed. Under Table 1 on Sheet C.9, included in the Preliminary Stormwater
Hydromodification Management Report (Appendix J), a note was added regarding access to maintain
the system. The revised Appendix J is provided with this Final EIR. The revision will not result in new
impacts or mitigation and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.

Response to C.6
The commenter notes the proposed 1.5 feet of suitable soil and 6 inches/hour infiltration rate

proposed for the infiltration systems. The commenter requests that these designs be updated to a
minimum of 2 feet of suitable soil to achieve a maximum 5 inches/hour infiltration rate in
accordance with C.3.d.iii.(2)(a) guidelines.

The current site has highly infiltrative soils. To reduce the soil infiltration rate to 5 inches per hour,
the design added 2 feet of modified soil below the chambers. See detail TCM 1 and 2 on Sheet C.9
(Appendix J). Accordingly, this comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts
than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are
required.

Response to C.7
The commenter requests that the Final EIR confirm whether infiltration systems include a minimum

10 feet of vertical separation from seasonal high groundwater level in accordance with C.3.d.iii.(2)(c)
requirements.

The seasonal high groundwater was noted by the Geotechnical Engineer to be greater than 20 feet;
this is noted on Sheet C.9 under “Project Site Information.” The bottom of both chambers are less
than 10 feet deep, allowing for more than 10 feet of separation. Accordingly, this comment does not
identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and
no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required.

Response to C.8
The commenter requests that the project confirm completion of an analysis for conformance with

100-foot horizontal setbacks from known contamination systems such as water supply wells, septic
systems, and underground storage tanks.

As requested, a statement is added to page 4 of the Stormwater Hydromodification Management
Report (Appendix J), stating “Research for wells and contamination was conducted and none were
found within 100 feet of the TCM.” The revised Appendix J is provided with this Final EIR. The
revision will not result in new impacts or mitigation and therefore recirculation of the Draft EIR is not
required.
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D.1

From: Andrew Quan <AQuan@valleywater.org>

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2025 10:02 AM

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

Cc: Lisa Brancatelli <LBrancatelli@valleywater.org>

Subject: RE: NOTICE OF CEQA POSTING: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project DEIR (File Nos.
H23-040 & ER23-251) - City of San José

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

Morning Cort,

Valley Water has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 5670 Camden
Avenue Residential Project in San Jose, received on August 15, 2024. Per our review, we have
the following comments:

1. Per Valley Water’s comment on August 9, 2024, as shown on Page 1-3, and per Figure 2-
5 on Page 2-15, it appears that the proposed work for a trail crossing with bulbouts is

within Valley Water fee title property over Singletree Way and is located above Valley

Letter D


https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fLearnAboutSenderIdentification&umid=bdb71049-a163-43fb-ba52-2d985042e2ad&rct=1759165853&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-704d6212812ece9fc4fa8346a65bc48767be8a6a
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D.2

D.3
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Water’s 72-inch Almaden Valley Pipeline. Therefore, in accordance with Valley Water’s
Water Resources Protection Ordinance, a Valley Water encroachment permit is
required for the proposed improvements and plans must be submitted for permit review
and issuance. The encroachment permit application can be found here:
https://www.valleywater.org/contractors/doing-businesses-with-the-district/permits-
working-district-land-or-easement/encroachment-permits. Please forward the
completed permit application and construction plans for the project to Valley Water at
CPRU@valleywater.org for review.

. The Draft EIR concludes that the project is consistent with planned growth for San Jose.

There is no estimation of potential water use by the redevelopment within the Draft EIR.
Individual projects like this site should include an estimated water supply assessment
of the development’s water use and its potential demand impacts on the future
accessibility of the local water supply, including various rainfall conditions. This
projection of future water supply and availability assumes increases in water
conservation and demand management measures in both San Jose’s and Valley Water’s
Urban Water Management Plan. For the proposed project to meet its fair share of these
water conservation assumptions, all available water conservation measures should be
required of the project. Such measures should include:

e Prohibiting non-functional turf in private open space areas, lawn areas should be
limited to areas supporting passive activities

e Require hot water recirculation systems

o Require dedicated landscape meters and separate submeters to each unit and
individual commercial spaces where applicable. Studies have shown that
adding submeters can reduce water use by 15 to 30 percent.

¢ Install weather or soil-based irrigation controllers.

Additionally, the project is within an area of the groundwater basin that supports natural
groundwater recharge. Although the project will decrease the amount of impervious
surface, stormwater retention basins and other low-impact development (LID) features
are passive forms of natural groundwater recharge. They are beneficial infrastructure
regardless of intent to recapture and use and are generally geared to minimizing impacts
to surface water quality.

Valley Water encourages that the retention basins or other LID features be located and
designed to retain as much runoff on-site to promote natural groundwater recharge
while minimizing impacts to groundwater quality.

Valley Water’s 2021 Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) was re-adopted on

November 19, 2021, which can be found at https://www.valleywater.org/vour-

water/where-your-water-comes/groundwater/sustainable. Please note that discussions
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Tin the Draft EIR should note consistency with the new GWMP.

D.5 | 5. Chapter 2: Project Description - 2.1 Project Location and Setting - 2.1.3 Surrounding

D6 |6

D7 | /-

Land Uses - East - Pg 2-13: The text in this section incorrectly states that Valley Water
has an easement east of Blossom Park Lane. According to Valley Water records, Valley
Water has fee title property over and east of Blossom Park Lane. Please revise the text

for accuracy.

Chapter 4: Effects Found Not to be Significant - 4.1.5 - Hydrology and Water Quality
- Discussion (b) - Pg 4-12: The Draft EIR incorrectly names our agency as the Santa
Clara Valley Water Management District. Please revise our agency’s name to Valley
Water for accuracy.

Chapter 4: Effects Found Not to be Significant - 4.1.5 - Hydrology and Water Quality
- Discussion (d) - Pg 4-13: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s
(FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 06085C0382H, effective on May 18, 2009, the
project site is located in Zone D, defined as an area in which flood hazards are
undetermined but possible. The text needs to be revised to fully state “undetermined
but possible” for the description of Zone D. Additionally, please revise Footnotes 140
and 141 to include the FEMA FIRM number and the effective date.

For any questions or comments, you can reach me at (408) 630-1667 or at

Aguan@valleywater.org. Please reference File No. 35164 on any future correspondence.

Thank you,

ANDREW QUAN
ASSISTANT ENGINEER II - CIVIL
Community Projects Review Unit

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as:

/Q/ Valley Water
- J

Clean Water + Healthy Environment « Flood Protection
VALLEY WATER

5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
www.valleywater.org

From: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>
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Sent: Friday, August 15, 2025 2:12 PM

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

Subject: NOTICE OF CEQA POSTING: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project DEIR (File Nos. H23-
040 & ER23-251) - City of San José

*** This email originated from outside of Valley Water. Do not click links or open attachments unless you

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. ***

Hello,

The draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential project is now available for public review.

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER:
SCH #2024080104

FILE NUMBERS
H23-040 & ER23-251

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project applicant proposes to remove the existing sports fields and associated
structures and improvements on the site, and then to develop 108 townhouse units
spread over 32 buildings. Twenty of the buildings would contain three units (3-plex),
while the other 12 buildings would contain four units (4-plex). A total of eight units
would be maintained as Extremely-low Income Dwelling Units and would be located
in multiple buildings throughout the project site. The proposed project would include
243 off-street parking spaces, temporary bicycle parking spaces and 12 bicycle
lockers.

PROJECT LOCATION
5670 Camden Avenue

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER
567-28-001

PUBLIC CIRCULATION PERIOD
August 15, 2025 to September 30, 2025

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) will be circulated for 45 days, from
Friday, August 15, 2025 to 5:00 PM on Tuesday, September 30, 2025.

The public is welcome to review and comment on the draft documents linked below.
Public comments on the Draft EIR and associated appendices must be submitted to
the Environmental Project Manager no later than 5:00 PM on September 30, 2025.

PROJECT WEBSITE:
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/vour-government/departments-offices/planning-building-


mailto:Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.sanjoseca.gov%2fyour%2dgovernment%2fdepartments%2doffices%2fplanning%2dbuilding%2dcode%2denforcement%2fplanning%2ddivision%2fenvironmental%2dreview%2fenvironmental%2dreview%2ddocuments%2f5670%2dcamden%2davenue%2dresidential%2dproject&umid=bdb71049-a163-43fb-ba52-2d985042e2ad&rct=1759165853&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-ce79cceee20c870adc92a1617ff056e59144dd66

code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-review/environmental-review-
documents/5670-camden-avenue-residential-project

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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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Local Agencies

Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) (Letter D)

Response to D.1
The commenter states that an encroachment permit is required for the proposed project’s Valley

Water fee title property over Singletree Way.

The proposed project would comply with all applicable laws and regulations. The City recognizes that
an encroachment permit may be required for improvements within Valley Water's property or above
Valley Water facilities. When applicable, prior to construction of proposed improvements, the
project applicant would submit plans to Valley Water for review and would obtain all necessary
encroachment permits, as required. The project applicant would coordinate with Valley Water to
ensure that all permit conditions and requirements are met, and that the integrity of Valley Water’s
facilities is maintained. The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under
CEQA, or comments related to the Draft EIR, and the comment is included in the administrative
record. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to D.2
The commenter states that the proposed project would require a water supply assessment and

include water conservation measures.

A water supply assessment (WSA) is not required for the proposed project because the proposed
project does not meet the statutory criteria that would trigger such an assessment.

Under Senate Bill (SB) 610 (Water Code §§ 10910-10915), a WSA is required for certain large
development projects that are subject to CEQA and will be served by a public water system. The
types of projects that require a WSA are specifically defined in Water Code Section 10912(a) and 14
Cal. Code Regs. Section 15155(a)(1) and include:

e A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units;

e A proposed shopping center or business employing more than 1,000 persons or with more
than 500,000 square feet of floor space;

e A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or with more than
250,000 square feet of floor space;

e A proposed hotel or motel with more than 500 rooms;

e A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house
more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres, or with more than 650,000 square
feet of floor area;

¢ A mixed-use project including any of the above;

e Orany project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to or greater than the
amount required by a 500-dwelling unit project.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

(See also Water Code § 10912(a); 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15155(a)(1); [Center for Biological Diversity v.
County of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866]).

As described in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, and Table 2-1), the
proposed project consists of 108 townhouse units spread over 32 buildings with associated parking,
landscaping, and internal roads. The proposed project does not include any commercial, industrial,
or mixed-use components, nor does it propose more than 500 residential units. The total number of
units is well below the 500-unit threshold that would trigger a WSA under SB 610. The EIR’s analysis
of water supply is legally adequate and consistent with CEQA and applicable State law.

The proposed project’s water conservation measures are listed on page 3.4-19 of the Draft EIR.
These include the installation of stormwater treatment chambers for the capture and treatment of
stormwater. The treatment chambers would provide for improved on-site irrigation of the
landscaping, thereby reducing water consumption.

Response to D.3

The commenter recommends that the proposed project’s retention basins and other low-impact
development (LID) features be designed to retain as much runoff on-site as possible to promote
natural groundwater recharge.

As noted in the comment, stormwater retention basins and LID features are beneficial infrastructure.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would be required to develop and implement a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Monitoring Plan, which would need to include
erosion-control and sediment-control Best Management Practices (BMPs) (Draft EIR Chapter 4,
Effects Found not to be Significant, page 4—9). The proposed project would also be required to
comply with City Standard Permit Condition for Construction-related Water Quality. The proposed
project would include underground infiltration chambers to provide stormwater treatment to reduce
impacts to water quality. As discussed on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
not have substantial impacts on groundwater recharge. This comment does not identify new impacts
or mitigation, raise any issues that would change the conclusions of the Draft EIR, or require
recirculation. No further response is required.

Response to D.4
The commenter states that the Draft EIR should discuss the proposed project’s consistency with

Valley Water’s 2021 Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP).

The proposed project’s consistency with the GWMP has been added to the Final EIR, Section 4,
Errata. The added analysis does not affect the conclusion of the Draft EIR or require recirculation.

Response to D.5
The commenter states that page 2-13 of the Draft EIR incorrectly states that Valley Water has an

easement east of Blossom Park Lane and requests a correction to state that Valley Water has fee title
property over and east of Blossom Park Lane.

This correction has been added to the Final EIR, Section 4, Errata. This correction does not affect the
conclusion of the Draft EIR or require recirculation.
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Response to D.6
The commenter states that page 4-12 of the Draft EIR incorrectly names the agency as “Santa Clara

Valley Water Management District” and requests this be revised to “Valley Water” for accuracy.

This correction has been added to the Final EIR, Section 4, Errata. This correction does not affect the
conclusion of the Draft EIR or require recirculation.

Response to D.7
The commenter requests a revision to the Draft EIR page 4-13 to clarify that flood hazards in Zone D

are “undetermined but possible” and that footnotes 140 and 141 be revised to include the FEMA
FIRM number and effective date.

These corrections have been added to the Final EIR, Section 4, Errata. These corrections do not affect
the conclusion of the Draft EIR or require recirculation.
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E.1

From: Amah Mutsun Tribal <irennezwierlein@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2025 3:48 PM

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

Subject: Re: NOTICE OF CEQA POSTING: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project DEIR (File Nos.
H23-040 & ER23-251) - City of San José

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

Hello Cort,

Thank you for the information on the proposed project, and please see the attached
documents with our recommendations. If you have any questions about the attached
documents, or would like to set up a meeting to discuss consultation, please give us a
call at 650-851-7489 or email us at amtbinc21@gmail.com.

Thank you,

Letter E
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Provisions to Address Discovery of a Tribal Cultural Resource During Construction

Tribal Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. The project sponsor, in consultation with any Cultural
Resources Team if one is available, shall retain the services of an Ohlone Native American representative
and/orarcheological consultant from the Qualified List of Archaeological Consultants to provide cultural
sensitivity and archeological awareness training to all work crews who will be involved in ground
disturbing activities at the project site. The training shall inform all project contractors, subcontractors
and work crew members to be on the alert for evidence of the presence of potential tribal cultural
resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of such a resource(s), and of stop work, resource protection,
and notification requirements in the event of suspected discovery of a tribal cultural resource by
construction crew members.

Stop Work and Notification Upon Discovery. Should any indication of a tribal cultural resource be

encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreperson and/or
project sponsor shall immediately notify tribe and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing
activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the Cultural Monitor and a qualified archeological
consultant from the Qualified Archeological Consultants List have assessed the find and the respective
parties have determined whether and what additional measures should be undertaken.

Preservation in Place. In the event of the discovery of a tribal cultural resource, the cultural resource

team (if one is present on job), the project sponsor, the archeological consultant, and the Ohlone
representative shall consult to determine whether preservation in place would be feasible and effective
in preserving the values represented by the resource. The archeological consultant, in consultation with
the Ohlone representative, shall document the find to current professional standards. The tribe may also
require that the project sponsorimmediately implement a site security program if the resource is at risk
from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.

If it is determined that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource would be both feasible and
effective, the archeological consultant shall prepare a Resource Preservation Plan (RPP) in consultation
with the Ohlone representative, for review, which shall be implemented by the project sponsor during
construction.

If it is determined that preservation in place would not be feasible or effective, then archeological
assessment and treatment shall be implemented and in consultation with the Ohlone representative, as

detailed below.

Archeological Treatment. If it is determined, in consultation with the Ohlone representative and the

project sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient
or feasible option to preserve the values represented by the resource, then the archeological consultant,
in consultation with the Ohlone representative, shall conduct archeological assessment to determine





the significance of the find and determine whether it retains sufficient integrity to warrant additional
treatment. If the tribal cultural resource is determined to be a significant archeological resource, the
archeological consultant, in consultation with the Ohlone representative, shall recommend appropriate
archeological treatment to preserve the data and values of the tribal cultural resource, which may
include archeological data recovery. Data recovery shall be implemented in consultation with the
Ohlone representative and shall include appropriate analyses and reporting. If an archeological
interpretive, monitoring, and/or testing program is required, it shall be consistent with Standard
guidelines for such programs and shall be implemented immediately.

Human Remains and Funerary Objects. The treatment of any human remains, and funerary objects

discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State laws, including Section
7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Public Resources Code 5097.98. If human remains or
suspected human remains are encountered during construction, the contractor and project sponsor
shall ensure that ground-disturbing work within 50 feet of the remains is halted immediately and shall
arrange for the protection in place of the remains until appropriate treatment and disposition have been
agreed upon and implemented in accordance with this section. The project sponsor shall immediately
notify the Medical Examiner of the County in which the job resides and the Tribe of the find. In the event
of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains are Native American in origin, the
Medical Examiner will notify the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within
24 hours and all provisions of Public Resources Code 5097.98 will be followed.

Interpretive Program. If it is determined, in consultation with Ohlone representative and the project

sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is not a sufficient or
feasible option, the project sponsor, in consultation with local Native American representatives, shall
prepare a Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan (CRPIP) to guide the interpretive program. The
CRPIP shall be submitted for review and approval prior to implementation of the program. The
interpretive program may but is not limited to artist installations, preferably by local Native American
artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, cultural displays, educational panels, or other
interpretive elements agreed upon by the sponsor, and Ohlone Native American representatives, and
shall include an on-site acknowledgement that the project is built on traditional Ohlone land. The plan
shall identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and
materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a
long-term maintenance program. Upon approval of the CRPIP and prior to project occupancy, the
interpretive program shall be implemented by the project sponsor. The project sponsor shall work with
the tribal representative to identify the scope of work by the tribal representative to fulfill the
requirements of this mitigation measure, which may include participation in preparation and review of
deliverables (e.g., plans, interpretive materials, artwork). Tribal representatives shall be compensated for
their work as identified in the agreed upon scope of work.






The Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista &
AMTB

Letter of Response

To whom it may concern:

It is our pride and privilege to be of service for any Native American Cultural Resource Monitoring,
Consulting and/ or Sensitivity Training you may need or require. We take our Heritage and History
seriously and are diligent about preserving as much of it as we can. Construction is a constant in the Bay
Area and with that new discoveries are bound to happen. If you choose our services, we will gladly guide all
personnel through proper procedures to safely protect and preserve: Culture, Heritage, and History.

It is highly recommended, if not previously done, to search through Sacred Lands Files (SLF) and California
Historical Resource Information Systems (CHRIS) as well as reaching out to the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) In order to determine whether you are working in a Cultural and/ or Historic
sensitivity.

If you have received any positive cultural or historic sensitivity within 1 mile of the project area here are
AM.T.B Inc’s and Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista’s recommendations:

e All Crews, Individuals and Personnel who will be moving any earth be Cultural Sensitivity
Trained.

e A Qualified California Trained Archaeological Monitor is present during any earth
movement.

e A Qualified Native American Monitor is present during any earth movement.

If further Consultation, Monitoring or Sensitivity Training is needed please feel free to contact A.M.T.B. Inc.
or Myself Directly. A.M.T.B. Inc. 650-851-7747

Irenne Zwierlein

2451 Tyrolean Way, Sacramento CA
95821
amtbinc21@gmail.com

(650)851-7747






Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista
&
AMTB

2451 Tyrolean Way, Sacramento CA 95821

Our rates for 2025 are
$200.00 per hour.

4 hours minimum

Cancellations not 48 hours (about 2 days) prior will be charged as a 4-hour minimum. There is
a round trip mileage charge if canceled after they have traveled to site.

Anything over 8 hours a day is charged as time and a half.
Weekends are charged at time and a half.

Holidays are charged at double the time.

For fiscal year (FY) 2025, standard per diem rate of $425. ($333. lodging, $92 MSIE).

MSIE Breakdown FY 2025

5 Continental q .

MSIE Breakfast/ Lunch . Incidenta .

Total Breakfast Dinner penses First & Last Day of Travel
$92.00 $23.00 $26.00 |$38.00 $5.00 |$69.00

Beginning 2025, the standard mileage rates for the use of a car round trip (also vans, pickups
or panel trucks) will be: $.70 cents per mile driven for business use or what the current
federal standard is at the time.

Our Payment terms are 5 days from date on invoice.
Our Monitors are Members of the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the A.M.T.B. Inc. at the below contact
information.

Sincerely,

Irenne Zwierlein

2451 Tyrolean Way, Sacramento CA
95821

amtbinc21@gmail.com

(650)851-7747





AcoriF  CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE 01142025

THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.
THIS CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE
POLICIES BELOW. THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S),
AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER, AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.

IMPORTANT: If the certificate holder is an ADDITIONAL INSURED, the policy(ies) must be endorsed. If SUBROGATIONIS WAIVED,
subject to the terms and conditions of the policy, certain policies may require an endorsement. A statement on this certificate does not
confer rights to the certificate holder in lieu of such endorsement(s).

PRODUCER CONTACT

NAME:
ALLIED BROKERS INSURANCE AGCY INC PHONS (866) 467-8730 FAX (888) 4436112
57101434 (AIC, No, Ext): (AIC, No):
591 LYTTON AVENUE
PALO ALTO CA 94301 E-MAIL

ADDRESS:

INSURER(S) AFFORDING COVERAGE NAIC#

INSURED INSURER A : Hartford Underwriters Insurance Company 30104
AMTB LLC INSURER B :
2451 TYROLEAN WAY INSURER G -
SACRAMENTO CA 95821-4809 i

INSURERD :

INSURERE :

INSURERF :
COVERAGES CERTIFICATE NUMBER: REVISION NUMBER:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED.NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE
TERMS, EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

INSR TYPE OF INSURANCE ADDL | SUBR POLICY NUMBER POLICY EFF POLICY EXP LIMITS
LTR INSR_|WVD (MM/DD/YYYY) | (MM/DD/Y YYY)
COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY EACH OCCURRENCE $1,000,000
DAMAGE TO RENTED
CLAIMS-MADE OCCUR
| PREMISES (Ea occurrence) $1,000,000
X General Llablllty MED EXP (Any one person) $10,000
A 57 SBM BM9HAR 01/14/2025 | 01/14/2026 | PERSONAL & ADV INJURY $1,000,000
GEN'L AGGREGATE LIMIT APPLIES PER: GENERAL AGGREGATE $2,000,000
X |PoLicy |:| JPECOT' |:| Loc PRODUCTS - COMP/OP AGG $2,000,000
OTHER:
COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT
AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY
(Ea accident) $1,000,000
ANY AUTO BODILY INJURY (Per person)
ALL OWNED SCHEDULED ]
A AUTOS AUTOS 57 SBM BM9HAR 01/14/2025 | 01/14/2026 | BODILY INJURY (Per accident)
HIRED x| NON-OWNED PROPERTY DAMAGE
AUTOS AUTOS (Per accident)
UMBRELLALIAB | | OCCUR EACH OCCURRENCE
EXCESS LIAB CLAIMS-
MADE AGGREGATE
DED| |RETENTION $
WORKERS COMPENSATION |PER | |OTH-
AND EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY STATUTE ER
ANY YIN E.L. EACH ACCIDENT
PROPRIETOR/PARTNER/EXECUTIVE N A
OFFICER/MEMBER EXCLUDED? E.L. DISEASE -EA EMPLOYEE
(Mandatory in NH)
If yes, describe under E.L. DISEASE - POLICY LIMIT
DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS below

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS / LOCATIONS / VEHICLES (ACORD 101, Additional Remarks Schedule, may be attached if more space is required)
The Business Liability Coverage Part includes a Blanket Additional Insured By Contract Endorsement, Form SL 30 32.

CERTIFICATE HOLDER CANCELLATION

SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED
BEFORE THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, NOTICE WILL BE DELIVERED
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISIONS.

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

Swoan Caizernemtn

© 1988-2015 ACORD CORPORATION. All rights reserved.
ACORD 25 (2016/03) The ACORD name and logo are registered marks of ACORD
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Lorelei Alli

On Fri, Aug 15, 2025 at 2:12 PM Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov> wrote:

Hello,

The draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential project is now available for public review.

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER:
SCH #2024080104

FILE NUMBERS
H23-040 & ER23-251

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project applicant proposes to remove the existing sports fields and associated
structures and improvements on the site, and then to develop 108 townhouse units
spread over 32 buildings. Twenty of the buildings would contain three units (3-plex),
while the other 12 buildings would contain four units (4-plex). A total of eight units
would be maintained as Extremely-low Income Dwelling Units and would be located
in multiple buildings throughout the project site. The proposed project would include
243 off-street parking spaces, temporary bicycle parking spaces and 12 bicycle
lockers.

PROJECT LOCATION
5670 Camden Avenue

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER
567-28-001

PUBLIC CIRCULATION PERIOD
August 15, 2025 to September 30, 2025

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) will be circulated for 45 days, from
Friday, August 15, 2025 to 5:00 PM on Tuesday, September 30, 2025.

The public is welcome to review and comment on the draft documents linked below.
Public comments on the Draft EIR and associated appendices must be submitted to
the Environmental Project Manager no later than 5:00 PM on September 30, 2025.

PROJECT WEBSITE:

https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-
code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-review/environmental-review-


mailto:Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-review/environmental-review-documents/5670-camden-avenue-residential-project
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-review/environmental-review-documents/5670-camden-avenue-residential-project

The Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista &
AMTB

Letter of Response

To whom it may concern:

E.2

It is our pride and privilege to be of service for any Native American Cultural Resource Monitoring,
Consulting and/ or Sensitivity Training you may need or require. We take our Heritage and History
seriously and are diligent about preserving as much of it as we can. Construction is a constant in the Bay
Area and with that new discoveries are bound to happen. If you choose our services, we will gladly guide all
personnel through proper procedures to safely protect and preserve: Culture, Heritage, and History.

It is highly recommended, if not previously done, to search through Sacred Lands Files (SLF) and California
Historical Resource Information Systems (CHRIS) as well as reaching out to the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) In order to determine whether you are working in a Cultural and/ or Historic
sensitivity.

If you have received any positive cultural or historic sensitivity within 1 mile of the project area here are
AM.T.B Inc’s and Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista’s recommendations:

e All Crews, Individuals and Personnel who will be moving any earth be Cultural Sensitivity
Trained.

e A Qualified California Trained Archaeological Monitor is present during any earth
movement.

e A Qualified Native American Monitor is present during any earth movement.

If further Consultation, Monitoring or Sensitivity Training is needed please feel free to contact A.M.T.B. Inc.
or Myself Directly. A.M.T.B. Inc. 650-851-7747

Irenne Zwierlein

2451 Tyrolean Way, Sacramento CA
95821
amtbinc21@gmail.com

(650)851-7747
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Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista
&
AMTB

2451 Tyrolean Way, Sacramento CA 95821

Our rates for 2025 are
$200.00 per hour.

4 hours minimum

Cancellations not 48 hours (about 2 days) prior will be charged as a 4-hour minimum. There is
a round trip mileage charge if canceled after they have traveled to site.

Anything over 8 hours a day is charged as time and a half.
Weekends are charged at time and a half.

Holidays are charged at double the time.

For fiscal year (FY) 2025, standard per diem rate of $425. ($333. lodging, $92 MSIE).

MSIE Breakdown FY 2025

5 Continental q .

MSIE Breakfast/ Lunch . Incidenta .

Total Breakfast Dinner penses First & Last Day of Travel
$92.00 $23.00 $26.00 |$38.00 $5.00 |$69.00

Beginning 2025, the standard mileage rates for the use of a car round trip (also vans, pickups
or panel trucks) will be: $.70 cents per mile driven for business use or what the current
federal standard is at the time.

Our Payment terms are 5 days from date on invoice.
Our Monitors are Members of the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the A.M.T.B. Inc. at the below contact
information.

Sincerely,

Irenne Zwierlein

2451 Tyrolean Way, Sacramento CA
95821

amtbinc21@gmail.com

(650)851-7747
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AcoriF  CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE 01142025

E.2 THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.
cont. THIS CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE
POLICIES BELOW. THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S),
AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER, AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.
IMPORTANT: If the certificate holder is an ADDITIONAL INSURED, the policy(ies) must be endorsed. If SUBROGATIONIS WAIVED,
subject to the terms and conditions of the policy, certain policies may require an endorsement. A statement on this certificate does not
confer rights to the certificate holder in lieu of such endorsement(s).
PRODUCER CONTACT
ALLIED BROKERS INSURANCE AGCY INC g:glﬁé (866) 467-8730 FAX (888) 4436112
57101434 (AIC, No, Ext): (AIC, No):
591 LYTTON AVENUE
PALO ALTO CA 94301 E-MAIL
ADDRESS:
INSURER(S) AFFORDING COVERAGE NAIC#
INSURED INSURER A : Hartford Underwriters Insurance Company 30104
AMTB LLC INSURER B :
2451 TYROLEAN WAY INSURER C -
SACRAMENTO CA 95821-4809
INSURERD :
INSURERE :
INSURER F :
COVERAGES CERTIFICATE NUMBER: REVISION NUMBER:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED.NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE
TERMS, EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

INSR TYPE OF INSURANCE ADDL | SUBR POLICY NUMBER POLICY EFF POLICY EXP LIMITS
LTR INSR_|WVD (MM/DD/YYYY) | (MM/DD/Y YYY)
COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY EACH OCCURRENCE $1,000,000
DAMAGE TO RENTED
CLAIMS-MADE OCCUR
| PREMISES (Ea occurrence) $1,000,000
X General Llablllty MED EXP (Any one person) $10,000
A 57 SBM BM9HAR 01/14/2025 | 01/14/2026 | PERSONAL & ADV INJURY $1,000,000
GEN'L AGGREGATE LIMIT APPLIES PER: GENERAL AGGREGATE $2,000,000
X |PoLicy |:| JPECOT' |:| Loc PRODUCTS - COMP/OP AGG $2,000,000
OTHER:
COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT
AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY
(Ea accident) $1,000,000
ANY AUTO BODILY INJURY (Per person)
ALL OWNED SCHEDULED ]
A AUTOS AUTOS 57 SBM BM9HAR 01/14/2025 | 01/14/2026 | BODILY INJURY (Per accident)
HIRED x| NON-OWNED PROPERTY DAMAGE
AUTOS AUTOS (Per accident)
UMBRELLALIAB | | OCCUR EACH OCCURRENCE
EXCESS LIAB CLAIMS-
MADE AGGREGATE
DED| |RETENTION $
WORKERS COMPENSATION |PER | |OTH-
AND EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY STATUTE ER
ANY YIN E.L. EACH ACCIDENT
PROPRIETOR/PARTNER/EXECUTIVE N A
OFFICER/MEMBER EXCLUDED? E.L. DISEASE -EA EMPLOYEE
(Mandatory in NH)
If yes, describe under E.L. DISEASE - POLICY LIMIT
DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS below

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS / LOCATIONS / VEHICLES (ACORD 101, Additional Remarks Schedule, may be attached if more space is required)
The Business Liability Coverage Part includes a Blanket Additional Insured By Contract Endorsement, Form SL 30 32.

CERTIFICATE HOLDER CANCELLATION

SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED
BEFORE THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, NOTICE WILL BE DELIVERED
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISIONS.

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

Swoan Caizernemtn

© 1988-2015 ACORD CORPORATION. All rights reserved.
ACORD 25 (2016/03) The ACORD name and logo are registered marks of ACORD
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documents/5670-camden-avenue-residential-project

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT MANAGER
Cort Hitchens
408-794-7386

Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov

Thank you,

Cort Hitchens | Planner Il

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.


https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-review/environmental-review-documents/5670-camden-avenue-residential-project
mailto:Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov
tel:(408)%20794-7386

E.3

Provisions to Address Discovery of a Tribal Cultural Resource During Construction

Tribal Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. The project sponsor, in consultation with any Cultural
Resources Team if one is available, shall retain the services of an Ohlone Native American representative
and/orarcheological consultant from the Qualified List of Archaeological Consultants to provide cultural
sensitivity and archeological awareness training to all work crews who will be involved in ground
disturbing activities at the project site. The training shall inform all project contractors, subcontractors
and work crew members to be on the alert for evidence of the presence of potential tribal cultural
resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of such a resource(s), and of stop work, resource protection,
and notification requirements in the event of suspected discovery of a tribal cultural resource by
construction crew members.

Stop Work and Notification Upon Discovery. Should any indication of a tribal cultural resource be

encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreperson and/or
project sponsor shall immediately notify tribe and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing
activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the Cultural Monitor and a qualified archeological
consultant from the Qualified Archeological Consultants List have assessed the find and the respective
parties have determined whether and what additional measures should be undertaken.

Preservation in Place. In the event of the discovery of a tribal cultural resource, the cultural resource

team (if one is present on job), the project sponsor, the archeological consultant, and the Ohlone
representative shall consult to determine whether preservation in place would be feasible and effective
in preserving the values represented by the resource. The archeological consultant, in consultation with
the Ohlone representative, shall document the find to current professional standards. The tribe may also
require that the project sponsorimmediately implement a site security program if the resource is at risk
from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.

If it is determined that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource would be both feasible and
effective, the archeological consultant shall prepare a Resource Preservation Plan (RPP) in consultation
with the Ohlone representative, for review, which shall be implemented by the project sponsor during
construction.

If it is determined that preservation in place would not be feasible or effective, then archeological
assessment and treatment shall be implemented and in consultation with the Ohlone representative, as

detailed below.

Archeological Treatment. If it is determined, in consultation with the Ohlone representative and the

project sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient
or feasible option to preserve the values represented by the resource, then the archeological consultant,
in consultation with the Ohlone representative, shall conduct archeological assessment to determine
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E.3
cont.

the significance of the find and determine whether it retains sufficient integrity to warrant additional
treatment. If the tribal cultural resource is determined to be a significant archeological resource, the
archeological consultant, in consultation with the Ohlone representative, shall recommend appropriate
archeological treatment to preserve the data and values of the tribal cultural resource, which may
include archeological data recovery. Data recovery shall be implemented in consultation with the
Ohlone representative and shall include appropriate analyses and reporting. If an archeological
interpretive, monitoring, and/or testing program is required, it shall be consistent with Standard
guidelines for such programs and shall be implemented immediately.

Human Remains and Funerary Objects. The treatment of any human remains, and funerary objects

discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State laws, including Section
7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Public Resources Code 5097.98. If human remains or
suspected human remains are encountered during construction, the contractor and project sponsor
shall ensure that ground-disturbing work within 50 feet of the remains is halted immediately and shall
arrange for the protection in place of the remains until appropriate treatment and disposition have been
agreed upon and implemented in accordance with this section. The project sponsor shall immediately
notify the Medical Examiner of the County in which the job resides and the Tribe of the find. In the event
of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains are Native American in origin, the
Medical Examiner will notify the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within
24 hours and all provisions of Public Resources Code 5097.98 will be followed.

Interpretive Program. If it is determined, in consultation with Ohlone representative and the project

sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is not a sufficient or
feasible option, the project sponsor, in consultation with local Native American representatives, shall
prepare a Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan (CRPIP) to guide the interpretive program. The
CRPIP shall be submitted for review and approval prior to implementation of the program. The
interpretive program may but is not limited to artist installations, preferably by local Native American
artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, cultural displays, educational panels, or other
interpretive elements agreed upon by the sponsor, and Ohlone Native American representatives, and
shall include an on-site acknowledgement that the project is built on traditional Ohlone land. The plan
shall identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and
materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a
long-term maintenance program. Upon approval of the CRPIP and prior to project occupancy, the
interpretive program shall be implemented by the project sponsor. The project sponsor shall work with
the tribal representative to identify the scope of work by the tribal representative to fulfill the
requirements of this mitigation measure, which may include participation in preparation and review of
deliverables (e.g., plans, interpretive materials, artwork). Tribal representatives shall be compensated for
their work as identified in the agreed upon scope of work.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Organizations

Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista (AMTB-SJB) (Letter E)

Response to E.1
This comment acknowledges the proposed project and refers to several attached documents.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR, and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic
Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to E.2
The commenter suggests searches of the Sacred Land Files (SLF), California Historical Resources

Information System (CHRIS), and the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) be conducted.
The letter makes recommendations that (1) all personnel involved in earthmoving be Cultural
Sensitivity Trained; (2) a Qualified California Trained Archaeological Monitor be present during any
earth movement; and (3) a Qualified Native American Monitor be present during any earth
movement. The commenter also includes an offer to provide Native American Cultural Resource
Monitoring, Consulting and/or Sensitivity Training. In addition, the commenter includes a rate sheet
for monitoring services and a Certificate of Liability Insurance.

As described in Draft EIR Section 3.11, Tribal Cultural Resources, discussion was based on
information provided by the NAHC and subsequent consultation with Tribal representatives
identified by the NAHC with an interest or additional information on Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs).
Discussion was also based on information provided in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Cultural Resources,
which included records search conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC), archival
research, and recommendations from the Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment (Phase | CRA;
included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR). As stated on the Draft EIR pages 3.11-13 through 3.11-14,
although the NWIC search indicated one TCR within the project site boundaries, this TCR was not
identified during the pedestrian survey. Additionally, although the NAHC SLF search also recorded
positive for TCRs within the project area, no response was received from Tribal representatives for
letters sent on February 8, 2024, requesting additional information. However, to minimize potential
impacts to any undiscovered TCRs to the extent feasible, all construction personnel would undergo
Cultural Resources Awareness Training prior to the start of construction, as reflected in MM TCR-1,
Cultural Awareness Training. In addition, a Monitoring Plan would be prepared by a qualified
Archaeologist for all earthmoving activities, as reflected in MM TCR-2. As stated in the Draft EIR on
page 3.11-14, the proposed project would also adhere to City Standard Permit Condition for
Subsurface Cultural Resources and Standard Permit Condition for Human Remains. As such, the Draft
EIR concluded that through implementation of MM TCR-1 and MM TCR-2 and the City Standard
Permit Conditions, potential impacts to archaeological resources, including TCRs, would be less than
significant. In the unlikely event that human remains, or other buried cultural resources are
unearthed during construction, implementation of MM TCR-1, MM TCR-2, and Standard Permit
Conditions would ensure that specific protocols be followed to protect finds. MM TCR-1 and MM
TCR-2 are listed in full on the Draft EIR pages 3.11-14 through 3.11-15 and the relevant City Standard
Permit Conditions are listed in full on the Draft EIR page 3.3-17.

FirstCarbon Solutions 3-45
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

Response to E.3
The commenter lists recommended provisions to address discovery of TCRs during construction.

These include Tribal Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training, a stop-work and notification protocol
upon discovery, procedures for preservation in place, archaeological treatment protocol, procedures
in the event of discovery of human remains and funerary objects, and a recommendation to include
an interpretive program in consultation with local Native American representatives.

On page 3.3-18, the Draft EIR discusses the potential for the presence of human remains at the
project site. The discussion concludes that with adherence to applicable regulations, specifically
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, California Public
Resources Code Sections 5097.94 and Section 5097.98, and the City’s Standard Permit Condition for
Human Remains, impacts to human remains would be less than significant. Additionally, all
construction personnel would undergo Cultural Awareness Training prior to the start of construction,
as reflected in MM TCR-1, Cultural Awareness Training.

The request for an interpretive program is not a mitigation measure and was not an outcome of
consultation under AB 52. While the applicant may choose to implement this recommendation, it is
not necessary to reduce any impacts below a level of significance and, therefore, is not a CEQA
requirement. Per the City of San José Standard Permit Conditions for Subsurface Cultural Resources,
if a potential prehistoric or historic resource is encountered during ground-disturbing activities at the
site, it will be evaluated by a qualified Archaeologist in consultation with a Native American
representative registered with the NAHC for the City of San José. If, at that time, the discovery is
determined to be a prehistoric or historic resource, a determination will be made regarding its
disposition and treatment. Currently, no prehistoric or historic resources have been found at the
project site, and therefore, the recommendation for an interpretive program is speculative.

Therefore, as described above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment letter
were fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further response is needed.
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F.1

From: Val Lopez <vlopez@amahmutsun.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2025 2:25 PM

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

Subject: Re: NOTICE OF CEQA POSTING: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project DEIR (File Nos.

H23-040 & ER23-251) - City of San José

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

You don't often get email from vlopez@amahmutsun.org. Learn why this is important

Hello,

Thank you for contacting us regarding this project in San Jose, CA. The Amah Mutsun Tribe
declines to comment on this project at this time.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Ally Arganbright

Letter F
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Secretary for Chairman Valentin Lopez
& AMLT Cultural Resources Department

On Fri, Aug 15, 2025 at 2:12 PM Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov> wrote:

Hello,

The draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential project is now available for public review.

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER:
SCH #2024080104

FILE NUMBERS
H23-040 & ER23-251

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project applicant proposes to remove the existing sports fields and associated
structures and improvements on the site, and then to develop 108 townhouse units
spread over 32 buildings. Twenty of the buildings would contain three units (3-plex),
while the other 12 buildings would contain four units (4-plex). A total of eight units
would be maintained as Extremely-low Income Dwelling Units and would be located
in multiple buildings throughout the project site. The proposed project would include
243 off-street parking spaces, temporary bicycle parking spaces and 12 bicycle
lockers.

PROJECT LOCATION
5670 Camden Avenue

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER
567-28-001

PUBLIC CIRCULATION PERIOD
August 15, 2025 to September 30, 2025

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) will be circulated for 45 days, from
Friday, August 15, 2025 to 5:00 PM on Tuesday, September 30, 2025.

The public is welcome to review and comment on the draft documents linked below.
Public comments on the Draft EIR and associated appendices must be submitted to
the Environmental Project Manager no later than 5:00 PM on September 30, 2025.

PROJECT WEBSITE:

https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-
code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-review/environmental-review-


mailto:Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.sanjoseca.gov%2fyour%2dgovernment%2fdepartments%2doffices%2fplanning%2dbuilding%2dcode%2denforcement%2fplanning%2ddivision%2fenvironmental%2dreview%2fenvironmental%2dreview%2ddocuments%2f5670%2dcamden%2davenue%2dresidential%2dproject&umid=ebb11f56-7e21-11f0-90ee-6045bd045c10&rct=1755734461&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-62af62c9db5258867f71aace1fb2cf8c515d4469
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.sanjoseca.gov%2fyour%2dgovernment%2fdepartments%2doffices%2fplanning%2dbuilding%2dcode%2denforcement%2fplanning%2ddivision%2fenvironmental%2dreview%2fenvironmental%2dreview%2ddocuments%2f5670%2dcamden%2davenue%2dresidential%2dproject&umid=ebb11f56-7e21-11f0-90ee-6045bd045c10&rct=1755734461&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-62af62c9db5258867f71aace1fb2cf8c515d4469

documents/5670-camden-avenue-residential-project

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT MANAGER
Cort Hitchens
408-794-7386

Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov

Thank you,

Cort Hitchens | Planner Il

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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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project

Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Amah Mutsun Tribal Band (AMTB) (Letter F)

Response to F.1

This comment acknowledges the proposed project and states that the Tribe has no comment on the
proposed project.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA, or comments
related to the Draft EIR, and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic
Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.
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GA1

G.2

G.3

From: KKLLC Admin <admin@kanyonkonsulting.com>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2025 2:53 PM

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

Subject: Re: NOTICE OF CEQA POSTING: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project DEIR (File Nos.
H23-040 & ER23-251) - City of San José

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

miSmin Tuuhis [Good Day]

Kan rakat Kanyon Sayers-Roods. | am writing this on behalf of the Indian Canyon Band of
Costanoan Ohlone People as requested, responding to your letter

As this project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) overlaps or is near the management
boundary of a potentially eligible cultural site, | am interested in consulting and voicing our
concerns. With some instances like this, usually we recommend that a Native American
Monitor and an Archaeologist be present on-site at all times during any/all ground
disturbing activities. The presence of a Native monitor and archaeologist will help the
project minimize potential effects on the cultural site and mitigate inadvertent issues.

Kanyon Konsulting, LLC has numerous Native Monitors available for projects such as this,

Letter G
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G.3
cont.

G4

if applicable, we recommend a Cultural Sensitivity Training at the beginning of each project.
This service is offered to aid those involved in the project to become more familiar with the
indigenous history of the peoples of this land that is being worked on.

Kanyon Konsulting is a strong proponent of honoring truth in history, when it comes to
impacting Cultural Resources and potential ancestral remains, we need to recognise the
history of the territory we are impacting. We have seen that projects like these tend to come
into an area to consult/mitigate and move on shortly after - barely acknowledging the
Cultural Representatives of the territory they steward and are responsible for. Because of
these possibilities, we highly recommend that you receive a specialized consultation
provided by our company as the project commences, bringing in considerations about the
Indigenous peoples and environment of this territory that you work, have settled upon and
benefit from.

As previously stated, our goal is to Honor Truth in History. And as such we want to ensure
that there is an effort from the project organizer to take strategic steps in ways that
#HonorTruthinHistory. This will make all involved aware of the history of the Indigenous
communities whom we acknowledge as the first stewards and land managers of these
territories.

Potential Approaches to Indigenous Cultural Awareness/History:

Signs or messages to the audience or community of the territory being developed. (ex. A
commemorable plaque, page on the website, mural, display, or an Educational/Cultural
Center with information about the history/ecology/resources of the land)

Commitment to consultation with the Native Peoples of the territory in regards to presenting
and messaging about the Indigenous history/community of the land (Land
Acknowledgement on website, written material about the space/org/building/business/etc,
Cultural display of cultural resources/botanical knowledge or Culture sharing of Traditional
Ecological Knowledge - Indigenous Science and Technology)

Advocation of supporting indigenous lead movements and efforts. (informing one's
audience and/or community about local present Indigenous community)

We look forward to working with you.
Tumsan-ak kannis [Thank You]
Kanyon Sayers-Roods

Consultant / Tribal Monitor [ICMBCO]
Kanyon Konsulting, LLC

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Kanyon Konsulting, LLC (Letter G)

Response to G.1

This comment acknowledges the proposed project and states that the letter is commenting on
behalf of the Indian Canyon Band of Costanoan Ohlone People.?

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR, and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic
Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to G.2
The commenter states that the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) overlaps the management

boundary of a potentially eligible cultural site and adds that they would like to be consulted and
voice their concerns. The commenter recommends the presence of a Native American Monitor and
an Archaeologist on-site during all ground-disturbing activities.

Discussion in the Draft EIR Section 3.11, Tribal Cultural Resources, pages 3.11-13 through 3.11-14,
states that the results of the NWIC records search and NAHC SLF records search revealed the
presence of recorded TCRs within the project area. On October 28, 2025, the City sent Assembly Bill
(AB) 52 notifications for the subject project to Tribal representatives. No response was received from
the Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan Ohlone People. As noted in the Draft EIR, the
proposed project would implement MM TCR-2, Monitoring Plan, requiring the preparation of a
Monitoring Plan for all earthmoving activities by a qualified Archaeologist, in consultation with a
Native American Monitor registered with the NAHC for the City of San José who is traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area, per the requirements of Public Resources Code Section
21080.3. In addition, the proposed project would implement TCR-1, Cultural Awareness Training,
requiring training for all construction personnel by a qualified Archaeologist in coordination with a
Native American Tribal representative with all of the aforementioned qualifications. This training
prepares workers to recognize and appropriately respond to the discovery of any TCRs during
ground-disturbing activities. Accordingly, the commenter’s request for the presence of a Native
American Monitor and Archaeologist is addressed by the existing mitigation measures.

Regarding the commenter’s request to be consulted, as described in the Draft EIR Section 3.11, Tribal
Cultural Resources, pages 3.11-15 through 3.11-16, the City sent a request for consultation on
October 28, 2024. Under Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, the California Native American
Tribe has 30 days from receipt of the formal notification to request consultation. In this case, the
commenter did not respond to the City’s Assembly Bill (AB) 52 outreach. The City is not obligated to
open AB 52 consultation at this point. However, as discussed above, because of the location of the
proposed project and the potential sensitivity for TCRs to be unearthed during development at the
project site, MM TCR-1 (Cultural Awareness Training) and MM TCR-2 (Monitoring Plan), are included
for the proposed project to ensure protection of resources.

2 Note that the correct name for this Tribal entity is Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan Ohlone People, and that Kanyon
Sayers-Roods, who authored this comment letter, is considered the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) contact for this Tribe.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

Therefore, as described above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment letter
were fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further response is needed.

Response to G.3
The commenter states that Kanyon Konsulting, LLC, has numerous Native American Monitors

available to assist with the proposed project. The comment recommends a Cultural Sensitivity
Training for those involved with the proposed project.

See Response to G.2. Implementation of TCR-1, Cultural Awareness Training, would require all
construction personnel participating in ground-disturbing construction activities to undergo this
training to alert them to the archaeological sensitivity of the project area and provide protocols to
follow in the event of a discovery of archaeological materials. This mitigation measure would also
require that the training be conducted in coordination with a Native American Tribal representative.

Therefore, as described above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment letter
were fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further response is needed.

Response to G.4
The commenter states that they are a strong proponent of honoring truth in history in relation to

cultural resources and alleges that projects tend to lack acknowledgment of Tribal cultural
representatives. The commenter therefore recommends the specialized consultation they offer.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments related to the proposed project
or the Draft EIR, and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1,
General Comments; no further response is needed. As outlined in the Draft EIR, the proposed
project includes MM TCR-1: Cultural Awareness Training, which requires that all construction
personnel receive training conducted by a qualified Archaeologist in coordination with a Native
American Tribal representative. This training is designed to prepare workers to recognize and
appropriately respond to the discovery of TCRs during ground-disturbing activities. The training
includes information on the cultural sensitivity of the area, protocols for inadvertent discoveries, and
the role of Native American Monitors. In addition, the City has conducted consultation in accordance
with AB 52, including outreach to Tribal representatives. The City remains committed to ongoing
collaboration with Tribal representatives throughout the project lifecycle.

While the comment suggests additional measures, such as commemorative signage, cultural
displays, and specialized consultation services, impacts are less than significant and these additional
measures are not required mitigation under CEQA. However, these comments will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for consideration in approving the proposed project.
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Letter H

From: George Agregado <agregado@mac.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 3:23 PM

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

Subject: Ref - File H23-040 & ER-251 - 5670 Camden AveResidential project

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

You don't often get email from agregado@mac.com. Learn why this is

1mportant

Cort.hitchens@sanjoseca.gov
Ref - File H23-040 & ER-251 - 5670 Camden AveResidential project

Hello,

HA I’m a resident in the affected neighborhood and am voting No on the project.

Thank You,
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mailto:Cort.hitchens@sanjoseca.gov

Dear Commissioners and Councilmembers,


I am writing to formally oppose the proposed residential project located across from the PG&E facility at 1552 Singletree Way. While I recognize the importance of addressing California’s housing shortage, this particular project presents serious public safety and infrastructure risks that outweigh its benefits.


Safety Risks Near PG&E Facility


· The PG&E facility is a regulated high-voltage substation, subject to CPUC General Orders 174 and 95 for safe inspection, operation, and clearance. Locating dense residential housing directly across the street creates proximity hazards in the event of transformer fire, oil spill, or electrical fault.


· NFPA 850 fire-protection guidelines emphasize the need for adequate buffer zones, water supply, and emergency vehicle access around substations. This project compromises those safety separations.


Emergency Access & Evacuation


· The Park Manor/Singletree neighborhood has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding hundreds of residents will make emergency evacuation extremely difficult.


· In the event of simultaneous incidents (e.g., a house fire plus a substation alarm), fire apparatus access may be delayed. California Fire Code §503 requires secondary access for large developments; this project does not clearly meet those standards.


Infrastructure & Construction Impacts


· San José already faces challenges maintaining failing infrastructure (water mains, sewer, power). This project demands additional utilities the City may not be able to reliably provide.


· Heavy construction vehicles on residential streets risk blocking PG&E access gates during emergencies.


Misalignment with Housing Needs


· California’s housing crisis is concentrated in affordable and middle-income housing shortages. These units are unlikely to be priced affordably for the families most in need, raising concerns that the project fails to address the true crisis.


Community Opposition


· Neighborhood homeowners strongly oppose this project due to its safety risks, environmental impacts, and traffic circulation hazards.


Conclusion:

Given these risks, I urge the Commission and Council to vote NO on the project in its current form. The City should instead focus on housing sites that can safely support density with adequate infrastructure and separation from critical utility facilities.


Thank you for your consideration.

Tied up in a bow below.

City of San Jose, Commissioners, whom else is part of this project, my name is Zoila Rollins, and I live in the Park Manor/Singletree neighborhood.


I urge you to vote no on the proposed housing project across from the PG&E facility at 1552 Singletree Way. This is not about opposing housing; it’s about public safety and common sense.


First, safety: this is a high-voltage PG&E substation regulated under CPUC General Orders 174 and 95. If a transformer fire, oil spill, or electrical fault occurs, we must ensure clear access for PG&E and San José Fire. NFPA 850 emphasizes buffer zones and emergency access. This project eliminates those protections.

Second, evacuation: our neighborhood has only two exits. Adding hundreds more residents will make it nearly impossible to evacuate quickly or allow fire engines in, especially if there’s a simultaneous substation incident and house fire. California Fire Code requires secondary access for projects of this scale—this project doesn’t meet that standard.

Third, infrastructure: our streets and utilities are already failing. Bringing in heavy construction trucks will further strain them and could even block PG&E gates in an emergency.

Finally, housing policy: California’s real crisis is affordable and middle-income housing. These townhomes will be priced beyond reach, so this project doesn’t solve the true problem.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask you to reject this unsafe project. 
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George Agregado

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
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H.2

H.3

H.4

H.5

H.6

Dear Commissioners and Councilmembers,

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed residential project located across from the PG&E
facility at 1552 Singletree Way. While I recognize the importance of addressing California’s
housing shortage, this particular project presents serious public safety and infrastructure risks
that outweigh its benefits.

Safety Risks Near PG&E Facility

o The PG&E facility is a regulated high-voltage substation, subject to CPUC General
Orders 174 and 95 for safe inspection, operation, and clearance. Locating dense
residential housing directly across the street creates proximity hazards in the event of
transformer fire, oil spill, or electrical fault.

o NFPA 850 fire-protection guidelines emphasize the need for adequate buffer zones,
water supply, and emergency vehicle access around substations. This project
compromises those safety separations.

Emergency Access & Evacuation

o The Park Manor/Singletree neighborhood has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding
hundreds of residents will make emergency evacuation extremely difficult.

o In the event of simultaneous incidents (e.g., a house fire plus a substation alarm), fire
apparatus access may be delayed. California Fire Code §503 requires secondary access
for large developments; this project does not clearly meet those standards.

Infrastructure & Construction Impacts

e San José already faces challenges maintaining failing infrastructure (water mains,
sewer, power). This project demands additional utilities the City may not be able to
reliably provide.

e Heavy construction vehicles on residential streets risk blocking PG&E access gates
during emergencies.

Misalignment with Housing Needs
o California’s housing crisis is concentrated in affordable and middle-income housing

shortages. These units are unlikely to be priced affordably for the families most in need,
raising concerns that the project fails to address the true crisis.

Community Opposition

e Neighborhood homeowners strongly oppose this project due to its safety risks,
environmental impacts, and traffic circulation hazards.

HJ\LConclusion:
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H.7

cont.

H.8

Given these risks, I urge the Commission and Council to vote NO on the project in its current
form. The City should instead focus on housing sites that can safely support density with
adequate infrastructure and separation from critical utility facilities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Tied up in a bow below.

City of San Jose, Commissioners, whom else is part of this project, my name is Zoila
Rollins, and I live in the Park Manor/Singletree neighborhood.

I urge you to vote no on the proposed housing project across from the PG&E facility at
1552 Singletree Way. This is not about opposing housing; it's about public safety and
common sense.

First, safety: this is a high-voltage PG&E substation regulated under CPUC
General Orders 174 and 95. If a transformer fire, oil spill, or electrical fault
occurs, we must ensure clear access for PG&E and San José Fire. NFPA 850
emphasizes buffer zones and emergency access. This project eliminates those
protections.

Second, evacuation: our neighborhood has only two exits. Adding hundreds
more residents will make it nearly impossible to evacuate quickly or allow fire
engines in, especially if there’'s a simultaneous substation incident and house
fire. California Fire Code requires secondary access for projects of this scale—
this project doesn’t meet that standard.

Third, infrastructure: our streets and utilities are already failing. Bringing in
heavy construction trucks will further strain them and could even block PG&E
gates in an emergency

housing. These townhomes will be priced beyond reach, so this project doesn’t
solve the true problem.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask you to reject this unsafe project.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Individuals

George Agredado (Letter H)

Response to H.1
This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project. This comment is included in

the administrative record and will be provided to the City decision-makers.
Please see Topic Response 1—General Comments.

Response to H.2
This comment expresses concern for public safety as it relates to existing infrastructure. Specifically,

it raises specific concerns regarding the proposed project’s location in proximity to the existing
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) facility located across Singletree Way from the project site.

Regarding these public safety concerns, please refer to Response to 1.9. Infrastructure and utilities
are discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant. The proposed project
would comply with all applicable safety regulations.

Response to H.3
This comment expresses concerns about emergency access and emergency evacuation to and from

the proposed project site.

Internal private roads are designed to support emergency ingress and egress throughout the site.
The site plan and project description confirm that both access points would be available for
emergency vehicles and all internal roads would be constructed to City and Fire Department
standards for width and turning radii. The proposed project meets the California Fire Code Section
503 requirement for secondary access by providing two separate and approved fire apparatus access
roads (Camden Avenue and Singletree Way). Both access points are designed to accommodate
emergency vehicles, and internal circulation would allow for fire apparatus movement throughout
the site. Please refer to Response to M.3.

Response to H.4
This comment expresses concern about infrastructure maintenance, construction vehicles, and

emergency access.

Please refer to Response to M.4 regarding infrastructure. Regarding construction vehicles and
emergency access, please refer to Response to M.3. and Response to S.2 through S.5.

Response to H.5
This comment states that the proposed housing will not be affordable and does not align with

housing needs.

This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers. Please see Topic Response 1—General
Comments.

Response to H.6
This comment states that there is community opposition to the proposed project.
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This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers. Please see Topic Response 1—General
Comments.

Response to H.7
This comment states that the proposed project should not be approved, and that the City should

focus on other housing sites.
This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers.

Response to H.8
This comment provides a summary of prior issues.

The Draft EIR acknowledges the presence of the PG&E Hicks Substation located south of Singletree
Way, approximately 50 feet from the project site (see Draft EIR Section 2.1.3, Surrounding Land Uses,
page 2-13). The proposed project would not eliminate or block access to the substation. Both
Camden Avenue and Singletree Way remain open and accessible for emergency vehicles and utility
crews. Additionally, the proposed project’s site plan provides two separate access points (Camden
Avenue and Singletree Way), and internal roads are designed to accommodate emergency vehicles
(Draft EIR Section 2.2.1, Project Summary, page 2-17; and Section 3.5.6, Impact HAZ-6, page 3.5-27).
Internal roads are designed for emergency ingress and egress, and the Fire Department reviewed the
proposed project for compliance.

No evidence is presented that the proposed project would violate California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) General Orders or National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 850 requirements.
The City’s standard review process includes coordination with PG&E and the Fire Department to
ensure compliance with all applicable safety codes.

The Draft EIR Section 3.8, Population and Housing, page 3.8-8, acknowledges that the majority of
units are market rate, but the inclusion of affordable units helps the City meet its Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA) for both market-rate and below market-rate housing. The Draft EIR does
not set, approve, or evaluate pricing. Economic issues, such as housing prices, are not environmental
issues within the purview of CEQA review.

Responses to these general comments are addressed in Responses to Letter M, Letter N, Letter O,
and Letter P.
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From: Thomas Hislop <hislop_thomas@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 8:45 PM

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

Subject: Environmental Impact Report Review: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (H23-040 /
ER23-251)

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

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

Attached is a complete list of EIP concerns and issues that you have requested.
These areas of concern need to be accounted for and presented back to the public.
Please let me know if you have any questions, concerns or need further clarity to any
of the bullet points.

We respectfully request a “No Project” vote on the proposed 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential Project. Our opposition is based on serious concerns regarding
compliance, environmental impacts, traffic, and public accountability:

Letter |
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Environmental Impact Report Review:
5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (H23-040 / ER23-251)

Dear Mr. Hichens, and Environmental Review team,

Having reviewed both the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and Appendix H
(Transportation) for the proposed 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project, | acknowledge
the importance of creating new housing opportunities. However, | find the DEIR lacking in
several critical areas and believe it fails to fully address key environmental impacts. Below,
| detail my primary concerns.

1.

Construction Phase Impacts — Cut-Through Traffic via

Park Manor Drive

Truck Routing and Haul Routes: The DEIR and Appendix H omit a haul route map
and do not analyze truck circulation. Instead, truck routing is deferred to a future
Construction Traffic Management Plan, making it impossible to evaluate potential
cut-through truck track on residential streets. CEQA requires that construction
impacts be disclosed and analyzed in the DEIR, not deferred to later planning.
Traffic Congestion: Construction-related trips, including workers, vendors, and haul
trucks, will increase congestion on Camden Avenue and Singletree Way. No specific
mitigation measures are proposed beyond generic best practices.

Noise, Vibration, and Air Quality: Although the DEIR acknowledges elevated noise,
vibration, diesel exhaust, and dust during demolition and grading, it fails to
adequately analyze exposure for residents living adjacent to the site, such as those
on Park Manor Drive.

2. Post-Construction Impacts

Traffic Volumes: The project will generate approximately 704 new daily trips,
including 47 AM peak hour and 56 PM peak hour trips. These increases, especially at
Camden Avenue/Singletree Way, are downplayed, and no mitigation is proposed for
intersection performance or turning movement conflicts.

Parking Shortfall: The provision of 243 off-street parking spaces (about 2.25 per unit)
does not account for multi-vehicle households or visitors. The DEIR does not
analyze overflow parking impacts on nearby residential streets, nor does it consider





additional parking demands from relocated baseball fields, further impacting the
neighborhood.

School and Pedestrian Safety: The DEIR lacks a circulation and safety study for
student drop-0; and pick-up at the on-site schools (Dartmouth). Increased traffic
may conflict with children walking or biking, which poses a significant safety hazard
under CEQA.

Loss of Open Space: The demolition of sports fields represents a permanent loss of
recreation space for the community. Although new fields are planned, the Union
School District will spend $6 million in taxpayer money to update Dartmouth with
Astroturf. These fields will not be equivalent replacements, lacking home run
fences, batting cages, and other features.

3. Deficiencies in the Transportation Analysis

Incomplete Haul Route Evaluation: Appendix H lacks analysis of construction haul
routes, which violates City Policy MS-11.3 requiring designated routes that minimize
sensitive receptor exposure.

Reliance on VMT Screening Only: The DEIR relies on citywide Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) screening criteria to declare transportation impacts as less-than-significant,
yet local intersection operations (Camden/Blossom Hill, Camden/Singletree) are
insufficiency analyzed or mitigated.

Parking and Safety Gaps: Appendix H does not evaluate guest parking needs,
overflow scenarios, or school-related circulation conflicts.

4. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and VMT: The DEIR acknowledges significant and
unavoidable impacts due to increased VMT and regional greenhouse gas emissions,
with no feasible mitigation provided.

Cumulative Impacts: By increasing regional VMT and removing local recreational
facilities—thus reducing opportunities for walking—the project creates cumulative
environmental burdens that the DEIR does not address with meaningful mitigation.

Conclusion and Considerations for a “No Vote”

The project does not comply with the San Jose General Plan and is not located in a
Planned Growth Area. Why is it being approved under the builder’s remedy?





* The site is not near High Quality Transit, and the closest grocery store is 2 miles
away.

* The proposal does not meet transit-supporting project density requirements.

* The project will cause cut-through traffic above city thresholds.

* High-density housing is being built next to a PG&E substation with known electrical
arching, with parking directly adjacent to the substation wall. The three-story design
requires a ladder truck for fire response, which is farther from the site than the
current firehouse.

* Accountability and Monitoring: CEQA requires enforceable mitigation—who is
responsible for monitoring and who pays for cost overruns? We need clear,
enforceable commitments, not just plans, to protect neighborhood safety, traffic
flow, and emergency response.

For these reasons, the DEIR does not adequately disclose, analyze, or mitigate the full
range of environmental impacts under CEQA. | respectfully request that the Final EIR
address these deficiencies before the project is allowed to advance.

Sincerely,

Thomas James Hislop
5643 Park Manor Drive
San Jose CA 95118

408-218-0029
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1. Safety and Physical Damage to School Facilities

Risk: Construction vibration, equipment operation, and site access could damage
existing district facilities and pose safety risks.

Request: Require pre-construction condition surveys of adjacent school and
maintenance buildings, vibration monitoring with enforceable thresholds, and
contractor indemnification/insurance naming USD as an additionalinsured.

2. Air Quality and Hazardous Materials

Risk: Dust, diesel exhaust, and potential disturbance of contaminated soils could
expose children and staff to harmful pollutants.

Request: Implement a construction dust control and air quality monitoring plan,
including real-time public reporting of PM levels. Require hazardous materials
surveys and abatement plans with strict compliance and notification procedures.

3. Noise Impacts on Instruction

Risk: High construction noise may disrupt learning and testing during school hours.

Request: Limit the loudest activities to non-school hours when feasible, provide
real-time noise monitoring, and require mitigation (acoustic panels or relocation
support) if thresholds are exceeded.

4. Loss of Recreational Facilities

Risk: The demolition of existing sports fields will eliminate vital recreation space
used by students and the community.

Request: Provide a binding replacement plan for equivalent recreational facilities or
compensatory funding to support district athletic and physical education programs.

5. Traffic and Student Safety

Risk: Increased construction traffic may create hazards during student drop-off and
pick-up times.

Request: Require a Construction Traffic Management Plan that prohibits heavy truck
traffic during peak school hours, designates safe truck routes, and ensures
flaggers/crossing safety measures where needed.

6. Utility Service Interruptions





¢ Risk: Construction activity may disrupt essential utilities (water, sewer, power)
serving school facilities.

e« Request: Require contingency planning, advance notification, and contractor
responsibility for remedial costs in the event of service interruptions.

7. Financial and Legal Protections

¢ Risk: Without clear indemnity, USD could face costs related to damages or program
disruption.

¢ Request: Include indemnity, performance bonds, and compensation mechanisms
in the development agreement to ensure USD is made whole for any impacts.

Conclusion

For the protection of students, staff, and community programs, it is essential that these
measures be incorporated into the Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program. We respectfully request that the City condition project approval on enforceable
commitments addressing the concerns outlined above.

We look forward to working with the City and the project applicant to ensure the safety and
well-being of our students and the continued availability of essential educational and
recreational resources.
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1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

» General Plan Consistency: The project does not comply with the San José General
Plan and is not located in a Planned Growth Area.

* Transit and Location: The site is not near High Quality Transit. The nearest grocery
store is nearly two miles away, undermining claims of a walkable, transit-supportive
project.

* Density Standards: The proposal does not meet the density or transit-supporting
thresholds set by City Council.

» Environmental Risks: Construction will generate hazardous dust, greenhouse gases,
and potential runoff into Guadalupe Creek over a 2.5-year period.

» Traffic & Parking Impacts: The project will cause cut-through traffic above city
thresholds on Park Manor Drive, with additional overflow parking spilling into
neighborhood streets.

 Accountability & Monitoring: CEQA requires enforceable mitigation. Who will monitor
compliance, and who bears responsibility for cost overruns? These questions remain
unanswered.

* Union School District’s Role: We are concerned that Union School District is
prioritizing a speculative land venture over its core educational mission, exposing
taxpayers to unnecessary risk. Claims that fewer units would be “unprofitable” are
unconvincing, given that recent Camden Avenue developments—such as seven
homes on 1.5 acres nearby—were both feasible and profitable. Why is nearly seven
acres at this site suddenly insufficient?

» Safety Concerns: High-density housing adjacent to a PG&E substation with known
electrical arcing, combined with nearby open-space trees, creates a significant fire
risk.

We also note that other large residential proposals submitted under the state’s
Builder's Remedy—Berryessa Flea Market in San José, Stevens Creek Boulevard in
Cupertino, and the Arya project in Los Gatos—have all been delayed or placed on
hold due to scale, transportation, and compliance issues. These examples
underscore the danger of approving projects that overreach local plans and
infrastructure capacity.

Given these facts, we strongly urge you to stand with residents and vote No Project
on 5670 Camden Avenue. This proposal is inconsistent with San José’s General
Plan, fails basic transit and safety standards, and places unfair burdens on our
neighborhood.

Respectfully,
Thomas James Hislop

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Environmental Impact Report Review:
5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (H23-040 / ER23-251)

Dear Mr. Hichens, and Environmental Review team,

Having reviewed both the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and Appendix H
(Transportation) for the proposed 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project, | acknowledge
the importance of creating new housing opportunities. However, | find the DEIR lacking in
several critical areas and believe it fails to fully address key environmental impacts. Below,
| detail my primary concerns.

1.

Construction Phase Impacts — Cut-Through Traffic via

Park Manor Drive

Truck Routing and Haul Routes: The DEIR and Appendix H omit a haul route map
and do not analyze truck circulation. Instead, truck routing is deferred to a future
Construction Traffic Management Plan, making it impossible to evaluate potential
cut-through truck track on residential streets. CEQA requires that construction
impacts be disclosed and analyzed in the DEIR, not deferred to later planning.
Traffic Congestion: Construction-related trips, including workers, vendors, and haul
trucks, will increase congestion on Camden Avenue and Singletree Way. No specific
mitigation measures are proposed beyond generic best practices.

Noise, Vibration, and Air Quality: Although the DEIR acknowledges elevated noise,
vibration, diesel exhaust, and dust during demolition and grading, it fails to
adequately analyze exposure for residents living adjacent to the site, such as those
on Park Manor Drive.

2. Post-Construction Impacts

.15

1.16

Traffic Volumes: The project will generate approximately 704 new daily trips,
including 47 AM peak hour and 56 PM peak hour trips. These increases, especially at
Camden Avenue/Singletree Way, are downplayed, and no mitigation is proposed for
intersection performance or turning movement conflicts.

Parking Shortfall: The provision of 243 off-street parking spaces (about 2.25 per unit)
does not account for multi-vehicle households or visitors. The DEIR does not
analyze overflow parking impacts on nearby residential streets, nor does it consider
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J61niTadditional parking demands from relocated baseball fields, further impacting the

neighborhood.

.17 |* School and Pedestrian Safety: The DEIR lacks a circulation and safety study for
student drop-0; and pick-up at the on-site schools (Dartmouth). Increased traffic
may conflict with children walking or biking, which poses a significant safety hazard
under CEQA.

* Loss of Open Space: The demolition of sports fields represents a permanent loss of
recreation space for the community. Although new fields are planned, the Union
School District will spend $6 million in taxpayer money to update Dartmouth with
Astroturf. These fields will not be equivalent replacements, lacking home run
fences, batting cages, and other features.

.18

3. Deficiencies in the Transportation Analysis

119 ]¢  Incomplete Haul Route Evaluation: Appendix H lacks analysis of construction haul
routes, which violates City Policy MS-11.3 requiring designated routes that minimize
sensitive receptor exposure.

.20 |+ Reliance on VMT Screening Only: The DEIR relies on citywide Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) screening criteria to declare transportation impacts as less-than-significant,
yet local intersection operations (Camden/Blossom Hill, Camden/Singletree) are
insufficiency analyzed or mitigated.

.21 |+ Parking and Safety Gaps: Appendix H does not evaluate guest parking needs,
overflow scenarios, or school-related circulation conflicts.

4. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

1.22|* Greenhouse Gas Emissions and VMT: The DEIR acknowledges significant and
unavoidable impacts due to increased VMT and regional greenhouse gas emissions,
with no feasible mitigation provided.

1.23|* Cumulative Impacts: By increasing regional VMT and removing local recreational
facilities—thus reducing opportunities for walking—the project creates cumulative
environmental burdens that the DEIR does not address with meaningful mitigation.

124|Conclusion and Considerations for a “No Vote”

* The project does not comply with the San Jose General Plan and is not located in a
Planned Growth Area. Why is it being approved under the builder’s remedy?
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* The site is not near High Quality Transit, and the closest grocery store is 2 miles
away.

* The proposal does not meet transit-supporting project density requirements.

* The project will cause cut-through traffic above city thresholds.

* High-density housing is being built next to a PG&E substation with known electrical
arching, with parking directly adjacent to the substation wall. The three-story design
requires a ladder truck for fire response, which is farther from the site than the
current firehouse.

* Accountability and Monitoring: CEQA requires enforceable mitigation—who is
responsible for monitoring and who pays for cost overruns? We need clear,
enforceable commitments, not just plans, to protect neighborhood safety, traffic
flow, and emergency response.

For these reasons, the DEIR does not adequately disclose, analyze, or mitigate the full
range of environmental impacts under CEQA. | respectfully request that the Final EIR
address these deficiencies before the project is allowed to advance.

Sincerely,

Thomas James Hislop
5643 Park Manor Drive
San Jose CA 95118

408-218-0029
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1.25

1.26

.27

1.28

1.29

1.30

1. Safety and Physical Damage to School Facilities

Risk: Construction vibration, equipment operation, and site access could damage
existing district facilities and pose safety risks.

Request: Require pre-construction condition surveys of adjacent school and
maintenance buildings, vibration monitoring with enforceable thresholds, and
contractor indemnification/insurance naming USD as an additionalinsured.

2. Air Quality and Hazardous Materials

Risk: Dust, diesel exhaust, and potential disturbance of contaminated soils could
expose children and staff to harmful pollutants.

Request: Implement a construction dust control and air quality monitoring plan,
including real-time public reporting of PM levels. Require hazardous materials
surveys and abatement plans with strict compliance and notification procedures.

3. Noise Impacts on Instruction

Risk: High construction noise may disrupt learning and testing during school hours.

Request: Limit the loudest activities to non-school hours when feasible, provide
real-time noise monitoring, and require mitigation (acoustic panels or relocation
support) if thresholds are exceeded.

4. Loss of Recreational Facilities

Risk: The demolition of existing sports fields will eliminate vital recreation space
used by students and the community.

Request: Provide a binding replacement plan for equivalent recreational facilities or
compensatory funding to support district athletic and physical education programs.

5. Traffic and Student Safety

Risk: Increased construction traffic may create hazards during student drop-off and
pick-up times.

Request: Require a Construction Traffic Management Plan that prohibits heavy truck
traffic during peak school hours, designates safe truck routes, and ensures
flaggers/crossing safety measures where needed.

6. Utility Service Interruptions
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L30t ¢ Risk: Construction activity may disrupt essential utilities (water, sewer, power)
cont.
serving school facilities.
e« Request: Require contingency planning, advance notification, and contractor
responsibility for remedial costs in the event of service interruptions.
.31 | 7. Financial and Legal Protections

1.32

¢ Risk: Without clear indemnity, USD could face costs related to damages or program
disruption.

¢ Request: Include indemnity, performance bonds, and compensation mechanisms
in the development agreement to ensure USD is made whole for any impacts.

Conclusion

For the protection of students, staff, and community programs, it is essential that these
measures be incorporated into the Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program. We respectfully request that the City condition project approval on enforceable
commitments addressing the concerns outlined above.

We look forward to working with the City and the project applicant to ensure the safety and
well-being of our students and the continued availability of essential educational and
recreational resources.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Thomas James Hislop, September 23, 2025 (Letter 1)

Response to I.1

The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project, citing general concerns in relation to
compliance, environmental impacts, traffic, and public accountability.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA, and the comment
is included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further
response is needed.

Response to 1.2
The comment claims that the proposed project does not comply with the Envision San José 2040

General Plan (General Plan) and is not located in a Planned Growth Area.

As mentioned on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, the proposed project was submitted
prior to the City’s completion of a compliant Housing Element in accordance with the State Housing
Element Law and would therefore be eligible under the State’s “Builder’s Remedy” law, which
requires jurisdictions to consider housing projects despite inconsistencies with zoning or General
Plan land use designations. The proposed project is designated Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) and zoned
as Multiple Residences District (R-M). Thus, although the PQP land use designation prohibits
residential uses and the proposed project is not located within a Planned Growth Area, the proposed
project would still be eligible for approval under Builder’s Remedy. Regardless of the proposed
project’s non-compliance with the General Plan land use designation, Table 3.6-3: General Plan
Consistency Analysis, in the Draft EIR Section 3.6, Land Use and Planning, pages 3.6-8 through 3.6-
27, demonstrates the proposed project’s compliance with numerous General Plan policies. No
further response is needed.

Response to 1.3
The comment claims that the project site is not located near high-quality transit. The comment

claims that the project site lacks a walkable, transit-supportive environment, citing the project site’s
distance to the nearest grocery store as being nearly 2 miles away from the project site.

The EIR does not claim that the proposed project is located near high-quality transit or that it is fully
walkable to daily needs such as grocery stores. The proposed project’s location and transit access are
explicitly analyzed in the EIR, and the limitations are acknowledged. However, the proposed project
does include sidewalk improvements, bicycle parking, and a TDM Plan to encourage walking, biking,
and transit use.

As mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, pages 3.10-2 to 3.10-3, the proposed
project would be serviced by two transit lines operated by the Santa Clara VTA: Bus Route 27 located
at the intersection of Camden Avenue and Blossom Hill Road, approximately 55 feet north of the
project site across Blossom Hill Road; and Bus Route 64B located along Meridian Avenue
approximately 1 mile east of the project site. Both lines provide regional connections and would
comply with General Plan policies to support a walkable, transit-supportive environment, specifically
Policy TR-4.1 encouraging support for increased ridership on the VTA system. Therefore, the
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

proposed project would support City objectives for a walkable, transit-supportive environment
despite not being located near high-quality transit; no further response is needed.

This comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already
identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required.

Response to 1.4
The comment claims that the proposed project does not meet the density or transit-supporting

thresholds set by the City Council.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.10 Transportation, page 3.10-13, the proposed project would
exceed residential screening thresholds. However, the proposed project would implement TDM
measures through MM TRANS-2, including pedestrian network improvements, traffic calming
measures, and transit access improvements to mitigate impacts to the extent feasible, in accordance
with City objectives for minimizing VMT impacts to the extent feasible. The comment does not
identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and
no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.5
The comment claims that the project would generate environmental risks, such as hazardous dust,

greenhouse gases, and potential runoff into Guadalupe Creek, over a 2.5-year period.

As noted on page 3.1-35, Section 3.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
comply with the City’s Standard Permit Conditions for Construction-related Air Quality, including the
watering of active construction areas; coverage of trucks hauling soil, sand, other loose materials;
and the removal of visible mud or dirt through a wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once
per day.

As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas, page 3.4-18, construction-generated greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions would be short-term and temporary. Given that the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (Bay Area Air District) does not present a construction-related GHG emission
threshold, the proposed project would not present a significant GHG impact in conflict with the
reduction goals contained within SB 32 and Assembly Bill (AB) 1279.

As mentioned in the Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant, page 4-11, the proposed
project would implement BMPs stipulated within the City Standard Permit Conditions (listed in full
on the Draft EIR page 4-14), including the replanting of vegetation in disturbed areas and the filling
of unpaved areas with rocks to remove mud from tires prior to entering City streets. Runoff from the
project site would be subject to a SWPPP and erosion/sediment BMPs to ensure that impacts from
runoff, including toward Guadalupe Creek, would be less than significant. Implementation of these
measures would be required for the full construction period and would reduce impacts on potential
runoff generated into Guadalupe Creek throughout construction. The comment does not identify
new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and no
revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is needed.
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Response to 1.6
The comment claims that the proposed project would generate cut-through traffic on Park Manor

Drive above City thresholds and would result in spillover parking into neighboring streets.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.10 Transportation, pages 3.10-3 to 3.10-8, the City’s significance
thresholds for analysis are included in Council Policy 5-1, Transportation Analysis Policy, which does
not contain significance thresholds for cut-through traffic. Furthermore, as noted in the Draft EIR
Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-16, project-generated trips at the proposed project driveway
on Singletree Way would include 9 inbound and 18 outbound trips during the AM peak-hour and 21
inbound and 13 outbound trips during the PM peak-hour. Because of the low number of vehicle trips
generated at the proposed driveways on Singletree Way, operational issues related to vehicle
queueing/delays are unlikely at Park Manor Drive, located an additional 330 feet east of the project
site.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, pages 3.10-7 to 3.10-8, the City recently
amended Title 20 of the Municipal Code to remove citywide minimum off-street parking
requirements, with the exception of single-family properties and areas where the City has defined
contractual agreements regarding parking supply (the proposed project does not meet these two
conditions.) As noted in the Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-17, the proposed project
would provide 243 parking spaces: two garage parking stalls for each unit (216 stalls) and 27 guest
parking spaces. Additionally, the comment is non-specific and fails to demonstrate how the
proposed project would provide inadequate parking; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.7
The comment claims that the project fails to account for enforceable compliance for mitigation

measures and does not account for cost overruns.

The City’s Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) is responsible for
reviewing and approving mitigation plans, construction management plans, and other project-
related compliance documentation. The comment is non-specific and does not provide specific
environmental comments under CEQA or comments related to the Draft EIR. The project-specific
Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MRRP) will provide detailed information on
enforceable compliance for project mitigation measures. The project applicant is responsible for the
costs of implementing all mitigation measures, including any studies, monitoring, reporting, and
remedial actions required by the City or other agencies.

Additionally, the issue of cost overruns is speculative, and the comment does not raise specific issues
or concerns on what was addressed in the Draft EIR in relation to cost overruns. See Topic Response
1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.8
The commenter expresses concern that the Union School District is prioritizing a speculative land

venture by supporting additional units on-site. The commenter questions the claim that fewer units
than what was proposed by the proposed project would be “unprofitable” and whether nearly 7
acres would be sufficient.
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The issue of land speculation or profitability is not an environmental topic, and the commenter does
not raise concerns in relation to potential impacts on the physical environment or the contents to
the Draft EIR. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.9
The commenter claims that the location of the high-density housing proposed by the project, near

an existing PG&E substation with known electric arcing and near open space trees, constitutes a
significant fire risk.

The project site would be located across the street from nearby trees and the PG&E substation.
Upon construction, the proposed project would be bordered by existing single-family residences to
the east, Union School District—Beacon School to the west, Blossom Hill Road to the north, and
Singletree Way to the south with the PG&E substation across Singletree Way (see Draft EIR Chapter
2, Project Description, page 2-1). Upon development, the proposed project would not be adjacent to
any existing electric facilities and would, therefore, be unlikely to exacerbate fire risk. Furthermore,
the comment is speculative and fails to explain how higher-density housing proposed by the project
would exacerbate fire risk in relation to existing development adjacent to the PG&E substation; no
further response is needed.

Response to 1.10
The commenter cites several residential projects which have been submitted under the State’s

Builder’s Remedy Law, including Berryessa Flea Market in San José, Stevens Creek Boulevard in
Cupertino, and the Arya project in Los Gatos. The comment asserts the claim that these projects
underscore the danger of approving projects which overreach local plans and infrastructure capacity.

Commentary on the application process for other residential projects elsewhere is outside of the
scope of the Draft EIR for the proposed project. Furthermore, the comment is non-specific and
speculative and does not raise specific findings from the Draft EIR in terms of how the proposed
project results in overreach of local plans or infrastructure capacity. The comment is included in the
administrative record; no further response is needed.

Response to .11
The commenter reiterates opposition to the proposed project. The commenter asserts

inconsistencies with the General Plan, failure of basic transit and safety standards, and unfair
burdens on the neighborhood.

See Response to 1.2, Response to |.4, and Response to 1.9. The proposed project is eligible for
consideration under the State’s Density Bonus Law; provides accessibility to transit in accordance
with General Plan Policy TR-4.1; and would not exacerbate fire risk associated with the PG&E
substation located across Singletree Way. Furthermore, the comment is non-specific and does not
address how the proposed project would place unfair burdens on the neighborhood. The comment
is included in the administrative record; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.12
The commenter criticizes the proposed project’s lack of analysis of construction-related truck

circulation, critiquing the proposed project’s deference of these details to the Construction Traffic
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Management Plan. The comment claims that this makes it impossible to evaluate impacts of cut-
through truck track on residential streets, including haul truck routes, and defers analysis of
construction impacts to later planning.

As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-18, the proposed project would be
required to submit a construction management plan to the City to address planned truck routes,
including those for haul truck route circulation, in addition to construction schedules, street closures
and/or detours, and construction staging areas and parking. In accordance with standard
procedures, this plan would be finalized pending City review and approval of the proposed project,
and it would entail adherence to City standards to reduce impacts. The comment does not identify
new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and no
revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is needed.

Response to I.13
The commenter claims that construction-related trips would increase congestion on Camden Avenue

and Singletree Way. The commenter further asserts that no specific mitigation measures are
proposed beyond generic practices.

As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-18, the proposed project would submit
a construction management plan to the City for approval to address street closures and/or detours
and planned truck routes, including impacts associated with such measures such as roadway
congestion. These measures, which would be conducted in accordance with City standards, would
be applied on a project-specific basis to ensure that impacts related to traffic circulation, including
the potential for temporary congestion during construction of the proposed project, are less than
significant. The comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was
already identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no
further response is needed.

Response to .14
The commenter claims that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze impacts of noise, vibration,

diesel exhaust, and dust during demolition and grading on residents living adjacent to the project
site, such as those living on Park Manor Drive.

As mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 3.1, Air Quality, page 3.1-19, the proposed project would be
required to implement dust, particulate matter, and construction equipment exhaust control
measures, including those related to diesel exhaust, in conformance with construction mitigation
measures recommended in current Bay Area Air District CEQA Guidelines in accordance with General
Plan Policy MS-13.1. These guidelines are required to be implemented in accordance with a project’s
size and type, including those of the proposed project. This would require the inclusion of BMPs
designed to reduce impacts of fugitive dust, selected on a project-specific basis. As noted on the
Draft EIR page 3.1-26, this would be in accordance with the City’s Standard Permit Condition for
Construction-related Air Quality impacts for controlling dust, in addition to diesel exhaust, and
would include the watering of active construction areas at least twice daily, minimizing idling times,
and posting of a publicly visible sign with contact information at the Lead Agency for dust complaints
(Draft EIR page 3.1-35). Additionally, as noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.1, Air Quality, page 3.1-45,
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odors from diesel emissions would disperse rapidly from the site and would therefore not generate
significant odors from diesel emissions that would affect a substantial number of people.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.7, Noise, pages 3.7-15 to 3.7-16, the proposed project would be
required to comply with the Municipal Code, including policies which limit noise-generating
construction activities to daytime hours, in addition to the City’s Standard Permit Conditions. These
compliance measures are deemed sufficient based on conservative assumptions for noise
measurements at the project site during construction, assuming that equipment would operate
simultaneously and continuously over a 1-hour duration in the vicinity of the proposed project; that
noise generation would occur linearly across the project site; and that construction equipment usage
is spread out as opposed to being restricted to an isolated location. As noted in the Draft EIR Section
3.7, Noise, page 3.7-19, worst-case scenarios for construction at the project site assume a vibration
level of 0.077 inch per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV)—well below the City’s standard of
0.2 in/sec PPV for buildings of normal conventional construction and the City’s standard of 0.08
in/sec PPV for historic structures. Based on these conservative estimates, the proposed project
would not result in adverse impacts associated with noise and vibration. The comment does not
identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and
no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is needed.

Response to I.15
The commenter claims that the proposed project’s trip generation of 704 new daily trips, including

47 AM peak-hour and 56 PM peak-hour trips, especially on Camden Avenue/Singletree Way, are
downplayed. The commenter further asserts that no mitigation is proposed for intersection
performance of turning movement conflicts.

See Response to I.6. As previously mentioned, the proposed project would result in a net 9 AM
inbound and 18 AM outbound trips during the AM peak-hour and 21 PM inbound and 13 PM
outbound trips during the PM peak-hour on the project’s entrance on Singletree Way. This would be
attributed to project-specific trip reduction, which would result in a 3.72 percent external trip
reduction reflecting project-specific characteristics, including the proposed project’s 7 percent
affordable housing component (8 of the 108 townhomes would be extremely low-income units). As
such, the net reductions projected for the proposed project would be based on project-specific
characteristics used to calculate trip generation, resulting in a reduced trip rate. As noted in the Draft
EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-3, in 2017 the Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate
Innovation (LCI) (formerly the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research [OPR]) released
recommendations regarding the jurisdictional methodologies for assessing VMT impacts, which
eliminated automobile delay metrics such as Level of Service (LOS) used to assess intersection-level
operations from vehicle travel. As such, automobile delay metrics such as LOS are no longer used to
measure transportation impacts at project intersections. However, as mentioned in the Draft EIR
pages 3.10-17 to 3.10-18, the proposed project would result in reduced queueing and the proposed
project’s installation of no-parking zones on Singletree Way as a Condition of Approval would reduce
the potential for turning movement conflicts. The comment does not identify new or greater
environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or
recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is needed.
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Response to 1.16
The commenter claims that the proposed project’s provision of 243 off-street parking spaces, or 2.25

spaces per unit, would not account for multi-vehicle households or visitors and would be inadequate
toward reducing impacts from parking overflow. The commenter criticizes the Draft EIR for not
including analysis of additional parking demand resulting from the relocation of the former baseball
fields.

As mentioned in the Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-17, the proposed project would
provide 243 total parking spaces; this includes 216 resident parking spaces (two per unit) and 27 on-
site parking stalls for guests. As mentioned in Response to 1.6, the City does not provide established
thresholds for off-street parking requirements. As noted in Draft EIR, Chapter 1, Introduction, page
1-1, relocation of the sports fields is not part of the proposed project. As such, any potential future
relocation project is not related to the proposed project and is speculative, and therefore does not
need to be analyzed in the Draft EIR for the proposed project.

Response to .17
The commenter states that the Draft EIR needs to provide a circulation and safety study analyzing

impacts on student pick-up and drop-off at Dartmouth Middle School. The commenter claims that
the proposed project would result in increased traffic, posing a conflict with children walking or
biking to school in accordance with CEQA criteria for safety hazards.

As mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, pages 3.10-11 to 3.10-12, the proposed
project would reduce school-related circulation conflicts, which would extend to those related to
children biking or walking to school, through the implementation of pedestrian improvements on
Camden Avenue and Singletree Way, including the construction of Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA)-compliant curb ramps and new high-visibility yellow paint cross walk on Singletree Way. The
proposed project would also implement a School Pool Project, reducing the potential for conflicts
with student pick-up and drop-off, including at nearby Dartmouth Middle School. Thus, a study
analyzing impacts on student circulation and safety and the nearby Dartmouth Middle School is not
required, as such impacts have already been accounted for within the Draft EIR; no further response
is needed.

Response to 1.18
The commenter expresses concern regarding the loss of open space as a result of demolition of the

recreational sports fields. While the proposed project notes that new fields are planned, the
commenter expresses concern on the use of taxpayer money to update Dartmouth with AstroTurf,
claiming that these fields would not be equivalent replacements.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.16, Recreation, page 3.9-16, use of the existing sports fields is limited
to Union Little League participants during games and the fields are not generally open to public use.
Therefore, demolition of the existing recreational fields would not constitute a loss of public open
space, but private open space limited to recreational sports teams granted access to these facilities.
As previously mentioned under Response to 1.16, the potential future relocation of the existing
sports fields is not part of the proposed project and, if materialized, would be analyzed as a separate
project; no further response is needed.
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Response to 1.19
The commenter claims that the proposed project lacks an adequate haul route evaluation in

violation of City Policy MS-11.3, requiring that designated routes minimize sensitive receptor
exposure.

See Response to 1.12. The proposed project would implement a construction management plan for
truck routes, including haul trucks, in accordance with City Standards and City Policy MS-11.3; no
further response is needed.

Response to 1.20
The commenter criticizes the proposed project’s reliance on VMT criteria to declare transportation

impacts as less than significant. The commenter continues by criticizing the proposed project’s lack
of analysis on local intersection operations at the Camden Avenue/Blossom Hill Road and Camden
Avenue/Singletree Way intersections.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, pages 3.10-4 to 3.10-5, the City Council Policy
5-1 established VMT as the metric to measure transportation impacts in conformance with CEQA,
wherein thresholds of significance identified in Table 1 of the City’s Transportation Analysis Policy
rely on project-level impacts on citywide VMT averages. As previously mentioned under Response to
.15, automobile delay metrics such as LOS are no longer used to measure transportation impacts at
project intersections. However, although the analysis of LOS is not considered an environmental
concern under CEQA, as noted in the findings of the TA for the proposed project detailed on pages
3.10-17 to 3.10-18 of the Draft EIR, the addition of project-generated trips would not increase
vehicle queueing past the 95th percentile during either the AM or PM peak-hour, minimizing impacts
on congestion and traffic flow. The proposed project would not result in direct access points onto
Blossom Hill Road; however, given the proposed project’s less than significant impact on vehicle
queueing at the Camden Avenue/Singletree Way intersection, located approximately 0.16 mile west
of the project driveway on Singletree Way, the proposed project is unlikely to result in adverse
impacts to intersection operations at the Camden Avenue/Blossom Hill Road intersection. The
comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified
in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is
needed.

Response to .21
The comment claims that the Draft EIR does not evaluate guest parking needs, including overflow

scenarios or school-related circulation conflicts.

See Response to I.6. As mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-7 to 3.10-
8, the City recently amended Title 20 of the Municipal Code to remove citywide minimum off-street
parking requirements. Thus, the City does not provide established thresholds for guest parking
needs, including criteria for overflow scenarios. Additionally, the comment is non-specific and fails to
demonstrate the inadequacy of the 27 guest spaces proposed by the project toward minimizing
these impacts. As mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, pages 3.10-11 to 3.10-12,
the proposed project would construct pedestrian improvements on Camden Avenue and Singletree
Way, including the construction of ADA-compliant curb ramps and new high-visibility yellow paint
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cross walk on Singletree Way, improving safety and access to the nearby Beacon School. The
comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified
in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is
needed.

Response to 1.22
The commenter states that the Draft EIR acknowledges significant and unavoidable impacts related

to VMT and regional GHG emissions but offers no feasible mitigation.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, page 3.4-19, the proposed project’s
13.51 VMT per capita would exceed the City’s residential VMT threshold of 11.39 daily per capita,
resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact to GHG and Transportation. To minimize these
impacts, the proposed project would implement MM TRANS-2, which would reduce VMT impacts
through the implementation of TDM measures, including, but not limited to, pedestrian network
improvements. traffic calming measures, and transit access improvements. Implementation of these
measures would reduce project impacts associated with VMT and operational GHG emissions
associated with mobile emissions to the extent feasible. The comment does not identify new or
greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR or suggest
mitigation, and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is
needed.

Response to 1.23
The commenter claims that through the increase in regional VMT and the removal of local

recreational facilities, that the project would create cumulative environmental burdens that the
Draft EIR does not address with meaningful mitigation.

As previously mentioned under Response to 1.18, access to the existing recreational fields occupying
the project site is currently limited to the Union Little League participants during games, and the
fields are generally not open to the public use for recreational activities. Therefore, demolition and
relocation of the existing recreational facilities would impact private open space and would not
constitute a loss of opportunities for walking for members of the public. As mentioned in Response
to 1.22, the proposed project would implement TDM measures through MM TRANS-2, including the
use of pedestrian network improvements, traffic calming measures, and transit access
improvements. These measures would reduce project-level VMT impacts to the extent feasible and
would be required from future projects to minimize their impacts on VMT to the extent feasible.

The EIR explicitly acknowledges that the proposed project will increase regional VMT and that this is
a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.

The proposed project’s VMT per capita is above the City’s threshold, and even after implementation
of all feasible mitigation (including a TDM Plan, pedestrian and transit improvements, and payment
of a VMT override fee), the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

“As concluded in Impact TRANS-2, the proposed project’s VMT would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact because it would not be 15 percent below the citywide average VMT per capita.
The proposed project would implement MM TRANS-2, which requires implementation of a TDM.
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However, even with incorporation of MM TRANS-2, which would partially reduce VMT impacts, the
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Accordingly, the proposed project would have a
potentially significant contribution to cumulative impacts. There is no feasible mitigation to avoid or
reduce this impact” (Draft EIR Section 3.10.7, Cumulative Impacts (Transportation), page 3.10-20).

As such, the Draft EIR is transparent that no additional feasible mitigation exists to fully reduce this
cumulative impact, and this is disclosed as required by CEQA. The lack of feasible mitigation to
reduce an impact does not render an EIR inadequate. The comment does not identify new or greater
environmental impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or
recirculation of the Draft EIR are required; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.24
The commenter raises the following concerns: compliance with the General Plan and location within

a Planned Growth Area; applicability of Builder’s Remedy in proximity to high-quality transit;
compliance with transit-supporting density requirements; cut-through traffic above City thresholds;
proximity of high-density housing near a PG&E substation and fire risk; and accountability and
monitoring of mitigation measures.

Appropriate application of Builder’s Remedy is not an environmental issue. This comment generally
summarizes preceding comments and does not raise new or specific environmental issues. For
General Plan Consistency, see Response to I.2; for transit quality, see Response to I.3; for density, see
Response to I.4; for cut-through traffic, see Response to 1.6; for accountability and monitoring, see
Response to |.7; and for safety concerns associated with the PG&E facility, see Response to I.9. No
further response is needed.

Response to 1.25
The commenter claims that construction vibration, equipment operations, and site access would

damage school facilities and pose safety risks. The commenter concludes by requesting a pre-
construction condition for surveys of adjacent schools and maintenance buildings, vibration
monitoring with enforceable thresholds, and contractor indemnification/insurance naming Union
School District as an additional insured.

See Response to I.14. As noted, construction vibration would result in 0.077 in/sec PPV, far below
the City threshold of 0.20 in/sec PPV for standard building structures, including school facilities.
Given these projections, based on worst-case scenario for construction vibration levels and
associated impacts, pre-construction conditions and worst-case scenarios for vibration impacts
would be assumed in the most conservative estimates used to account for project-level impacts. The
comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified
in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required.

The identification of Union School District as an additional insured is not an impact under CEQA and
does not raise specific issues or concerns on what was addressed in the Draft EIR. See Topic
Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.
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Response to 1.26
The commenter claims that dust, diesel exhaust, and potential disturbance of contaminated soils

could expose children and staff to harmful pollutants. The commenter requests a Construction Dust
Control and Air Quality Monitoring Plan with real-time reporting of particulate matter (PM) levels.
The commenter also requests hazardous materials surveys and abatement plans with strict
compliance and notification procedures.

See Response to 1.14. As previously mentioned, the proposed project would reduce impacts,
including fugitive dust and diesel exhaust, through compliance with the City’s Standard Permit
Conditions for Construction-related Air Quality, including through the watering of active construction
areas at least twice daily; minimizing idling times; and the posting of a publicly visible sign with
contact information at the Lead Agency for dust complaints (Draft EIR page 3.1-35). These measures
would reduce impacts of the proposed project to less than significant levels, including impacts on
children and staff at schools in the project vicinity.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.5, Hazards, pages 3.5-25 to 3.5-26, the project site is located 0.16
mile northwest of an open Cleanup Program Site across intervening residential development. To
minimize impacts associated with the potential that contaminated soils may be located on the
project site, in accordance with the findings of the project-specific Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (Phase | ESA) (provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR), the proposed project would
conduct hazardous materials surveying through implementation of MM HAZ-1, which requires a
Limited Phase Il Subsurface Investigation to be performed prior to the issuance of a grading permit
to identify any contamination on the project site. If any contamination on the site is present, the
proposed project would implement abatement measures to facilitate the removal of any present
contaminants prior to site grading. The comment does not identify new or greater environmental
impacts than what was already identified in the Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the
Draft EIR are required; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.27
The commenter asserts the claim that high construction noise may lead to learning disruption during

school hours. The commenter concludes by requesting that the loudest (noise-generating)
construction activities be limited to non-school hours when feasible and be accompanied by the use
of real-time monitoring and mitigation if levels are exceeded.

See Response to I.14. The proposed project would be required to comply with the Municipal Code,
which limits noise-generating construction activities to daytime hours from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, which includes hours when school is in session. However, based on the most
conservative noise measurements estimated for the proposed project for the nearest sensitive
receptors at multifamily residences (receptors from multifamily residences located directly east of
the project site) compliance with the City’s Standard Permit Conditions would be sufficient to reduce
impacts to less than significant. As such, although the proposed project would result in intermittent
high single-event noise exposure, these exposures would be brief and would therefore be unlikely to
result in annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors, which would include the adjacent Beacon School
and other schools within the project vicinity (see Draft EIR Section 3.7, Noise, page 3.7-15 to 3.7-16);
no further response is needed.
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Response to 1.28
The commenter expresses concern regarding the loss of the existing sports fields, claiming that these

fields are used by students and the community. The commenter concludes by requesting a binding
replacement plan for equivalent recreational facilities or compensatory funding to support District
athletic and physical education programs elsewhere.

See Response to I.23. As previously mentioned, the existing recreational fields are currently limited
to access by the Union Little League participants during games and the fields are generally not open
to the public use. As such, demolition of the existing recreational fields would not constitute a loss of
public open space, but private open space limited to recreational sports teams granted access to
these facilities. The relocation of the existing baseball fields would be addressed under a separate
project; no further response is needed.

Response to 1.29
The commenter expresses concern regarding the potential for traffic hazards to result from

increased construction traffic during student drop-off and pick-up times. The commenter requests a
Construction Traffic Management Plan which prohibits the use of heavy truck traffic during peak
school hours, designates safe truck routes and ensures flaggers/crossing safety measures when
needed.

See Response to I1.12. The proposed project would implement a Construction Traffic Management
Plan in accordance with City standards. Implementation of this plan would reduce impacts
associated with planned truck routes, including those surrounding schools in the project vicinity; no
further response is needed.

Response to 1.30
The commenter claims that construction of the proposed project may result in disruptions in utility

lines which serve schools. The commenter requests that the proposed project implement
contingency planning, advance notification, and contractor responsibility for remedial costs in the
event of service interruptions.

The comment is speculative and does not provide substantial evidence that the proposed project
would result in adverse impacts to utility connections serving nearby schools. In the event that a
utility disruption would occur, the proposed project would be required to notify surrounding
development in advance in accordance with City protocol; no further response is needed.

Response to .31
The commenter claims that the Union School District could face costs related to damages or program

disruption. The commenter requests that indemnity, performance bonds, and compensatory
mechanisms in the development agreement ensure that the District is made whole for any impacts.

The comment does not specify the costs that Union School District would incur as a result of the
proposed project or how this would relate to impacts under CEQA. Financial and legal issues are
outside the scope of environmental review under CEQA. See Topic Response 1, General Comments;
no further response is needed.
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Response to 1.32
The commenter reiterates opposition to the proposed project, citing the reasons listed in Response

to 1.2 through Response to 1.31.

This conclusory paragraph does not raise any new issues related to the physical environment or the
adequacy of this Draft EIR. See Response to |.2 through Response to 1.31.
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J.1

From: Thomas Hislop <hislop_thomas@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 4:20 PM

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

Subject: Re: Environmental Impact Report Review: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (H23-
040 / ER23-251)

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

You don't often get email from hislop thomas@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Thank You Cort, | appreciate all you are doing to help us!

Can you please add this to my list, or should | start a new thread? | almost forgot the
most important thing that | would like to address...While many of these statements are
already in my communication, they do not challenge the council to reject the project
based solely on the requirements for Builders remedy. See below...Maybe you can
add in so the council understands the other impacts that effect this project approval.

Letter J
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J1
cont

J.2

J.3

./]\Thanks again Cort!!

Why 5670 Camden Avenue Does NOT Qualify for Builders Remedy

* Local Plan Compliance:

o The site is not within a Planned Growth Area under the San José General Plan.
Builder's Remedy projects generally rely on urban, transit-accessible locations.

* High-Quality Transit Access:

o The site lacks proximity to high-quality transit corridors, which is a common
requirement for state-approved Builder's Remedy developments.

* Environmental Constraints:

o The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) identifies potentially significant effects on
traffic, noise, biological resources, and air quality. These are legitimate grounds for
the city to deny a Builder's Remedy claim.

* RHNA Status:

o San José may not be sufficiently under its RHNA allocation for the relevant income
category to trigger Builder's Remedy eligibility.

* Land Use Restrictions:

o The property is school district land, partially used for sports and educational
purposes. State law often limits Builder's Remedy claims on publicly owned land if the
land is in active use or designated for public purposes.

4. Summary

» The project is a planned development on school district property, with environmental
and zoning constraints.

* Builder's Remedy only applies to private developers on eligible sites in cities that are
failing to meet RHNA requirements.

* Therefore, the 5670 Camden project cannot automatically bypass city approvals
under Builder's Remedy, and must follow the full City of San José entitlement
process, including EIR review, planning commission hearings, and city council
approvals.

On Wednesday, September 24, 2025 at 01:40:12 PM PDT, Hitchens, Cort
<cort.hitchens@sanjoseca.gov> wrote:

Hi Thomas,

Thank you for the email and comments on this project, they are received. Following
the close of public circulation for the CEQA review on September 30, staff will prepare
a response to comments document that will provide responses to all comments
received during the circulation period. This response to comments document will be
posted on the City’s website 10 days prior to the first scheduled hearing.
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Thank you,

Cort Hitchens

Planner Il | Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of San José

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd floor

San José, CA 95113

Office: 408-794-7386

WWW.sanjoseca.gov

From: Thomas Hislop <hislop thomas@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 8:45 PM
To: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens(@sanjoseca.gov>

Subject: Environmental Impact Report Review: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
(H23-040 / ER23-251)

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

You don't often get email from hislop _thomas@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Attached is a complete list of EIP concerns and issues that you have requested.
These areas of concern need to be accounted for and presented back to the public.
Please let me know if you have any questions, concerns or need further clarity to any
of the bullet points.

We respectfully request a “No Project” vote on the proposed 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential Project. Our opposition is based on serious concerns regarding
compliance, environmental impacts, traffic, and public accountability:


https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fLearnAboutSenderIdentification&umid=6ec0e76c-9a67-11f0-818c-000d3a3ad44d&rct=1758842953&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-596db7944d1985b2ba16d801411fb752d377086f
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=http%3a%2f%2fwww.sanjoseca.gov&umid=6ec0e76c-9a67-11f0-818c-000d3a3ad44d&rct=1758842953&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-a67c8aec203ddba248a25132e14523a7ad985d19
mailto:hislop_thomas@yahoo.com
mailto:Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov
mailto:hislop_thomas@yahoo.com
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fLearnAboutSenderIdentification&umid=6ec0e76c-9a67-11f0-818c-000d3a3ad44d&rct=1758842953&auth=1c6180b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022c207ce7-596db7944d1985b2ba16d801411fb752d377086f

* General Plan Consistency: The project does not comply with the San José General
Plan and is not located in a Planned Growth Area.

* Transit and Location: The site is not near High Quality Transit. The nearest grocery
store is nearly two miles away, undermining claims of a walkable, transit-supportive
project.

* Density Standards: The proposal does not meet the density or transit-supporting
thresholds set by City Council.

» Environmental Risks: Construction will generate hazardous dust, greenhouse gases,
and potential runoff into Guadalupe Creek over a 2.5-year period.

» Traffic & Parking Impacts: The project will cause cut-through traffic above city
thresholds on Park Manor Drive, with additional overflow parking spilling into
neighborhood streets.

 Accountability & Monitoring: CEQA requires enforceable mitigation. Who will monitor
compliance, and who bears responsibility for cost overruns? These questions remain
unanswered.

 Union School District’s Role: We are concerned that Union School District is
prioritizing a speculative land venture over its core educational mission, exposing
taxpayers to unnecessary risk. Claims that fewer units would be “unprofitable” are
unconvincing, given that recent Camden Avenue developments—such as seven
homes on 1.5 acres nearby—were both feasible and profitable. Why is nearly seven
acres at this site suddenly insufficient?

 Safety Concerns: High-density housing adjacent to a PG&E substation with known
electrical arcing, combined with nearby open-space trees, creates a significant fire
risk.

We also note that other large residential proposals submitted under the state’s
Builder's Remedy—-Berryessa Flea Market in San José, Stevens Creek Boulevard in
Cupertino, and the Arya project in Los Gatos—have all been delayed or placed on
hold due to scale, transportation, and compliance issues. These examples
underscore the danger of approving projects that overreach local plans and
infrastructure capacity.

Given these facts, we strongly urge you to stand with residents and vote No Project
on 5670 Camden Avenue. This proposal is inconsistent with San José’s General
Plan, fails basic transit and safety standards, and places unfair burdens on our
neighborhood.



Respectfully,

Thomas James Hislop

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

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project

Final EIR

Responses to Written Comments

Thomas James Hislop, September 25, 2025 (Letter J)

Response to J.1
The commenter challenges the proposed project’s consideration as a Builder’s Remedy project and

states that it does not qualify for this consideration.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA and the comment

does not raise concerns in relation to the contents to the Draft EIR. See Topic Response 1, General
Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to J.2
The commenter raises various claims to justify their assertion that the proposed project does not

qualify for Builder’s Remedy, which is not directly related to CEQA but the Housing Accountability

Act:

1.

Local Plan Compliance: The comment claims that the proposed project lacks General Plan
compliance and is not located within a Planned Growth Area. It further states that Builder
Remedy projects generally rely on urban transit-accessible locations.

See Response to I.2. As noted in the Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-7, the
proposed project was submitted prior to the City’s completion of a compliant Housing
Element in accordance with the State Housing Element Law. Therefore, the proposed project
would be eligible under the State’s “Builder’s Remedy” law requiring jurisdictions to consider
housing projects despite inconsistencies with zoning or General Plan land use designation.
Furthermore, while Builder’s Remedy eligibility does not depend on Planned Growth Area
designation, nor does it require an urban setting, the proposed project would be located
within an urban area and would be serviced by two bus lines, both with regional connections,
one located across Blossom Hill Road from the proposed project. Thus, despite not being
located within a Planned Growth Area, the proposed project would still be eligible for
approval under Builder’s Remedy.

High-Quality Transit Access: The commenter claims that the proposed project lacks proximity
to high-quality transit corridors, which the commenter claims is a common requirement for
Builder’s Remedy projects.

The claim that proximity to high-quality transit is a common requirement is incorrect. As
noted in Government Code Section 65589.5, subdivision (d)(5)-(6), requirements for Builder’s
Remedy projects are limited to when a local government either (1) fails to timely adopt a
substantially compliant Housing Element, or (2) falls out of substantial compliance.? As
previously mentioned, the proposed project meets the first requirement to qualify as a
Builder’s Remedy project. Additionally, as mentioned, although the project site would not be
located near high-quality transit, the proposed project would be serviced by two transit lines
with regional connections to the transit system. Thus, despite not being located near high-
quality transit, the proposed project would still be eligible for approval under Builder’s
Remedy.

3 California Office of the Attorney General. 2025. Legal Alert No. OAG 2025-03. Website:
https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-docs/legal-alert-oag-2025-03.pdf. Accessed September 26, 2025.
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3. Environmental Constraints: The comment refers to the potentially significant effects of the

proposed project on traffic, noise, biological resources, and air quality, citing the findings of
the EIR.

As noted in the EIR, although several impacts listed under air quality, noise, and biological
resources would have potentially significant impacts, these impacts would be feasibly
mitigated to avoid adverse impacts (see Draft EIR Section 3.1, Air Quality, pages 3.1-29 to 3.1-
30 and page 3.1-44; Section 3.2, Biological Resources page 3.2-21; and Section 3.7, Noise,
pages 3.7-18 and 3.7-20). As mentioned in Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-
13, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable VMT impact. VMT
impacts resulting from increases in project-generated traffic are significant according to
citywide thresholds and very well could constitute a “specific, adverse” impact to public
health as defined by Government Code Section 65589.5. However, making a finding under
Government Code Section 65589.5, subdivision (d)(2), is a policy consideration for approval
or disapproval of the proposed housing development project reserved for the City’s decision-
makers and beyond the scope of this EIR.

. Regional Housing Needs Allocation Status: The comment claims that the City may not be

sufficiently under its RHNA for the relevant income category to trigger Builder’s Remedy
eligibility.

See discussion above regarding the requirements for application of Builder’s Remedy. The
Housing Element was not in substantial compliance with State Housing Element Law and the
proposed project was submitted during that period, triggering Builder’s Remedy protections.
As stated in the Draft EIR Section 3.8, Population and Housing, page 3.8-8, the proposed
project is within the population growth projections as planned for in the Housing Element,
which takes into account the current RHNA, and would be considered consistent with
planned growth. Furthermore, by providing a combination of market-rate and below market-
rate housing units, the proposed project would support the City’s commitment to meeting
regional housing obligations.

. Land Use Restrictions: The comment claims that Builder’s Remedy projects on publicly

owned land are often limited if the land is in active use or designated for public purposes.

According to Government Code Section 65589.5(d), the six findings (paraphrased) a local
government must make to legally deny or condition a qualifying Builder’s Remedy project are
if only one of the findings are made, supported by substantial evidence:

(1) The jurisdiction has adopted a Housing Element that is in substantial compliance and the
jurisdiction has met or exceeded its share of the regional housing need allocation for the
income category proposed for the housing development project.

(2) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact on public health
or safety, and there is not feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific,
adverse impact.

(3) The housing development project is in conflict with specific State or federal law.

(4) The housing development project would be located on land zoned for agriculture or
resource preservation that is surrounded by land zoned for agricultural or resource

3-92
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preservation on at least two sides or which does not have adequate water or
wastewater facilities.

(5) The housing development project would conflict with both the jurisdiction’s zoning
ordinance and general plan land use designation by the time the application was
complete.

(6) On the date an application for a housing development project was deemed complete,
the jurisdiction lacks an adopted Housing Element that was in substantial compliance.*

Eligibility for Builder’s Remedy is not an environmental topic under CEQA, it relates to compliance
with the Housing Accountability Act. Determining whether a project qualifies for Builder’s Remedy is
left to the discretion of City decision-makers and is therefore outside of the scope of this EIR.

Response to J.3
The commenter summarizes and restates their comments and restates that the proposed project is

not eligible for Builder’s Remedy and must follow the full City entitlement process, including EIR
review, Planning Commission hearings, and City Council approvals.

The applicability of both the Housing Accountability Act and Builder’s Remedy is fully discussed in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not identify any new information or facts that would render those
legal requirements inapplicable. See Response to J.1 and Response to J.2.

The proposed project has been fully evaluated in the Draft EIR and will be presented for
consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council.

Clarification regarding Letter | and Letter J

This comment letter, Letter J, dated September 23, 2025, includes a copy of the commenter’s
previous comment letter to the City, Letter |, dated September 23, 2025. As such, the comments in
Letter | are duplicated in Letter J. Responses to these duplicate comments are provided in Response
I.1 through Response 1.32 and no further responses are required.

4 Office of the California Legislature. Government Code Section 65589.5(d)(1)-(6). Website:
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65589.5.&lawCode=GOV. Accessed September 26,
2025.
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K.
K.2
K.3
K.4
K.5

From: Kimberly Kaeding <kimkpt@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2025 4:40 PM

To: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Camden Ave Project

[External Email. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. Learn more<https://cas5-0-
urlprotect.trendmicro.com:443/wis/clicktime/v1/query?

url=https%3a%2{%2faka.ms%
2fLearnAboutSenderldentification&umid=29b692d9-7c5d-11f0-90ed-7ced8d715376&rct=1755540010&auth=1c61
80b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022¢207ce7-2b6057cc36a9752dd821ceaaSa74bb6eecd2c1843b>]

[You don't often get email from kimkpt@sbcglobal.net. Learn why this is important at https://cas5-0-
urlprotect.trendmicro.com:443/wis/clicktime/v1/query?

url=https%3a%2{%2faka.ms%
2fLearnAboutSenderldentification&umid=29b692d9-7c5d-11f0-90ed-7ced8d715376&rct=1755540010&auth=1c61
80b70aa60c14a229d60ce11c9c022¢207¢ce7-2b6057¢c36a9752dd821ceaaSa74bb6eed42¢1843b |

To whom it may concern:

This project is offering inadequate parking and inadequate, bike lockers. I hope there is green space for children and
community to gather and play. 12 bike lockers? I still can’t imagine how people will move about the city. And I
doubt you care, sadly.

Kim Kaeding

Sent from my iPhone

Letter K
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Kim Kaeding (Letter K)

Response to K.1
The commenter states that the proposed project has inadequate parking.

In San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 102 CA4th
656, 697, a California appellate court held that the inconvenience resulting from a parking shortage
is a social impact, not an environmental impact. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR provides a discussion
regarding parking. See also Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(3), which states that the
“adequacy of parking for a project shall not support a finding of significance pursuant to this
section.” As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-7 to 3.10-8, the City
recently amended Title 20 of the Municipal Code to remove citywide minimum off-street parking
requirements, with the exception of single-family properties and areas where the City has defined
contractual agreements regarding parking supply (the proposed project does not meet these two
conditions). As stated in the Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-17, the proposed
project would include a total of 243 parking spaces: two garage parking stalls for each unit (216
stalls) and 27 on-site guest parking stalls. The comment is non-specific and fails to provide evidence
that the project lacks adequate parking. No further response is needed.

Response to K.2
The commenter claims that the proposed project lacks an adequate number of bicycle lockers.>

As stated in the Draft EIR, Chapter 2 Project Description, page 2-13, the proposed project would
provide 28 temporary bicycle parking spots and 12 bicycle lockers. A bicycle repair station would be
provided as well (Draft EIR, page 2-17).

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.6, Land Use and Planning, page 3.6-19, the proposed project
would be consistent with Envision San José 2040 General Plan Policy TR-2.8, requiring the adequate
provision of on-site bicycle facilities, including bicycle parking spaces, bicycle lockers, and a bicycle
repair station. The comment is non-specific and fails to provide evidence that the project lacks
adequate bicycle lockers. No further response is needed.

Response to K.3
The commenter expresses hope that there would be green space for children and the community to

gather and play.

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.9, Recreation pages 3.9-7 through 3.9-10, there are
approximately 350 acres of parks and recreational facilities within a 3-mile radius of the project site.
Furthermore, as stated in the Draft EIR pages 3.9-15 through 3.9-16, the City’s current park ratio is
approximately 3.63 acres of parkland per 1,000 people, exceeding the park ratio goal of the City and
the standards set by the Quimby Act. As such, the proposed project would not affect the availability
of green space and recreational facilities. No further response is needed.

5 The comment letter refers to “bike lockers.” It is assumed that the intention is a reference to bicycle lockers and not motorcycle
lockers.
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Response to K.4
The commenter questions the number of bicycle lockers.

See Response to K.2. No further response is needed.

Response to K.5
The commenter questions how people would move about the City and questions whether City

officials care about this concern.

The Draft EIR directly analyzes and discloses the proposed project’s impacts on how people move
about the City. It includes a full circulation analysis (see Draft EIR Section 3.10 Transportation, Impact
TRANS-1, pages 3.10-11 through 3.10-12), which evaluates how the project will affect driving,
walking, biking, transit and circulation in the area. The commenter does not provide specific
environmental comments under CEQA, or comments related to the Draft EIR, and the comment is
included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response
is needed.
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From: Jiwoo Kim <ziwukim@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2025 10:05 PM

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

Cc: Lee, Jason <Jason.Lee@sanjoseca.gov>; District 10 <District10@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: DEIR on 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (H23-040 / ER23-251)

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

Dear Cort,

I've read and tried to understand the draft EIR for the 5670 Camden ave project. Here are
my comments --

1. Entrance & Exit on Camden Ave

Many residents already shared the concern that the "entrance" on Camden will NOT
serve as areal exit. It's too close to Blossom Hill. Those who want to enroute to Los
Gatos cannot use the exit. Rather they have to either exit via Singletree Way or exit via
the Park Almaden community.

It's VERY UNUSUAL that there are so many entrances & exits and roads around school -

Letter L
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L.1
cont.

L.2

L.3

(from the north to south) Blossom Hill & Camden cross section, Entrance & Exit from the
newly constructed community, exit of Beacon, entrance of Beacon, Singletree. FIVE
ENTRANCES and EXITS WITHIN 750 FT! In the proposed plan, the traffic circulates the
Beacon school putting the students at risk. I'm very skeptical if a traffic signal will
protect students.

2. Traffic around PG&E facility & Guadalupe Trail

It seems that the DEIR acknowledges Guadalupe Creek Trail nearby and safety
improvements planned: no-parking zones near project driveway for sight distance, bulb-
outs, crosswalks, and traffic calming to manage congestion. However, it is questionable
that the city of San Jose has enough budget for the new installation and maintenance.
Residents already complain that infra like bulbs are not being maintained in a timely
manner.

3. Traffic at Blossom Hill Rd & Park Crest Dr

The DEIR recognizes the existing unsignalized intersection with RRFB (flashing beacons)
but does not propose a full traffic signal. Instead, mitigation focuses on
Camden/Blossom Hill upgrades (curb extensions, ADA ramps, high-visibility
crosswalks). During the morning and afternoon when the school (Dartmouth) is over,
many pick up vehicles come through Park Crest Dr and make U-turn to go East bound

of Blossom Hill. Some brave drivers make illegal U-turn directly on the Blossom Hill Rd.
Personally | have a few experiences that | had to run due to reckless drivers. The problem
is now it will keep happening over the weekend after the new baseball playground is
moved to Dartmouth.

We have only two entrances, Park Manor Dr and Park Crest Dr. Now Park Manor Dr has
new cut-thru traffic from the newly constructed community and Park Crest Dr keeps
suffering from the pickups and the cut-thru traffic, no matter weekdays and weekends.
We are in the middle of high traffic which becomes worse with new constructions. | don't
see any traffic data or simulation models after moving to the new baseball playground.

Regards,
Jiwoo

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Jiwoo Kim (Letter L)

Response to L.1

The commenter expresses concerns about the entrance and exit on Camden Avenue, saying that it is
unusual to have five entrances and exits within 750 feet of a school. The commenter states that they
are skeptical that a signal will protect students.

As discussed in Response to S.2, the proposed project would have one driveway on Camden Avenue,
a major thoroughfare, and one on Singletree Way, a residential street. As noted in the Draft EIR
Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-16, project-generated trips at the proposed project driveway
on Singletree Way would include 9 inbound and 18 outbound trips during the AM peak-hour and 21
inbound and 13 outbound trips during the PM peak-hour. Because of the low number of vehicle trips
generated at the proposed driveways on Singletree Way, operational issues related to vehicle
queueing/delays are unlikely, minimizing the potential for traffic-related hazards. The concerns
raised in this comment were fully addressed in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is required.

Response to L.2
The commenter expresses concerns about the City’s ability to install and maintain the proposed

improvements around Guadalupe Creek Trail.

The comment does not raise project-specific environmental comments or comments related to the
Draft EIR; the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General
Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to L.3
The commenter expresses concern about the lack of a full signalized intersection and states that

traffic data and simulation models are needed.

The topic of transportation and traffic was fully analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 3.10. Traffic data
and modeling was included in the TA, provided as Appendix H of the Draft EIR. No further response
is required.
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M.1

From: Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net>

Sent: Friday, September 26, 2025 1:48 PM

To: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>; Lee, Jason <Jason.Lee@sanjoseca.gov>
Cc: zoila-herrera@att.net

Subject: Neighborhood Meeting — 5670 Camden Project (9/18 at 6pm on Zoom)

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

Hello Cort and Jason,

Re: Ref - File H23-040 & ER-251 - 5670 Camden Ave Residential project

All members on the Zoom call were asked to send our questions to you
and I am including Jason as he is the project manager on this project.
Below are my concerns that have not solved/addressed. I vote NO for this
project.

Letter M
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M.2

M.3

M.4

M.5

M.6

M.7

The proposed development will add over 200 residents into a neighborhood with only
two access points, stressing emergency response times and evacuation safety. It will
require costly new infrastructure when San Jose is already struggling to maintain existing
systems. The project introduces serious environmental and traffic circulation concerns,
and because these are market-rate townhomes, it does not materially contribute to
solving California’s housing affordability crisis.

Key Concerns

1. Public Safety & Emergency Access

® Park Manor has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding over 200 new residents will
make evacuation in emergencies (fires, earthquakes, medical crises) unsafe.

® Emergency vehicles may face dangerous delays navigating increased congestion.
2. Infrastructure Burden

® The City of San Jose is already struggling to repair failing infrastructure (water mains,
sewage, electrical grid, roads).

® This project would require new investments in utilities, sewage, stormwater

management, street lighting, and traffic systems — stretching city resources further.
3. Environmental & Construction Impacts

® Air quality, dust, noise, and vibrations from construction will negatively affect
residents.

® [ndustrial trucks and heavy equipment are unsuited for our narrow neighborhood streets.

® [ ong-term environmental impacts, such as stormwater runoff, have not been adequately
addressed.

4. Traffic & Circulation Hazards

® A proposed median on Camden Avenue will force right-in/right-out traffic only,
pushing cut-through traffic into Almond Blossom and Singletree Lane.

® Singletree Lane cannot safely absorb increased traffic volumes or higher-speed cut-
through driving.

® Traffic calming and safety plans have not been presented.
5. Misalignment with Housing Needs

® (alifornia’s housing crisis is not merely a shortage of units, but of affordable and
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M.7
cont.

M.8

M.9

M.10

M.11

middle-income housing.

These townhomes will likely be priced beyond the reach of the middle-income buyers
most impacted by the crisis.

This project risks worsening inequality rather than addressing the state’s real housing
needs.

6. Community Opposition

® Park Manor and Almond Blossom homeowners strongly oppose this development.

® The project has not demonstrated alignment with community needs or incorporated
adequate resident input.

Risk Mitigation under Economic Shifts

Given past experience harvesting a large portfolio due to interest rate expectations,
what’s their current risk plan if rates rise again or demand dips? If these homes
stay vacant, this will bring down the market value for our homes that will have an
impact on our neighborhood.

Sustainability & Design

o What design standards or sustainability measures do they incorporate (energy
efficiency, green building, walkability, amenities)?

o How do these enhancements impact cost vs value in their case studies?

. Regulatory / Zoning / Community Engagement

New housing was just built on Camden Ave (homes were just put on the market,
this is going to increase the traffic that turns into a safety concern for our
neighborhood. There has not been a study done yet since homes have not been
sold. (this is a block away from this new proposed housing project). The City of
San Jose is increasing the safety of our neighborhood.

What is the demand for new housing in our neighborhood as I stated, middle
income buyers will be pushed out of this proposed housing project.

m.12 | Conclusion

The 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project will overburden our neighborhood without
delivering meaningful solutions to California’s housing affordability crisis. I urge the Planning
Commission and City Council to vote NO on this project and redirect development efforts
toward more appropriate sites where infrastructure, safety, and affordability can be
realistically addressed.


Yael Marcus
Cross-Out
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Thank you for considering the concerns of the community.

Sincerely,

Scott and Zoila Rollins
5691 Park Manor Dr.

San Jose, California. 95118
408-406-5876

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



City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Scott and Zoila Rollins, September 26, 2025, 1:48 p.m. (Letter M)

Response to M. 1

This comment consists of introductory remarks. The commenter states that they are opposed to the
proposed project.

This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers. The comment does not raise project-
specific environmental comments or comments related to the Draft EIR; the comment is included in
the administrative record. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to M.2
The commenter states that adding over 200 new residents will have impacts related to emergency

response times and evacuation safety and that the proposed project will require costly new
infrastructure. The commenter also states general concern for environmental impacts and traffic
circulation and states that the proposed project does not solve California’s housing affordability
crisis.

This comment does not provide additional information about emergency response and evacuation,
general environmental impacts, or traffic circulation that were not already discussed throughout the
Draft EIR. Therefore, this comment does not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR and no further
analysis of these topics is required.

Economic concerns are outside the scope of CEQA. The cost of new infrastructure does not change
the conclusions of the Draft EIR. As stated in the Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-23,
infrastructure improvements would be constructed to serve the proposed project. Therefore,
because this topic falls outside the scope of CEQA analysis, this comment does not change the
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

The commenter incorrectly states that all of the housing units would be sold at market rate. As
stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project consists of 108 townhouse units and associated
infrastructure. The proposed project would include 100 market-rate, and eight affordable, extremely
low-income dwelling units, which would help the City satisfy its regional RHNA allocation for market-
rate and below market-rate housing units and would support the City’s commitment to meeting
regional housing obligations. No further analysis is required.

Response to M.3
This commenter states that because there are only two points of ingress/egress, emergency

evacuation would be unsafe and emergency vehicles may face delays due to congestion.

Emergency access was analyzed in the Draft EIR, pages 3.10-18 through 3.10-21. As analyzed in the
Draft EIR, the proposed project would provide adequate emergency access and would include on-
site circulation improvements to permit emergency access within and adjacent to the project site.
Traffic congestion is discussed in Response to S.2 through Response to S.5. Therefore, as described
above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment were fully addressed in the Draft
EIR and no further analysis of emergency evacuation is needed.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

Response to M.4
The commenter expresses concerns about the City’s ability to maintain infrastructure such as water

mains, sewage, electrical grid, and roads. The commenter states that the proposed project would
create a burden to City resources by requiring new investments in utilities, sewage, stormwater
management, street lighting, and traffic systems.

The project proponent would be required to pay their portion of all applicable fees prior to issuance
of grading permits. Fees would include, but would not be limited to, park impact fees, school impact
fees, and traffic impact and fair-share fees. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed development
would connect to existing City infrastructure and has already planned to provide services to the
increased population as part of the General Plan buildout (Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to
be Significant, page 4-19). Therefore, the concerns raised in this comment were fully addressed in
the Draft EIR and no further analysis is required. See Response to S.7 for additional information.

Response to M.5
This commenter states general concerns about air quality, dust, noise, and vibrations from

construction. These topics have been addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.1, Air Quality, Section
3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 3.7, Noise. This commenter does not provide additional
information that would change the conclusions of the analyses provided in these sections.

This commenter states that industrial trucks and heavy equipment are unsuited for the narrow
neighborhood streets. As discussed in Section 3.10, Transportation, impacts related to incompatible
uses were found to be less than significant. This comment does not provide additional information
that would change the conclusions of the analysis provided in this section.

Stormwater runoff was addressed in Section 4.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, and stormwater
impacts were found to be less than significant. This comment does not provide additional
information that would change the conclusions of the analysis provided in this section.

Therefore, as described above, the concerns raised in this comment were fully addressed in the Draft
EIR and no further analysis is required.

Response to M.6

This commenter states that the proposed median on Camden Avenue will force right-in, right-out
traffic, pushing cut-through traffic onto Almond Blossom and Singletree Way. The commenter states
that Singletree Way cannot accommodate increased traffic volumes or higher-speed cut-through
driving, and that traffic calming and safety plans have not been presented.

As discussed in Response to S.9, MM TRANS-2 would require specific improvements to increase
safety and reduce neighborhood cut-through traffic. As discussed in Response to S.4 and Response
to S.5, the proposed project would result in a low number of vehicle trips on Singletree Way during
both the AM and PM peak-hours, reducing the potential for traffic hazards. A full summary of the
results of the TA can be found in the revised Appendix H provided with this Final EIR. No further
response is needed.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Response to M.7
This commenter states that the proposed project would be priced beyond the reach of middle-

income buyers and would worsen inequality.

As stated in Response to M.2, the proposed project would include 100 market-rate and eight
extremely low-income dwelling units, which would help the City satisfy its regional RHNA allocation
for market-rate and below market-rate housing units and would support the City’s commitment to
meeting regional housing obligations. No further analysis is required.

Response to M.8
This commenter states that the Park Manor and Almond Blossom homeowners strongly oppose the

proposed project and that the proposed project is not aligned with community needs or resident
input.

This commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed project. This comment will be
provided to the City decision-makers. Please see Topic Response 1—General Comments.

Response to M.9
This commenter requests information about market fluctuations for housing and expresses concern

about neighborhood market values.

Economic concerns are outside the scope of CEQA. As stated in the Draft EIR, on page 3.8-8, the
proposed housing would be constructed according to the City’s share of regional RHNA housing
needs. Therefore, because this topic falls outside the scope of CEQA analysis, this comment does not
change the conclusions of the Draft EIR, and no further response is needed.

Response to M.10
This commenter requests information about sustainability measures, specifically for energy

efficiency, green building, walkability, and amenities, as well as their cost and value.

As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the proposed project would comply with California Green
Building Standards Code (CALGreen) for Construction, Waste Reduction, Disposal and Recycling (See
Draft EIR Section 3.1, Air Quality; Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Section 3.6, Land Use and
Planning; and Section 4, Effects Found not to be Significant). Furthermore, the proposed project
would be required to adhere to the latest adopted edition of the California Building Standards Code
(CBC), which includes standards that would reduce energy demand, water consumption, wastewater
generation, and solid waste generation that would collectively reduce the demand for resources. The
CBC requirements would include Title 24, Part 6, Subchapter 8, which includes rooftop solar panels.
The proposed project would comply with the latest energy efficiency standards and incorporate
applicable energy efficiency features designed to reduce project energy consumption. The proposed
project would include pedestrian network improvements and transit access improvements, and the
proposed project would be required to contribute toward future Class IV bicycle facilities along
Camden Avenue. The cost and value of these features is outside of the scope of CEQA, and the
comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified
in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is required.
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR

Response to M.11
This commenter requests information about the housing demand for the proposed development

and reiterates their concern that middle-income buyers cannot afford the housing.

The Draft EIR does not set or control housing prices and such financial and social information is
outside the scope of CEQA. Similarly housing demand is not a recognized environmental topic. As
previously discussed in Response to M.2, the proposed project would include 100 market-rate and
eight extremely low-income dwelling units, which would help the City satisfy its regional RHNA
allocation for market-rate and below market-rate housing units and would support the City’s
commitment to meeting regional housing obligations. As such, the proposed housing units are based
on the anticipated need for housing.

The State Housing Element Law (Government Code Chapter 1143, Article 10.6, §§ 65580 and 65589)
requires each city and county to adopt a general plan for future growth. This plan must include a
Housing Element that identifies housing needs for all economic segments and provides opportunities
for housing development to meet that need. The amount of housing that must be accounted forin a
local Housing Element is determined through a process called the RHNA. In the RHNA process, the
State gives each region a number representing the amount of housing needed, based on existing
need and expected population growth. The RHNA determines the number of housing units based on
all income levels (including extremely low, very low, low, and middle income).

At the State level, the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
estimates the relative share of the State’s anticipated population growth that would occur in each
county in the State, based on CDF population projections and historic growth trends. Where there is
a regional council of governments, as in the San Francisco Bay Area (in this case, the Association of
Bay Area Governments [ABAG]), the HCD provides the regional housing need to the council. The
council then assigns a share of the regional housing need to each of its cities and counties. The
proposed project would assist the City in meeting its share of the RHNA housing allocation, including
its share of extremely low-income units. Therefore, the concerns raised in this comment were fully
addressed in the Draft EIR and no further analysis is required.

Response to M.12
This commenter provides concluding statements and expresses general opposition to the proposed

project.

This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers. Please see Topic Response 1—General
Comments.
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N.1

N.2

From: Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net>

Sent: Friday, September 26, 2025 4:47 PM

To: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>; Lee, Jason <Jason.Lee@sanjoseca.gov>
Cc: zoila-herrera@att.net; Scott Rollins <scott.rollins@att.net>

Subject: Re: Neighborhood Meeting — 5670 Camden Project (9/18 at 6pm on Zoom)

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

Hi Cort and Jason,

I forgot to also ask the question, MANA Investments said that they were
going to spray water to prevent dust blowing everywhere, where are they
getting this water? I thought we were in a drought, how can the City allow
our precious resource like water be taken from our neighborhood when we
don't have enough of it? I can only imagine how many gallons of water
they will need to use everyday to keep the dirt flying everywhere. I saw
the pile of dirt on those new townhouses that were just built on Camden,
please address how you can allow them to use our water when we are
already in a drought.

2. At the bottom of my email, I did some research on the true housing

Letter N
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N.2
cont.

shortage, the "Middle Class" is being pushed out of the housing market
because the interest rates and the cost of housing in the Bay Area. I
asked for a recent report of housing shortage, I know there is a shortage
for "low income", our neighborhood is not a low income community, so
eliminate that shortage and factor in the middle class being pushed out,
we are not solving for a shortage of housing by building more homes that
people can't afford.

Thank you,

Zoila Rollins

On Friday, September 26, 2025 at 01:48:06 PM PDT, Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net> wrote:

Hello Cort and Jason,

Re: Ref - File H23-040 & ER-251 - 5670 Camden Ave Residential project

All members on the Zoom call were asked to send our questions to you
and I am including Jason as he is the project manager on this project.
Below are my concerns that have not solved/addressed. I vote NO for this
project.

The proposed development will add over 200 residents into a neighborhood with only
two access points, stressing emergency response times and evacuation safety. It will
require costly new infrastructure when San Jose is already struggling to maintain existing
systems. The project introduces serious environmental and traffic circulation concerns,
and because these are market-rate townhomes, it does not materially contribute to
solving California’s housing affordability crisis.

Key Concerns

1. Public Safety & Emergency Access

® Park Manor has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding over 200 new residents will
make evacuation in emergencies (fires, earthquakes, medical crises) unsafe.

® Emergency vehicles may face dangerous delays navigating increased congestion.
2. Infrastructure Burden

® The City of San Jose is already struggling to repair failing infrastructure (water mains,
sewage, electrical grid, roads).
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® This project would require new investments in utilities, sewage, stormwater
management, street lighting, and traffic systems — stretching city resources further.

3. Environmental & Construction Impacts

® Air quality, dust, noise, and vibrations from construction will negatively affect
residents.

® [ndustrial trucks and heavy equipment are unsuited for our narrow neighborhood streets.

® [ ong-term environmental impacts, such as stormwater runoff, have not been adequately
addressed.

4. Traffic & Circulation Hazards

® A proposed median on Camden Avenue will force right-in/right-out traffic only,
pushing cut-through traffic into Almond Blossom and Singletree Lane.

® Singletree Lane cannot safely absorb increased traffic volumes or higher-speed cut-
through driving.

® Traffic calming and safety plans have not been presented.
5. Misalignment with Housing Needs

® (alifornia’s housing crisis is not merely a shortage of units, but of affordable and
middle-income housing.

® These townhomes will likely be priced beyond the reach of the middle-income buyers
most impacted by the crisis.

® This project risks worsening inequality rather than addressing the state’s real housing
needs.

6. Community Opposition

® Park Manor and Almond Blossom homeowners strongly oppose this development.

® The project has not demonstrated alignment with community needs or incorporated
adequate resident input.

o Risk Mitigation under Economic Shifts

Given past experience harvesting a large portfolio due to interest rate expectations,
what’s their current risk plan if rates rise again or demand dips? If these homes
stay vacant, this will bring down the market value for our homes that will have an
impact on our neighborhood.



Sustainability & Design

o What design standards or sustainability measures do they incorporate (energy
efficiency, green building, walkability, amenities)?

o How do these enhancements impact cost vs value in their case studies?
2. Regulatory / Zoning / Community Engagement

New housing was just built on Camden Ave (homes were just put on the market,
this is going to increase the traffic that turns into a safety concern for our
neighborhood. There has not been a study done yet since homes have not been
sold. (this is a block away from this new proposed housing project). The City of
San Jose is increasing the safety of our neighborhood.

What is the demand for new housing in our neighborhood as I stated, middle
income buyers will be pushed out of this proposed housing project.

Conclusion

The 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project will overburden our neighborhood without
delivering meaningful solutions to California’s housing affordability crisis. I urge the Planning
Commission and City Council to vote NO on this project and redirect development efforts
toward more appropriate sites where infrastructure, safety, and affordability can be
realistically addressed.

Thank you for considering the concerns of the community.

Sincerely,

Scott and Zoila Rollins
5691 Park Manor Dr.

San Jose, California. 95118
408-406-5876

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



City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Scott and Zoila Rollins, September 26, 2025, 4:47 p.m. (Letter N)

Response to N.1

The commenter voices concern about using water to reduce dust during construction, stating that
there is a drought.

As stated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, fugitive dust is considered a toxic air contaminant (TAC). All
projects are required to implement BMPs to reduce emissions of fugitive dust. As shown in Appendix
B, the BMPs include watering unpaved roads twice daily and limiting vehicle speeds on unpaved
roads to 25 miles per hour—which would reduce fugitive dust. Impacts related to fugitive dust from
the proposed project's construction would be potentially significant without the inclusion of
sufficient dust control measures. Additionally, adherence to the City’s Standard Permit Condition for
Construction-related Air Quality would be required to reduce dust.

Water supply was analyzed in Section 4.1.8, Utilities and Service Systems. As discussed in the Draft
EIR, since the proposed project is within the City’s Housing Element population projections, water
supply has already been evaluated. Construction-related water supply is included in this analysis.
The comment does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already
identified in the Draft EIR; therefore, no additional analysis is required.

Response to N.2
This commenter states that the middle class is being pushed out of the housing market and
reiterated concerns that the middle class will not be able to afford housing units.

While concerns about housing affordability are important public policy issues, CEQA review is limited
to evaluating physical environmental impacts. Economic and social issues, by themselves, do not
represent a significant effect unless they are linked to a change in the physical environment. The
proposed project would include 100 market-rate, and eight below market-rate residential units. See
Topic Response 1, General Comments; see also CEQA Guidelines Sections 15358(b) and 15382. The
comment is included in the administrative record.
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0.1

From: Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 10:53 AM

To: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>; Lee, Jason <Jason.Lee@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: Scott Rollins <scott.rollins@att.net>; zoila-herrera@att.net

Subject: **Update**. Re: Neighborhood Meeting — 5670 Camden Project (9/18 at 6pm on Zoom)

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

Hi Cort & Jason,

Another thought came to my mind in regards to the PGE plant on 1552
Singletree Way San Jose, 95118 and this housing projects that needs to
be included in consideration for this project.

Dear Commissioners and Councilmembers,

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed residential project located across from the
PG&E facility at 1552 Singletree Way. While I recognize the importance of addressing
California’s housing shortage, this particular project presents serious public safety and
infrastructure risks that outweigh its benefits.

Letter O
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Safety Risks Near PG&E Facility

o The PG&E facility is a regulated high-voltage substation, subject to CPUC General
Orders 174 and 95 for safe inspection, operation, and clearance. Locating dense
residential housing directly across the street creates proximity hazards in the event of
transformer fire, oil spill, or electrical fault.

o NFPA 850 fire-protection guidelines emphasize the need for adequate buffer zones,
water supply, and emergency vehicle access around substations. This project
compromises those safety separations.

Emergency Access & Evacuation

e The Park Manor/Singletree neighborhood has only two points of ingress/egress.
Adding hundreds of residents will make emergency evacuation extremely difficult.

¢ In the event of simultaneous incidents (e.g., a house fire plus a substation alarm), fire
apparatus access may be delayed. California Fire Code §503 requires secondary access
for large developments; this project does not clearly meet those standards.

Infrastructure & Construction Impacts

e San José¢ already faces challenges maintaining failing infrastructure (water mains,
sewer, power). This project demands additional utilities the City may not be able to

reliably provide.
¢ Heavy construction vehicles on residential streets risk blocking PG&E access gates

during emergencies.

Misalignment with Housing Needs
e California’s housing crisis is concentrated in affordable and middle-income housing

shortages. These units are unlikely to be priced affordably for the families most in need,
raising concerns that the project fails to address the true crisis.

Community Opposition

¢ Neighborhood homeowners strongly oppose this project due to its safety risks,
environmental impacts, and traffic circulation hazards.

Conclusion:
Given these risks, I urge the Commission and Council to vote NO on the project in its current
form. The City should instead focus on housing sites that can safely support density with

adequate infrastructure and separation from critical utility facilities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
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Scott & Zoila Rollins
5691 Park Manor Dr.
San Jose, 95118

On Friday, September 26, 2025 at 04:47:12 PM PDT, Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net> wrote:

Hi Cort and Jason,

I forgot to also ask the question, MANA Investments said that they were
going to spray water to prevent dust blowing everywhere, where are they
getting this water? I thought we were in a drought, how can the City allow
our precious resource like water be taken from our neighborhood when we
don't have enough of it? I can only imagine how many gallons of water
they will need to use everyday to keep the dirt flying everywhere. I saw
the pile of dirt on those new townhouses that were just built on Camden,
please address how you can allow them to use our water when we are
already in a drought.

2. At the bottom of my email, I did some research on the true housing
shortage, the "Middle Class" is being pushed out of the housing market
because the interest rates and the cost of housing in the Bay Area. 1
asked for a recent report of housing shortage, I know there is a shortage
for "low income", our neighborhood is not a low income community, so
eliminate that shortage and factor in the middle class being pushed out,
we are not solving for a shortage of housing by building more homes that
people can't afford.

Thank you,

Zoila Rollins

On Friday, September 26, 2025 at 01:48:06 PM PDT, Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net> wrote:

Hello Cort and Jason,

Re: Ref - File H23-040 & ER-251 - 5670 Camden Ave Residential project

All members on the Zoom call were asked to send our questions to you
and I am including Jason as he is the project manager on this project.
Below are my concerns that have not solved/addressed. I vote NO for this
project.


mailto:zoila-herrera@att.net
mailto:zoila-herrera@att.net

The proposed development will add over 200 residents into a neighborhood with only
two access points, stressing emergency response times and evacuation safety. It will
require costly new infrastructure when San Jose is already struggling to maintain existing
systems. The project introduces serious environmental and traffic circulation concerns,
and because these are market-rate townhomes, it does not materially contribute to
solving California’s housing affordability crisis.

Key Concerns

1. Public Safety & Emergency Access

® Park Manor has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding over 200 new residents will

make evacuation in emergencies (fires, earthquakes, medical crises) unsafe.
® Emergency vehicles may face dangerous delays navigating increased congestion.
2. Infrastructure Burden

® The City of San Jose is already struggling to repair failing infrastructure (water mains,
sewage, electrical grid, roads).

® This project would require new investments in utilities, sewage, stormwater
management, street lighting, and traffic systems — stretching city resources further.

3. Environmental & Construction Impacts

® Air quality, dust, noise, and vibrations from construction will negatively affect
residents.

® [ndustrial trucks and heavy equipment are unsuited for our narrow neighborhood streets.

® | ong-term environmental impacts, such as stormwater runoff, have not been adequately
addressed.

4. Traffic & Circulation Hazards

® A proposed median on Camden Avenue will force right-in/right-out traffic only,
pushing cut-through traffic into Almond Blossom and Singletree Lane.

® Singletree Lane cannot safely absorb increased traffic volumes or higher-speed cut-
through driving.

® Traffic calming and safety plans have not been presented.

5. Misalignment with Housing Needs



® (alifornia’s housing crisis is not merely a shortage of units, but of affordable and
middle-income housing.

® These townhomes will likely be priced beyond the reach of the middle-income buyers
most impacted by the crisis.

® This project risks worsening inequality rather than addressing the state’s real housing
needs.

6. Community Opposition

® Park Manor and Almond Blossom homeowners strongly oppose this development.

® The project has not demonstrated alignment with community needs or incorporated
adequate resident input.

o Risk Mitigation under Economic Shifts

Given past experience harvesting a large portfolio due to interest rate expectations,
what’s their current risk plan if rates rise again or demand dips? If these homes
stay vacant, this will bring down the market value for our homes that will have an
impact on our neighborhood.

Sustainability & Design

o What design standards or sustainability measures do they incorporate (energy
efficiency, green building, walkability, amenities)?

o How do these enhancements impact cost vs value in their case studies?
2. Regulatory / Zoning / Community Engagement

New housing was just built on Camden Ave (homes were just put on the market,
this 1s going to increase the traffic that turns into a safety concern for our
neighborhood. There has not been a study done yet since homes have not been
sold. (this is a block away from this new proposed housing project). The City of
San Jose is increasing the safety of our neighborhood.

What is the demand for new housing in our neighborhood as I stated, middle
income buyers will be pushed out of this proposed housing project.

Conclusion

The 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project will overburden our neighborhood without
delivering meaningful solutions to California’s housing affordability crisis. I urge the Planning
Commission and City Council to vote NO on this project and redirect development efforts
toward more appropriate sites where infrastructure, safety, and affordability can be
realistically addressed.



Thank you for considering the concerns of the community.

Sincerely,

Scott and Zoila Rollins
5691 Park Manor Dr.

San Jose, California. 95118
408-406-5876

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



City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Scott and Zoila Rollins, September 30, 2025, 10:53 a.m. (Letter O)

Response to 0.1
The commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed project because of public safety and

infrastructure concerns and raises specific concerns regarding the PG&E facility’s proximity to the
proposed project.

Regarding these public safety concerns, please refer to Response to I.9.

Response to 0.2
The commenter expresses safety concerns due to the proposed project’s proximity to the PG&E

facility.
Regarding these public safety concerns, please refer to Response to I.9.

Response to 0.3
The commenter expresses concern for emergency access and evacuation and fire code compliance.

See Response to Response to N.3 and Response to S.2 through S.5.

Response to 0.4
The commenter expresses concern for City infrastructure maintenance.

See Response to M.4. Regarding construction equipment on City streets, refer to Response to M.5.

Response to 0.5
The commenter states that the proposed project would not align with housing needs and would not

be affordable.
Refer to Response to M.7.

Response to 0.6
The commenter states that the community is opposed to the proposed project.

The comment will be provided to the City decision-makers. Regarding general opposition to the
proposed project, please see Topic Response 1—General Comments.

Response to 0.7
This comment consists of concluding remarks and reiterates opposition to the proposed project.

The commenter states that the City should focus on other housing sites. This comment will be
provided to the City decision-makers.
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P.1

From: Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 12:50 PM

To: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>; Lee, Jason <Jason.Lee@sanjoseca.gov>
Cc: zoila-herrera@att.net

Subject: Re: **Update**. Re: Neighborhood Meeting — 5670 Camden Project (9/18 at 6pm on
Zoom)

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

Hi Cort and Jason,

Last email before the deadline today, summarizing my update on the PGE
Substation on Singletree Lane.

City of San Jose, Commissioners, whom else is part of this project, my name is
Zoila Rollins, and I live in the Park Manor/Singletree neighborhood.

I urge you to vote no on the proposed housing project across from the PG&E
facility at 1552 Singletree Way. This is not about opposing housing; it’s about
public safety and common sense.

Letter P
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P.2 First, safety: this is a high-voltage PG&E substation regulated under CPUC

P.3

P.4

P.5

General Orders 174 and 95. If a transformer fire, oil spill, or electrical fault
occurs, we must ensure clear access for PG&E and San José Fire. NFPA 850
emphasizes buffer zones and emergency access. This project eliminates
those protections.

Second, evacuation: our neighborhood has only two exits. Adding
hundreds more residents will make it nearly impossible to evacuate
quickly or allow fire engines in, especially if there's a simultaneous
substation incident and house fire. California Fire Code requires secondary
access for projects of this scale—this project doesn’t meet that standard.

Third, infrastructure: our streets and utilities are already failing. Bringing
in heavy construction trucks will further strain them and could even block
PG&E gates in an emergency.

Finally, housing policy: California’s real crisis is affordable and middle-
income housing. These townhomes will be priced beyond reach, so this
project doesn’t solve the true problem.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask you to reject this unsafe project.
Thank you,

Scott and Zoila Rollins

On Tuesday, September 30, 2025 at 10:58:21 AM PDT, Hitchens, Cort <cort.hitchens@sanjoseca.gov> wrote:

Hi Zoila,

These additional comments are concerns are received and will be added into the
response to comments document for this project.

Thank you,

Cort Hitchens

Planner Il | Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

City of San Jose
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200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd floor
San José, CA 95113

Office: 408-794-7386

WWW.Ssanjoseca.gov

From: Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 10:53 AM

To: Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens(@sanjoseca.gov>; Lee, Jason <Jason.Lee(@sanjoseca.gov>

Cc: Scott Rollins <scott.rollins@att.net>; zoila-herrera@att.net
Subject: **Update**. Re: Neighborhood Meeting — 5670 Camden Project (9/18 at 6pm on

Zoom)

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

Hi Cort & Jason,

Another thought came to my mind in regards to the PGE plant on 1552 Singletree
Way San Jose, 95118 and this housing projects that needs to be included in
consideration for this project.

Dear Commissioners and Councilmembers,

| am writing to formally oppose the proposed residential project located across from the PG&E
facility at 1552 Singletree Way. While | recognize the importance of addressing California’s
housing shortage, this particular project presents serious public safety and infrastructure
risks that outweigh its benefits.

Safety Risks Near PG&E Facility

® The PG&E facility is a regulated high-voltage substation, subject to CPUC General Orders 174 and 95 for
safe inspection, operation, and clearance. Locating dense residential housing directly across the street creates
proximity hazards in the event of transformer fire, oil spill, or electrical fault.

® NFPA 850 fire-protection guidelines emphasize the need for adequate buffer zones, water supply, and

emergency vehicle access around substations. This project compromises those safety separations.
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Emergency Access & Evacuation

® The Park Manor/Singletree neighborhood has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding hundreds of
residents will make emergency evacuation extremely difficult.

® In the event of simultaneous incidents (e.g., a house fire plus a substation alarm), fire apparatus access may
be delayed. California Fire Code §503 requires secondary access for large developments; this project does

not clearly meet those standards.

Infrastructure & Construction Impacts

® San José already faces challenges maintaining failing infrastructure (water mains, sewer, power). This
project demands additional utilities the City may not be able to reliably provide.

® Heavy construction vehicles on residential streets risk blocking PG&E access gates during emergencies.
Misalignment with Housing Needs

® (alifornia’s housing crisis is concentrated in affordable and middle-income housing shortages. These
units are unlikely to be priced affordably for the families most in need, raising concerns that the project fails

to address the true crisis.
Community Opposition

® Neighborhood homeowners strongly oppose this project due to its safety risks, environmental impacts, and

traffic circulation hazards.
Conclusion:
Given these risks, I urge the Commission and Council to vote NO on the project in its current
form. The City should instead focus on housing sites that can safely support density with

adequate infrastructure and separation from critical utility facilities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Scott & Zoila Rollins
5691 Park Manor Dr.

San Jose, 95118



On Friday, September 26, 2025 at 04:47:12 PM PDT, Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net> wrote:

Hi Cort and Jason,

| forgot to also ask the question, MANA Investments said that they were going to
spray water to prevent dust blowing everywhere, where are they getting this water? |
thought we were in a drought, how can the City allow our precious resource like water
be taken from our neighborhood when we don't have enough of it? | can only imagine
how many gallons of water they will need to use everyday to keep the dirt flying
everywhere. | saw the pile of dirt on those new townhouses that were just built on
Camden, please address how you can allow them to use our water when we are
already in a drought.

2. At the bottom of my email, | did some research on the true housing shortage, the
"Middle Class" is being pushed out of the housing market because the interest rates
and the cost of housing in the Bay Area. | asked for a recent report of housing
shortage, | know there is a shortage for "low income", our neighborhood is not a low
income community, so eliminate that shortage and factor in the middle class being
pushed out, we are not solving for a shortage of housing by building more homes that
people can't afford.

Thank you,

Zoila Rollins

On Friday, September 26, 2025 at 01:48:06 PM PDT, Zoila Herrera <zoila-herrera@att.net> wrote:


mailto:zoila-herrera@att.net
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Hello Cort and Jason,

Re: Ref - File H23-040 & ER-251 - 5670 Camden Ave Residential project

All members on the Zoom call were asked to send our questions to you and | am
including Jason as he is the project manager on this project. Below are my concerns
that have not solved/addressed. | vote NO for this project.

The proposed development will add over 200 residents into a neighborhood with only two
access points, stressing emergency response times and evacuation safety. It will require
costly new infrastructure when San Jose is already struggling to maintain existing systems. The
project introduces serious environmental and traffic circulation concerns, and because these
are market-rate townhomes, it does not materially contribute to solving California’s housing
affordability crisis.

Key Concerns

1. Public Safety & Emergency Access

® Park Manor has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding over 200 new residents will make evacuation in

emergencies (fires, earthquakes, medical crises) unsafe.

® Emergency vehicles may face dangerous delays navigating increased congestion.
2. Infrastructure Burden

® The City of San Jose is already struggling to repair failing infrastructure (water mains, sewage, electrical

grid, roads).

® This project would require new investments in utilities, sewage, stormwater management, street lighting,

and traffic systems — stretching city resources further.

3. Environmental & Construction Impacts
® Air quality, dust, noise, and vibrations from construction will negatively affect residents.
® Industrial trucks and heavy equipment are unsuited for our narrow neighborhood streets.

® [ ong-term environmental impacts, such as stormwater runoff, have not been adequately addressed.



4. Traffic & Circulation Hazards

A proposed median on Camden Avenue will force right-in/right-out traffic only, pushing cut-through traffic

into Almond Blossom and Singletree Lane.

Singletree Lane cannot safely absorb increased traffic volumes or higher-speed cut-through driving.

Traffic calming and safety plans have not been presented.

5. Misalignment with Housing Needs

California’s housing crisis is not merely a shortage of units, but of affordable and middle-income housing.

These townhomes will likely be priced beyond the reach of the middle-income buyers most impacted by the

Crisis.

This project risks worsening inequality rather than addressing the state’s real housing needs.

6. Community Opposition

® Park Manor and Almond Blossom homeowners strongly oppose this development.

® The project has not demonstrated alignment with community needs or incorporated adequate resident input.

Risk Mitigation under Economic Shifts

Given past experience harvesting a large portfolio due to interest rate expectations,
what’s their current risk plan if rates rise again or demand dips? If these homes
stay vacant, this will bring down the market value for our homes that will have an
impact on our neighborhood.

Sustainability & Design

2.

o What design standards or sustainability measures do they incorporate (energy
efficiency, green building, walkability, amenities)?

o How do these enhancements impact cost vs value in their case studies?
Regulatory / Zoning / Community Engagement

New housing was just built on Camden Ave (homes were just put on the market,
this is going to increase the traffic that turns into a safety concern for our
neighborhood. There has not been a study done yet since homes have not been
sold. (this is a block away from this new proposed housing project). The City of
San Jose is increasing the safety of our neighborhood.

What is the demand for new housing in our neighborhood as I stated, middle
income buyers will be pushed out of this proposed housing project.



Conclusion

The 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project will overburden our neighborhood without
delivering meaningful solutions to California’s housing affordability crisis. I urge the Planning
Commission and City Council to vote NO on this project and redirect development efforts
toward more appropriate sites where infrastructure, safety, and affordability can be
realistically addressed.

Thank you for considering the concerns of the community.

Sincerely,

Scott and Zoila Rollins
5691 Park Manor Dr.

San Jose, California. 95118
408-406-5876

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

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



City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Scott and Zoila Rollins, September 30, 2025, 12:50 p.m. (Letter P)

Response to P.1

The commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed project because of “public safety and
common sense.”

This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers. Please see Topic Response 1—General
Comments. Responses to specific comments are provided below.

Response to P.2
The commenter states that the project site’s proximity to PG&E causes a safety hazard. The

commenter states that the proposed project eliminates buffer zones and emergency access.

No evidence is presented that the proposed project would violate NFPA 850 requirements. Regarding
these public safety concerns, please refer to Response to I.9.

Response to P.3
The commenter states that the proposed project would make it difficult to evacuate the areain an

emergency.

Regarding the concerns about emergency access and emergency evacuation, refer to Response to
Response to N.3 and Response to S.2 through S.5.

Response to P4
The commenter states concerns about infrastructure, construction trucks, and emergency access.

Please refer to Response to N.4 regarding infrastructure.

Regarding construction vehicles and emergency access, refer to Response to N.3 and Response to S.2
through S.5.

Response to P.5
The commenter states that the proposed project will not provide housing that is affordable.

Refer to Response to M.2.
Response to P.6
The commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed project. This comment will be

provided to the City decision-makers.

See Topic Response 1—General Comments.

FirstCarbon Solutions 3-133
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Q.1

Q.2

From: Caleb Silverman <silverman.caleb@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2025 2:13 PM

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

Subject: Re: NOTICE OF CEQA POSTING: 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project DEIR (File Nos.
H23-040 & ER23-251) - City of San José

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

You don't often get email from silverman.caleb@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Hi Cort,

The document is rather long but my response is fairly short. | don't believe that the concerns
that | had proposed have been addressed. Some have been included in the "low severity"
impact column. The traffic portion has not been resolved and remains a safety issue. In short, |
am still strongly against this proposal as it will have negative impacts to the neighborhood,
safety and property values for years to come.

| am not in the position to move and do not want to live adjacent to a significant construction

Letter Q
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Q.2
cont.

Q.3

Q.4

project that will span almost 3 years. The plan is far too dense and does not blend in with the
neighboring structures even if it falls into compliance with max building heights. There are no 3
story structures anywhere near here.

| know my voice only goes so far but | hope it counts for something. This would be an awful
impact and | hope that this project does not proceed as planned. | understand that something
may eventually be built but if so, it needs to be far reduced in the scope and density. Leaving us
with a safe place that's not negatively affected by a project that we don't have control over.

Thanks,
- Caleb Silverman

On Fri, Aug 15, 2025 at 2:12 PM Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov> wrote:

Hello,

The draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the 5670 Camden Avenue
Residential project is now available for public review.

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER:
SCH #2024080104

FILE NUMBERS
H23-040 & ER23-251

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project applicant proposes to remove the existing sports fields and associated
structures and improvements on the site, and then to develop 108 townhouse units
spread over 32 buildings. Twenty of the buildings would contain three units (3-plex),
while the other 12 buildings would contain four units (4-plex). A total of eight units
would be maintained as Extremely-low Income Dwelling Units and would be located
in multiple buildings throughout the project site. The proposed project would include
243 off-street parking spaces, temporary bicycle parking spaces and 12 bicycle
lockers.

PROJECT LOCATION
5670 Camden Avenue

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER
567-28-001

PUBLIC CIRCULATION PERIOD
August 15, 2025 to September 30, 2025
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The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) will be circulated for 45 days, from
Friday, August 15, 2025 to 5:00 PM on Tuesday, September 30, 2025.

The public is welcome to review and comment on the draft documents linked below.
Public comments on the Draft EIR and associated appendices must be submitted to
the Environmental Project Manager no later than 5:00 PM on September 30, 2025.

PROJECT WEBSITE:

https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-
code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-review/environmental-review-
documents/5670-camden-avenue-residential-project

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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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Caleb Silverman (Letter Q)

Response to Q.1

The commenter raises concern that specific concerns have not been addressed in the Draft EIR,
including the traffic portion, and remain a “safety issue.” The commenter states their opposition to
the proposed project, specifically with regard to negative impacts on the neighborhood, safety, and
property values.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR and fails to specify potential traffic impacts and neighborhood safety impacts
of the proposed project. The comment is included in the administrative record. There is no evidence
presented that the proposed project would have any negative economic or social impacts to the
surrounding neighborhood or result in a reduction of property values. Thus, in addition to being
outside of the scope of CEQA review, the comment consists of a generalized claim and is non-
substantiated by any project-specific analysis. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further
response is needed.

Response to Q.2
The commenter states their concern over the length of the project timeline of being “almost three

years.”

As noted in the Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-24, the total length of construction is
expected to be approximately 2.5 years. Potential construction-related air quality impacts and
construction-related noise impacts are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 3.1, Air Quality and
Section 3.7, Noise. The comment consists of a generalized claim and is non-substantiated by any
project-specific analysis. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to Q.3
The commenter states that the proposed project is too dense and that the proposed 3-story

buildings would not blend in with the neighborhood structures even if it does not exceed allowable
building height.

The applicable thresholds of significance for evaluating aesthetic impacts focuses on whether the
proposed project would cause a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas, substantially damage
scenic resources, conflict with applicable zoning and design standards, or result in substantial light
and glare impacts that would adversely affect day or nighttime views. The Draft EIR evaluated each
of these thresholds and found that impacts would be less than significant (Draft EIR Chapter 4,
Effects Found not to be Significant, pages 4-1 to 4-3, Section 4.1.1 Aesthetics).

Impacts to the existing visual character is a threshold utilized in a non-urban area. Because the City is
in an urban area, that threshold for evaluating aesthetic impacts is not applicable to the proposed
project.

While the proposed project is denser and includes 3-story buildings not currently present in the
immediate area, the Draft EIR notes that the proposed project complies with the City’s zoning
standards for height and setbacks (Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant, Section
4.1.1 Aesthetics, impact discussion (c), page 4-2 through 4-3). The EIR concludes that the project
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would not result in a significant adverse impact on visual character or neighborhood compatibility
under CEQA. Furthermore, as described in Draft EIR Chapter 2 Project Description, page 2-7, the
proposed project was submitted under the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) (SB 167), commonly
referred to as the “Builder’s Remedy,” before the City had a Housing Element determined to be
substantially compliant with State law. Therefore, the proposed project cannot be denied by the City
because of inconsistency with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan land use designation. No
further response is needed.

Response to Q.4
The commenter reiterates their opposition to the proposed project and calls for an alternative
design with reduced scope and density.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided
to the City decision-makers. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is
needed.
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R.1

From: SUSAN SUFFEL <sjsuffel@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, September 28, 2025 9:33 PM

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

Subject: File H23-040 & ER-251 - 5670 Camden Ave Residential project: DEIR comments

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

You don't often get email from sjsuffel@comcast.net. Learn why this is important
Dear Mr. Hitchens,
Please see attached letter in regards to comments on the DEIR for the 5670 Camden
Ave Residential project proposed next to my neighborhood.
Thank you for your time.
Susan Suffel

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

Letter R
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28 Sept 2025

5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (File H23-040 / ER23-251)

Dear Mr. Hichens and Environmental Review team,

As a resident of the adjacent neighborhood to the 5670 Camden Project | (along with my
neighbors) wish to express my concerns regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) and Appendix H (Transportation). Yes, new housing is a top city priority, but the DEIR
appears lacking in key areas and | have included observations below in response. They follow
closely previously submitted letters from other neighbors.

Impacts from the Construction Phase of Cut-Thru Via Park Manor Dr, Park Ridge Dr and
North-end Park Crest Dr
1) The truck routing and haul routes are not addressed in the DEIR. It is deferred, therefore
does not meet CEQA rgmnts. This is a serious long-term impact to residential streets in our
neighborhood and needs to be addressed so an evaluation can be performed.
2) Traffic Congestion
a) No specific (just generic) mitigation measures are discussed involving the
Singletree/Camden intersection.
3) Noise, Air Quality and Vibration
a) Though acknowledged, what is the actual expected exposure for adjacent residents on
Park Manor and Blossom Park Lane?

Post Construction Impacts
1) Traffic Volume:

a) What mitigation is regards to quantity of daily trips (704), especially at

Singletree/Camden are proposed for this intersection and turning movements?
2) Parking Shortage

a) Off street parking provisions do not match reality. Significant numbers of homeowners
do not use their garages for parking.

b) What about guests? Additional adult residents /driving age children/ 3@ and 4t
vehicles?

c) DEIR doesn’t address impact to adjacent residential streets from these vehicles nor the
vehicles that will exist due to the relocated baseball fields at Dartmouth during
practices/games.

3) School and Pedestrian Safety
a) Safety study lacking for Dartmouth students at drop off and pickup.
b) CEQA cites children walking and biking as a significant safety issue
4) Open Space Loss

a) New fields at Dartmouth do not fully compensate for loss of the current natural
recreation space

b) They are not like for like replacements of the existing facilities

Transportation Analysis (Appendix H) is deficient
1) Violates City Policy MS-11.3 requiring designated construction haul routes





28 Sept 2025

2) VMT Screening relied upon to declare transportation impacts as Less-than-significant. Yet,
there are insufficient analyses /mitigation for the local intersection operations of
Camden/Blossom Hill and Camden/Singletree

3) Parking and Safety Gaps
a) App H does not assess guest parking, overflow, or school-related circulation conflicts

Significant /unavoidable Impacts
1) Greenhouse Gas and VMT
a) DEIR acknowledges significant/unavoidable impacts for these 2 elements but offers no
feasible mitigation
2) Cumulative Impacts
a) Increased VMT and elimination of local rec facilities (lowered walking opportunities)
means the project adds environmental burdens not addressed meaningfully in the
DEIR.

Conclusions leading to a “NO VOTE” decision
1) This project does not meet the San Jose General Plan. It is not in a Planned Growth Area.
Why then, is it being approved under Builder’s remedy?
a) No High Quality Transit nearby (Light Rail is 3 miles away)
b) Grocery Store is 2 miles away
c) Proposal does not meet transit supporting density requirements
d) Project causes cut-thru traffic above city defined threshold
e) High density housing next to PG&E substation: known electrical arcing
f) Fire response for 3 level housing (ladder truck) not at current local firehouse
g) CEQA requires enforceable mitigation: who will monitor and pay for cost overruns?
What solid commitments to meet these rgmnts are there?

Noting the issues laid out above, it is my opinion that the DEIR does not adequately address
all the impacts found in CEQA. Therefore, | respectfully request that the final EIR address
these shortcomings prior to further advancement of this project.

Best Regards,

Susan Suffel

5710 Park Crest Dr
Sn Jose, CA 95118
sjufeel@comcast.net
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5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (File H23-040 / ER23-251)

Dear Mr. Hichens and Environmental Review team,

R.2| As a resident of the adjacent neighborhood to the 5670 Camden Project | (along with my
neighbors) wish to express my concerns regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) and Appendix H (Transportation). Yes, new housing is a top city priority, but the DEIR
appears lacking in key areas and | have included observations below in response. They follow
closely previously submitted letters from other neighbors.

R.3 [ Impacts from the Construction Phase of Cut-Thru Via Park Manor Dr, Park Ridge Dr and
North-end Park Crest Dr
1) The truck routing and haul routes are not addressed in the DEIR. It is deferred, therefore
does not meet CEQA rgmnts. This is a serious long-term impact to residential streets in our
neighborhood and needs to be addressed so an evaluation can be performed.
2) Traffic Congestion
a) No specific (just generic) mitigation measures are discussed involving the
Singletree/Camden intersection.
3) Noise, Air Quality and Vibration
a) Though acknowledged, what is the actual expected exposure for adjacent residents on
Park Manor and Blossom Park Lane?

R.4 | Post Construction Impacts
1) Traffic Volume:

a) What mitigation is regards to quantity of daily trips (704), especially at

Singletree/Camden are proposed for this intersection and turning movements?
2) Parking Shortage

a) Off street parking provisions do not match reality. Significant numbers of homeowners
do not use their garages for parking.

b) What about guests? Additional adult residents /driving age children/ 3@ and 4t
vehicles?

c) DEIR doesn’t address impact to adjacent residential streets from these vehicles nor the
vehicles that will exist due to the relocated baseball fields at Dartmouth during
practices/games.

3) School and Pedestrian Safety
a) Safety study lacking for Dartmouth students at drop off and pickup.
b) CEQA cites children walking and biking as a significant safety issue
4) Open Space Loss

a) New fields at Dartmouth do not fully compensate for loss of the current natural
recreation space

b) They are not like for like replacements of the existing facilities

RS Transportation Analysis (Appendix H) is deficient
1) Violates City Policy MS-11.3 requiring designated construction haul routes
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R.5

cont 2) VMT Screening relied upon to declare transportation impacts as Less-than-significant. Yet,

there are insufficient analyses /mitigation for the local intersection operations of
Camden/Blossom Hill and Camden/Singletree

3) Parking and Safety Gaps
a) App H does not assess guest parking, overflow, or school-related circulation conflicts

R.6 | Significant /Junavoidable Impacts
1) Greenhouse Gas and VMT
a) DEIR acknowledges significant/unavoidable impacts for these 2 elements but offers no
feasible mitigation
2) Cumulative Impacts
a) Increased VMT and elimination of local rec facilities (lowered walking opportunities)
means the project adds environmental burdens not addressed meaningfully in the
DEIR.

R.7 | Conclusions leading to a “NO VOTE” decision
1) This project does not meet the San Jose General Plan. It is not in a Planned Growth Area.
Why then, is it being approved under Builder’s remedy?
a) No High Quality Transit nearby (Light Rail is 3 miles away)
b) Grocery Store is 2 miles away
c) Proposal does not meet transit supporting density requirements
d) Project causes cut-thru traffic above city defined threshold
e) High density housing next to PG&E substation: known electrical arcing
f) Fire response for 3 level housing (ladder truck) not at current local firehouse
g) CEQA requires enforceable mitigation: who will monitor and pay for cost overruns?
What solid commitments to meet these rgmnts are there?

Noting the issues laid out above, it is my opinion that the DEIR does not adequately address
all the impacts found in CEQA. Therefore, | respectfully request that the final EIR address
these shortcomings prior to further advancement of this project.

Best Regards,

Susan Suffel

5710 Park Crest Dr
Sn Jose, CA 95118
sjufeel@comcast.net
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Susan Suffel (Letter R)

Response to R.1
This comment consists of introductory remarks.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic
Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to R.2
The commenter introduces themselves as a resident in the neighborhood adjacent to the project site

and expresses concern about the Draft EIR and the Transportation appendix. Responses to specific
concerns are provided below.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic
Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to R.3
The commenter states that truck routing and haul routes are deferred and not addressed in the Draft

EIR. The comment also claims that the Draft EIR relies on “generic” mitigation measures to reduce
impacts on operations at the Singletree Way/Camden Avenue intersection and calls for the “actua
expected exposure to noise, air quality, and vibration for adjacent residents on Park Manor and
Blossom Park Lane.

Ill

As previously discussed, the construction management plan would include planned truck routes,
including those for haul truck route circulation, in addition to construction schedule, street closures
and/or detours, and construction staging areas and parking. In accordance with standard
procedures, this plan would be finalized pending City review and approval of the proposed project,
which complies with the City requirements. Therefore, this would be considered compliance with
the City’s requirements and would not be considered deferred mitigation. See Response to 1.12.

Transportation impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in detail in the Draft EIR Section 3.10,
Transportation, and are based on detailed transportation analyses provided in Appendix H. The
commenter states that the mitigation measures are “generic.” However, MM TRANS-2 includes very
specific measures that must be implemented at the intersection, such as traffic calming measures, a
bulb-out, ADA-compliant curb ramps, a striped crosswalk, a raised median island, and a new traffic
signal.

Approximate exposure levels to construction emissions from the proposed project are provided in
the Draft EIR Section 3.1 Air Quality, pages 3.1-32 to 3.1-33. The proposed project would rely on Bay
Area Air District screening criteria for providing a conservative estimation of project-level criteria
pollutants (Draft EIR Section 3.1, Air Quality, pages 3.1-33 to 3.1-34). Since the proposed project
would meet these screening thresholds, a detailed air quality assessment of operational emissions is
not required as the proposed project would not exceed regional thresholds of significance in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.
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Therefore, this comment does not raise any issues that were not previously discussed in the Draft
EIR and no further response is required.

Response to R.4
The commenter requests information about mitigation to reduce vehicle trips.

As described on page 3.10-16 of the Draft EIR, because of the low number of AM and PM peak-hour
project-generated trips at the project driveways, operational issues related to vehicle queueing
and/or delays are not expected to occur at either project driveway and no mitigation is warranted.

The commenter states that parking is insufficient for residents, visitors, and special events. See
Response to I.6. The City recently amended Title 20 of the Municipal Code to remove citywide
minimum off-street parking requirements, with the exception of single-family properties and areas
where the City has defined contractual agreements regarding parking supply (the proposed project
does not meet these two conditions). As mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation,
page 3.10-17, the proposed project would maintain no-parking zones on Camden Avenue and would
introduce new no-parking zones on Singletree Way to reduce turning movement conflicts. Parking is
not an identified environmental concern under CEQA; as such, this comment will be provided to the
City’s decision-makers for consideration. No further analysis is required.

This commenter raises concerns for school and pedestrian safety, as well as bicycle safety. As
mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, pages 3.10-11 to 3.10-12, the proposed
project would not remove, or impact in any other way, transit, bike, or pedestrian infrastructure or
facilities. Furthermore, the proposed project would reconstruct sidewalks and curbs along the
project frontages on Camden Avenue and Singletree Way. The proposed project would extend the
current sidewalk to be a 12-foot-wide attached sidewalk with tree wells along Camden Avenue and a
10-foot-wide attached sidewalk with tree wells along Singletree Way. The northeast and southeast
corners of the Camden Avenue and Singletree Way intersection would be reconstructed to include
standard ADA-compliant curb ramps, as well as a new crosswalk striped with high-visibility yellow
paint on Singletree Way. These features are consistent with General Plan Policies TR-2.2 and LU-9.1
and would improve safety and access. The commenter does not state how these proposed
improvements could decrease pedestrian safety for Dartmouth Middle School students. Additionally,
the proposed project would be required to provide a fair-share monetary contribution toward the
future Class IV protected bikeway that is planned along Camden Avenue as identified in the San José
Better Bike Plan 2025. The commenter does not state how this could decrease bicycle safety.
Therefore, no further analysis is required.

The commenter states that the proposed project would not fully compensate for the loss of
recreational open space. As noted in Response to |.18, access to the existing sports fields is limited to
Union Little League participants during games and the fields are generally not open for public use. As
such, demolition of the existing recreational fields would not constitute a loss of public open space
but that of private open space limited to recreational sports teams granted access to these facilities.
As discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant, page 4-16, the proposed
project would not provide public open space areas and would not compensate for the loss of open
space resulting from the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would not contribute toward
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the General Plan Parkland standard of 0.0035 acre per person. However, the proposed project is
subject to the City’s Park Impact Fee Ordinance, which would fund the acquisition and development
of parks in the City to serve residents. Therefore, the concerns raised in this comment were fully
addressed in the Draft EIR and no further analysis is required.

Response to R.5
The comment claims that the proposed project violates City Policy MS-11.3 requiring designated

construction haul routes. The comment also claims that the Draft EIR provides insufficient analyses
and mitigation for impacts to local intersection operations at Camden/Blossom Hill Road and
Camden/Singletree Way. The comment concludes by asserting that Appendix H of the Draft EIR does
not analyze guest parking, overflow, or school-related conflicts.

See Response to 1.12. The proposed project would implement a construction management plan for
truck routes, including haul trucks, in accordance with City Standards and City Policy MS-11.3; no
further response is needed.

As noted in the LCI Guidelines, agencies are directed to choose metrics that are appropriate for their
jurisdiction to evaluate the potential impacts of a project in terms of VMT. The change to VMT was
formally adopted as part of updates to the CEQA Guidelines in December 2018. In the City, Council
Policy 5-1, approved on February 27, 2018, and revised on December 6, 2022, establishes VMT as
the threshold for transportation impacts under CEQA. The updated guidelines eliminated the use of
automobile delay metrics such as LOS from determining significant environmental impacts from
vehicle travel. VMT has been identified as the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s
transportation impacts, as projects that result in lower-than-average VMT support goals of reducing
GHG emissions while projects that result in higher than average levels of vehicle travel contribute to
an increasing rate of GHG emissions. Therefore, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR is sufficient
under the CEQA requirements, and no further response is warranted.

Please see Response to R.4 above for a response to the parking concerns and school-related
circulation conflicts raised in this comment.

Response to R.6
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR determined that the GHG and VMT impacts would be

significant and unavoidable.

The conclusions of the Draft EIR will be considered by the City decision-makers in deciding whether
to approve or deny the project. Additionally, as noted in the Draft EIR, implementation of MM
TRANS-2 would reduce project impacts associated with VMT and operational GHG emissions
associated with mobile emissions to the extent feasible. This comment does not provide additional
information that would change the conclusions of the Draft EIR. As such, the concerns raised in this
comment were fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further analysis is required.

Response to R.7
The commenter states that the proposed project is not consistent with the General Plan.
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The Draft EIR Section 3.6, Land Use and Planning, analyzed the proposed project’s consistency with
the General Plan and concluded that the proposed project would be consistent with all of the
applicable policies of the General Plan adopted for various land use planning reasons, including the

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact. Impacts were found to be less than
significant.

See Response to I.2 and Response to Q.3 for information about the Planned Growth Areas and
Builders’ Remedy.
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From: Krist Troquato <kristi_troquato@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2025 6:21 PM

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

Subject: Strong Opposition to Project — File Nos. H23-040 & ER23-251

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

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

To Whom It May Concern,

[ am writing to express my firm opposition to the proposed development
under File Nos. H23-040 & ER23-251. This project poses significant and
unacceptable risks to the safety, livability, and long-term well-being of our
neighborhood. Please add to the final comments in the EIR.

Letter S
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S.2

S.3

S4

S.5

S.6

First and foremost, from a traffic standpoint, the project is unsafe.
Introducing 108 townhouse units into a small, established neighborhood
will create severe congestion, overcrowding of cars, and inevitable cut-
through traffic. Our community was not designed to function as a major
thoroughfare, yet this project would force it to become one. The result will
be increased traffic volumes on streets that children currently use to safely
walk and ride bicycles to school, heightening the danger of accidents and
injuries.

There 1s no realistic or safe plan to accommodate the additional traffic this
project would bring. Without such a plan, our neighborhood will become
an unsafe nightmare for families simply trying to make their way to school,
work, and daily activities. This is not speculation; it is the predictable
outcome of adding such density to a fragile traffic network with limited
ingress and egress.

Additionally, Singletree Way is far too narrow to accommodate cars parked
on both sides along with two-way traffic. We know this from direct
experience during Little League baseball season, when traffic congestion
from the existing sports fields already makes the street difficult and
dangerous to navigate. If this development proceeds, that problem will be
magnified daily, not just seasonally, creating constant hazards for residents,
drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians.

The proposed driveway access points for this project do not make sense in
relation to existing traffic patterns and neighborhood design. Instead of
improving circulation, they will create bottlenecks, confusion, and unsafe
driving conditions that put both residents and through traffic at greater risk.
Poorly planned driveways will worsen sight-line visibility, increase the
likelihood of collisions, and further undermine the safe use of
neighborhood streets.

Beyond the traffic and safety issues, the project threatens to diminish the
character and quality of life in our neighborhood. The loss of open space
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S.6
cont.

S.7

S.8

S.9

S.10

and recreational fields is not just a physical loss, it undermines the health,
social, and environmental value these spaces provide to families and the
community as a whole. Access to open space is already limited in our area,
and further reducing it is short-sighted and irresponsible.

Equally troubling are the project’s demands on already strained resources.
The additional burden on power and water infrastructure is neither
sustainable nor aligned with the City’s long-term goals for responsible
growth. With California experiencing persistent water shortages and power
grid challenges, this development would exacerbate existing resource
pressures.

In sum, this project sacrifices community safety, open space, and
sustainability for density that is ill-suited to this location. At the very
minimum, before any further consideration, the City must require a
comprehensive and independent traffic impact study that addresses safe
routes to school, emergency vehicle access, driveway placement and
circulation, parking overflow, and neighborhood cut-through traffic.
Without such safeguards, approval of this project would be reckless and
unacceptable.

We urge the City to reject this proposal and instead seek alternatives that
preserve open space, respect the scale of the existing neighborhood, and
protect the safety of its residents, especially its children!

Respectfully,
Kristi and George Troquato

Condor Circle, San Jose, 95118

Sent from my iPhone, please excuse any typos or spelling errors!
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City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
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Kristi and George Troquato, August 16, 2025 (Letter S)

Response to S.1

The commenter states their general opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns related to
safety, livability, and long-term wellbeing of the neighborhood.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR and the comment is included in the administrative record. See Topic
Response 1, General Comments; no further response is needed.

Response to S.2
The commenter raises concerns regarding traffic safety, increased congestion, and cut-through traffic

on streets where children currently walk and bike.

The proposed project would have a driveway on Camden Avenue, a major thoroughfare, and on
Singletree Way, a residential street. As noted in the Draft EIR Section 3.10, Transportation, page 3.10-
16, project-generated trips at the proposed project driveway on Singletree Way would include 9
inbound and 18 outbound trips during the AM peak-hour and 21 inbound and 13 outbound trips
during the PM peak-hour. Because of the low number of vehicle trips generated at the proposed
driveways on Singletree Way, operational issues related to vehicle queueing/delays are unlikely,
minimizing the potential for traffic-related hazards.®

Furthermore, as noted on page 3.10-18 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project shall submit a follow-
up site plan identifying no-parking zones immediately adjacent to the project driveway on Singletree
Way as a Condition of Approval to ensure adequate site distance is provided in both directions. A full
summary of the results of the TA can be found in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.

Therefore, as described above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment were
fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further response is needed.

Response to 5.3
The commenter claims that the roadway network is unable to accommodate additional project

traffic, creating safety hazards. The commenter further states that this outcome is predictable given
an existing traffic network with limited ingress and egress.

See Response to S.2. As previously mentioned, the proposed project would result in less than
significant impacts related to vehicle queueing and delays at both project driveways, minimizing
impacts to the surrounding community, which would be further reduced with implementation of no-
parking zones on Singletree Way as a Condition of Approval. No further response is needed.

Response to S.4
The commenter states that Singletree Way is too narrow to accommodate parking on both sides of

the road along with two-way traffic and refers to traffic congestion during Little League season. The

6 Similarly, the Draft EIR discussion reaches the same conclusion for the project-generated trips at the proposed project driveway on
Camden Avenue.
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commenter further states that such conditions would lead to hazards for residents, drivers, cyclists,
and pedestrians.

See Response to S.2. As previously mentioned, the proposed project would result in a low number of
vehicle trips on Singletree Way during both the AM and PM peak-hours, reducing the potential for
traffic hazards. A full summary of the results of the TA can be found in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.
Therefore, as described above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment were
fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further response is needed.

Response to S.5
The commenter claims that the design of the proposed driveway access points is inadequate,

referring to potential bottlenecks, confusion, and unsafe driving conditions, including in relation to
sight-line visibility.

See Response S.2. As previously mentioned, the proposed project would implement no-parking
zones along Singletree Way as a Condition of Approval, reducing impacts to sight-line visibility.
Furthermore, as discussed in pages 3.10-17 through 3.10-18 of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR concluded
that vehicles added by the proposed project would not increase the 95th percentile vehicle queue
lengths during either the AM or PM peak-hours, maintaining adequate vehicle storage and reducing
the potential for bottlenecks. A full summary of the results of the TA can be found in Appendix H of
the Draft EIR.

Therefore, as described above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment were
fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further response is needed.

Response to S.6
The commenter claims that loss of open space and recreational fields would undermine the health,

social, and environmental value these spaces provide to families and the community.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.16, Recreation, page 3.9-16, use of the existing sports fields is limited
to Union Little League participants during games and the fields are not otherwise open for public
use. Furthermore, the proposed project would not affect the availability of existing public green
space and recreational facilities; see Response to [.18.

Therefore, as described above, the concerns raised in this comment were fully addressed in the Draft
EIR and no further response is needed.

Response to S.7
The commenter claims that the proposed project would impose an additional burden on power and
water infrastructure.

As noted in the Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant, page 4-19, the proposed
project would be served by existing utility infrastructure, and the population increase of 309 persons
expected to result from the proposed project is within what was already projected in the City’s
Housing Element. As such, the City has already planned to service this increased population, and the
proposed project would not result in an unsustainable demand on these resources. Therefore, as
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described above, the concerns raised in this comment were fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no
further response is needed.

Response to S.8
The commenter summarizes prior concerns, claiming that the proposed project would result in

negative impacts on community safety, open space, and sustainability because of density unsuitable
for its location.

See Response to Q.3 and Response to S.2 through Response to S.7.

The commenter does not provide specific environmental comments under CEQA or comments
related to the Draft EIR. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided
to the City decision-makers. See Topic Response 1, General Comments; no further response is
needed.

Response to S.9
The commenter states that a traffic impact study be conducted that addresses safe routes to

schools, emergency vehicle access, driveway placement and circulation, parking overflow, and
neighborhood cut-through traffic.

The revised Appendix F of this Final EIR contains a TA and TDM Plan for the proposed project. Pages
21 to 23 of the TA includes a description of the proposed project’s pedestrian network
improvements and traffic calming measures. As noted in the TA, implementation of these
improvements would create a safer environment and promote walking and other forms of
alternative transportation. Therefore, implementation of these improvements would be consistent
with objectives for supporting safe routes to schools. As noted in Response to H.3, the proposed
project would be consistent with City and Fire Department standards for width and turning radii.
Additionally, as previously mentioned in Response to S.2 through Response to S.5, both the
proposed Singletree Way driveway and Camden Avenue Driveway would result in minimal trips
during the AM and PM peak-hours and would be designed to have no-parking zones as a Condition
of Approval. Thus, the proposed project would be designed to reduce impacts on driveway
circulation and neighborhood cut-through traffic.

Therefore, as described above, the concerns and recommendations raised in this comment letter
were fully addressed in the Draft EIR and no further response is needed.

Response to S.10
The commenter urges decision-makers to reject the proposed project and seek alternatives to

preserve existing open space, maintain the scale of the existing neighborhood, and protect
neighborhood residents.

The commenter’s suggestion of substituting the proposed project with reduced density and open
space loss may result in environmental benefits to the project site, as discussed on page 6-5 of the
Draft EIR, Section 6.4.1, Alternative 1—No Project, Retain Existing Use Alternative, and on page 6-6
of the Draft EIR, Section 6.4.2, Alternative 2—Reduced Intensity Alternative. However, these
alternatives would not fully assist the City in satisfying its RHNA for market-rate and below market-
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rate housing units. Furthermore, under CEQA Guidelines Section 21159.26, with respect to a project
that includes housing development, a public agency may not reduce the proposed number of
housing units as a mitigation measure or project alternative for a particular significant effect on the
environment if it determines that there is another feasible specific mitigation measure or project
alternative that would provide a comparable level of mitigation. As previously discussed under
Response to K.3, the proposed project would not affect the availability of public green space and
recreational facilities. As previously discussed under Response to Q.3, the City cannot reject a project
because of inconsistency with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan land use designation if it
did not have a Housing Element determined to be substantially compliant with State law at the time
the project application was submitted. As such, the proposed project would be ineligible to reduce
the number of housing units on-site as mitigation for reduction of potential impacts. The comment
does not identify new or greater environmental impacts than what was already identified in the
Draft EIR and no revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR are required.
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T.2

From: Kristi Troquato <kristi_troquato@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 28, 2025 6:10 PM

To: District 10 <District10@sanjoseca.gov>; Hitchens, Cort <Cort.Hitchens@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: Vote NO on proposed 5670 Camden Ave Residential Project

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

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

Dear Council member Casey, District 10 Leadership Board, and Fellow Constituents, as a long standing resident of the Park
Almaden neighborhood, we respectfully request a “No Project” vote on the proposed 5670 Camden Avenue Residential
Project. Our opposition is based on serious concerns regarding compliance, environmental impacts, traffic, and public
accountability:

The proposed development will add over 200 residents into a neighborhood with only two access points, stressing emergency
response times and evacuation safety. It will require costly new infrastructure when San Jose is already struggling to maintain
existing systems. The project introduces serious environmental and traffic circulation concerns, and because these are market-
rate townhomes, it does not materially contribute to solving California’s housing affordability crisis.

Key Concerns

Letter T
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T.3

T.4
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T.6

T.7

T.8

T.9
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1. Public Safety & Emergency Access

Park Manor has only two points of ingress/egress. Adding over 200 new residents will

make evacuation in emergencies (fires, earthquakes, medical crises) unsafe.

Emergency vehicles may face dangerous delays navigating increased congestion.

2. Infrastructure Burden

The City of San Jose is already struggling to repair failing infrastructure (water mains,

sewage, electrical grid, roads).

This project would require new investments in utilities, sewage, stormwater

management, street lighting, and traffic systems — stretching city resources further. How is PG&E going to address the
added burden on their system? Specifically related to hot days and needing to have rolling brown outs to help conserve power
consumption. This housing project is going to add additional burden to the already, overwhelmed, power grid.

3. Environmental & Construction Impacts

Air quality, dust, noise, and vibrations from construction will negatively affect residents.

Industrial trucks and heavy equipment are unsuited for our narrow neighborhood streets.

Long-term environmental impacts, such as stormwater runoff, have not been adequately addressed.

4. Traffic & Circulation Hazards

A proposed median on Camden Avenue will force right-in/right-out traffic only, pushing

cut-through traffic into Almond Blossom and Singletree Lane.Singletree Lane cannot safely absorb increased traffic volumes
or higher-speed cut-through driving.

Traffic calming and safety plans have not been presented. Our neighbors across Camden and the Montevideo/Oak Canyon
neighborhoods will use the, new traffic light, at Singletree to cut through our quiet neighborhood to make it to the Dartmouth
school location and shopping center down the street, to avoid the very busy intersection of Camden and Blossom Hill. Our
neighborhood is currently a quiet, safe, family friendly neighborhood and serves as a cut through for students biking to
school. The increased traffic will put these student bicyclists at risk and DESTROY our quiet neighborhood.

Not only will the Park Almaden neighborhood have increased traffic from Camden and Singletree, BUT we will also have
increased cut through traffic from Blossom Hill and Park Crest. Our neighborhood will be a much faster way for traffic to
avoid the busy intersection and light at Camden and Blossom Hill. The neighborhood entrance at Blossom Hill and Park
Crest will also become a place for over flow parking for the new baseball fields at Dartmouth, creating more traffic and
congestion.

With this new housing project, both entrances to our neighborhood will be affected with a substantial increase in traffic and
congestion.

5. Misalignment with Housing Needs

California’s housing crisis is not merely a shortage of units, but of affordable and
middle-income housing. These townhomes will likely be priced beyond the reach of the middle-income buyers most impacted
by the crisis.

This project risks worsening inequality rather than addressing the state’s real housing needs.
6. Community Opposition

Park Almaden and Almond Blossom homeowners strongly oppose this development.
The project has not demonstrated alignment with community needs or incorporated
adequate resident input.

Risk Mitigation under Economic Shifts

Given past experience harvesting a large portfolio due to interest rate expectations,
what’s their current risk plan if rates rise again or demand dips? If these homes stay
vacant, this will bring down the market value for our homes that will have an impact
on our neighborhood.

Sustainability & Design

What design standards or sustainability measures do they incorporate (energy
efficiency, green building, walkability, amenities)?

How do these enhancements impact cost vs value in their case studies?

2. Regulatory / Zoning / Community Engagement

New housing was just built on Camden Ave (homes were just put on the market, this
is going to increase the traffic that turns into a safety concern for our neighborhood.
There has not been a study done yet since homes have not been sold. (this is a block
away from this new proposed housing project). The City of San Jose is increasing the
safety of our neighborhood.

What is the demand for new housing in our neighborhood as I stated, middle income
buyers will be pushed out of this proposed housing project.
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Conclusion

The 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project will overburden our family friendly neighborhood without delivering
meaningful solutions to California’s housing affordability crisis and creates huge liability to our quiet neighborhood. I urge
the Planning Commission and City Council to vote NO on this project and redirect development efforts toward more
appropriate sites where infrastructure, safety, and affordability can be realistically addressed.

Thank you for considering the concerns of the community.
Warmly,
Kristi & George Troquato

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Kristi and George Troquato, September 28, 2025 (Letter T)

Response to T.1

The commenter states that they are opposed to the proposed project. Regarding general opposition
to the proposed project, please see Topic Response 1—General Comments. This comment also
provides a general introduction to the topics covered in the comment letter. Responses to specific
comments are provided below.

Response to T.2
See Response to M.2 for a response regarding emergency response and evacuation, general

environmental impacts, traffic circulation, the cost of new infrastructure, and the cost of the homes.

Response to T.3
See Response to M.3 regarding public safety and emergency access.

Response to T.4
See Response to M.4 regarding utilities.

Response to T.5
See Response to M.5 regarding the general concerns about air quality, dust, noise, and vibrations

from construction, as well as the concerns about industrial trucks and heavy equipment.

Response to T.6
See Response to M.6 regarding traffic impacts.

Response to T.7
See Response to M.6 regarding traffic and parking impacts.

Response to T.8
See Response to M.7 regarding affordable housing.

Response to T.9
The commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed project. This comment will be

provided to the City decision-makers. Regarding general opposition to the proposed project, please
see Topic Response 1—General Comments.

Response to T.10
See Response to M.9 regarding economic concerns.

Response to T.11
See Response to M.10 regarding the proposed project’s sustainability features.

Response to T.12
See Response to M.11 regarding housing demand.

Response to T.13
The commenter provides concluding statements and expresses general opposition to the proposed

project. This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers. Please see Topic Response 1—
General Comments.
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SECTION 4: ERRATA

The following are revisions to the Draft EIR for the 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project. These
revisions are minor modifications and clarifications to the document, and do not change the
significance of any of the environmental issue conclusions within the Draft EIR. The revisions are
listed by page number. All additions to the text are underlined (underlined) and all deletions from
the text are stricken (stricken).

4.1 - Changes in Following Public Review

This section identifies minor revisions, clarifications, and corrections to the Draft EIR made following
the public review period. The changes included herein consist of: (1) revisions made in response to
specific comments received from responsible agencies and members of the public, and (2) minor
edits to address inconsistencies, typographical errors, and clarifications identified during preparation
of the Final EIR. These revisions do not constitute significant new information and do not result in
new or more severe environmental impacts than those disclosed in the Draft EIR. Accordingly,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.

Executive Summary

Page ES-8, Table ES-1 Executive Summary Matrix

In response to CDFW’s comment A.5, the following language has been added to the avoidance and
minimization measure MM BIO-1. These revisions clarify information in the Draft EIR and do not
represent new mitigation or significant new information. This additional language does not change
the conclusion of the Draft EIR.

Section 3.2-Biological Resources

Impact BIO-2: The proposed MM TRANS-2: Impact to Nesting Birds: The Less than significant
project could have a project applicant would implement the following impact with mitigation
substantial adverse effect, measures to avoid impacts to nesting migratory incorporated.

either directly or through birds:

habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-

e Avoidance: Prior to the issuance of any
demolition, grading, and/or building permits

status species in local or (whichever occurs earliest), the project
regional plans, policies, or applicant shall schedule demolition and
regulations, or by the construction activities, including ground
California Department of Fish disturbance and vegetation removal activities,
and Wildlife or United to avoid the nesting season. Tree removal and
States Fish and Wildlife Service. high-noise activities will be scheduled outside

the nesting season where feasible. The
nesting season for most birds, including
raptors in the San Francisco Bay Area, extends
from February 1 through August 31, inclusive.

e Nesting Surveys: If demolition and
construction activities cannot be scheduled
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Section 3.2-Biological Resources

between September 1 and January 31
(inclusive), general pre-construction nesting
bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified
Biologist not more than 7 days prior to
construction activities involving ground
clearing, vegetation removal/trimming, or
building demolition. The surveys shall include
the disturbance area plus a 200-foot buffer
around the site for nesting birds and a 500-
foot buffer for raptors.

Buffer Zones: If active nests (i.e., nests
containing eggs and/or juveniles) are located
during nesting bird surveys, an appropriate
avoidance buffer shall be established within
which no work activity would be allowed that
would impact those nests. The avoidance
buffer shall be established by the qualified
Biologist on a case-by-case basis based on the
species and site conditions. In no case shall
the buffer be smaller than 50 feet for non-
raptor bird species or smaller than 200 feet
for raptor species. Larger buffers may be
required depending on the status of the nest
and the construction activities occurring near
the nest. The buffer area(s) shall be closed to
all construction personnel and equipment
until juveniles have fledged and the nest is
inactive. The qualified Biologist shall confirm
that breeding/nesting is completed and young
have fledged the nest prior to removal of the

buffer. If there are delays in on-site activities
for more than 14 days during the breeding
season, an additional survey shall be required
within 7 days prior to the start of work.
Regulatory Coordination: If active raptor
nests are located within buffer zones, the
project applicant shall consult with the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)/United States Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS).

Pages ES-14 through ES-17, Table ES-1 Executive Summary Matrix

The following edits are made to MM TRANS-2. These edits do not change the conclusion of the Draft
EIR. See further discussion in Section 3.10 Transportation, below.
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Section 3.10-Transportation

Impact TRANS-2: The proposed MM TRANS-2: Prior to issuance of building Significant and

project would conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3
subdivision (b).

occupancy permits, the project applicant shall unavoidable impact.
implement the following mitigation measures to

reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) impacts to

the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works

or the Director’s designee, and submit proof of

compliance documentation for review and

approval to the Director of Planning, Building,

and Code Enforcement or the Directors’

designee:

Pedestrian Network Improvements (MI-05)
Remove pork-chop islands and extend the curb-
lines at the northwest and southwest corners of
the Camden Avenue and Blossom Hill Road
intersection. These improvements weuld will
require a signal modification, including the
replacement of existing signal poles and
associated mast arms and streetlights, and

- ¢ . ion_The .

W ind : . .
Disabilities Act LADA) . .
| T - lard_whi

striped-crosswalks-will-be-upgraded-to signal
improvements (closed-circuit television
monitoring, accessible pedestrian signals, high-
visibility backplates, and cabinet upgrades).

astri - trivers: The

proposed project shall construct new Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps
with truncated domes and install high-visibility
yellow ladder striping on all legs of the
intersection.

A el i€ it is.d ined |
islandremovalatthe CamdenAvenueand
8 il g . ionisinfeasi

”

. - : . \
. . | .

(i I I “CouneilPolicy.5-1
\VIMT-Override Traffic p ) i
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Section 3.10-Transportation

of the Camden-Avenue:

Traffic Calming Measures (MI-04)

e Construct a bulb-out at the northeast corner
of the Camden Avenue and Singletree Way
intersection, directional ADA compliant curb
ramps at both the northeast and southeast
corners of the intersection, and a yellow-
striped crosswalk on Singletree Way.

e Extend the raised median island on Camden
Avenue south to Singletree Way
(approximately 150 feet).

Transit-Access-hmprovements Increase Transit
Accessibility

Relocate the existing near side Santa Clara Valley
Transit Authority (VTA) bus stop along
westbound Blossom Hill Road to the far side of
the intersection (west side of Camden Avenue).
Improvements include construction of a new
concrete bus pad, and installation of a new
standard metal bench and bus shelter. Fhe

I . .
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Section 3.10-Transportation

Parking and TDM Ordinance

The TDM Plan for the project has additional

measures to meet the City Parking TDM

requirements. The TDM Plan includes the

following measures from the Transportation

Analysis prepared for the project and shall be

implemented prior to issuance of the Certificate

of Occupancy. Compliance shall be coordinated

with the Director of Public Works or the

Director’s designee, and then the project

proponent shall submit proof of compliance

documentation for review and approval to the

Director of Planning, Building, and Code

Enforcement or the Directors’ designee:

e Provide Residential Street Improvements (Ml-
04)

e Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements
(M1-05)

e Right-size Off-site Vehicle Parking Supply (PK-
01)

e Provide End of Trip Bike Facilities (PK-02)

e Provide School Pool Program (TP-01)

e Provide Education, Marketing and Outreach
Program (TP-04)

e Provide Ride Share Program (TP-13)

FirstCarbon Solutions

https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5949/59490001/EIR/7 - Final EIR/59490001 Sec04-00 Errata.docx

45



Errata

City of San José—5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project
Final EIR

Section 3.10-Transportation

Chapter 1 Introduction

e Provide Targeted Behavioral Intervention (TP-
15)

e Provide Voluntary Travel Behavior Change
Program (TP-18)

Council Policy 5-1 VMT Impact Override Traffic
Offset Payment

Prior to issuance of building occupancy permits,
the project proponent shall Pay pay the VMT
Impact Overriding Fraffie Offset payment for the
proposed 108 townhome residential units.

In coordination with the City, the project
proponent will implement the following
improvements prior to building occupancy in lieu
of VMT Impact Overriding Offset payment. Fhe

2025 trat $3 002 ticated

trafficfee payment: The improvements will

include the following:

e Construct a new traffic signal at the Camden
Avenue/Singletree Way intersection with new
crosswalks and-bulb-euts along Camden
Avenue.

Page 1-1, Section 1.1.1 Overview

The following minor edits are being made:

The 5670 Camden Avenue Residential Project (proposed project), located at 5670 Camden
Avenue in the City of San José, California, consists of the removal of existing sports fields and

associated structures and improvements, and the development of 108 townhouse units

spread over 32 buildings. Twenty of the buildings would contain three units (3-plex), while
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the other 12 buildings would contain four units (4-plex). A total of 22 8 units would be
maintained as Extremely Low-Income Dwelling Units. These Extremely Low-Income Dwelling
Units would not be clustered in one building; rather they would be mixed with the market-
rate units and be located in multiple buildings throughout the project site.

Chapter 2 Project Description

Page 2-13, Section 2.1.3 Surrounding Land Uses
In response to Valley Water comment D.5, the following minor edit is made:

East

To the east, the project site is bound by residential development along Blossom Park Lane. A

Santa-Clara-Valey- Water District-easement-Valley Water fee title property is located over and

east of Blossom Park Lane, with additional residential uses beyond it.

Chapter 2 Project Description
Pages 2-23 to 2-24, Section 2.2 Project Characteristics, Off-Site Improvements

The following edits are made. See further discussion in Section 3.10 Transportation, below.
Off-site improvement elements of the TDM plan would include the following:

e Residential street improvements
- Bulb-out at the northeast corner of Camden Avenue and Singletree Way
- ADA-compliant curb ramps at the northeast and southeast corners of the
intersection
- A vyellow-striped crosswalk on Singletree Way
e Pedestrian network improvements at the Camden Avenue and Blossom Hill Road
intersection
- Signal modifications
- Removing the pork chop islands at the northwest and southwest corners
Extending the curb lines at the northwest and southwest corners

- Replacing existing signal poles, mast arms, and streetlights
- Installing high-visibility yellow striping on all legs of the intersection
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Chapter 2 Project Description
Page 2-28, Section 2.4.1 Discretionary and Ministerial Actions and Section 2.4.2 Trustee
Agencies

The following minor edit is made:

2.4.1-Discretionary and Ministerial Actions

Discretionary approvals and permits are required by the City of San José for implementation
of the proposed project. The proposed project would require the following discretionary
approvals and actions, including:

e Site Development Permit
e Tentative Map

Subsequent ministerial actions would be required for the implementation of the proposed
project, including issuance of grading and building permits and other Public Works
clearances.

2.4.2—Responsible and Trustee Agencies

A number of other agencies, in addition to the City of San José, will serve as Responsible and
Trustee Agencies, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 and Section 15386,
respectively. This Draft EIR will provide environmental information to these agencies and
other public agencies, which may be required to grant approvals or coordinate with other
agencies, as part of project implementation. These agencies may include, but are not limited
to, the following:

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Section 3.2 Biological Resources

Page, 3.2-20 through 3.2-21, Section 3.2.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Impact
BIO-1)

In response to CDFW’s comment A.5, the following language has been added to the avoidance and
minimization measure MM BIO-1. These revisions clarify information in the Draft EIR and do not
represent new mitigation or significant new information. This additional language does not change
the conclusion of the Draft EIR.

MM BIO-1 Impacts to Nesting Birds: The project applicant would implement the following
measures to avoid impacts to nesting migratory birds:

¢ Avoidance: Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, and/or building
permits (whichever occurs earliest), the project applicant shall schedule
demolition and construction activities, including ground disturbance and
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vegetation removal activities, to avoid the nesting season. Tree removal and high-

noise activities will be scheduled outside the nesting season where feasible. The

nesting season for most birds, including raptors in the San Francisco Bay Area,
extends from February 1 through August 31, inclusive.

Nesting Surveys: If demolition and construction activities cannot be scheduled
between September 1 and January 31 (inclusive), general pre-construction nesting
bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified Biologist not more than 7 days prior
to construction activities involving ground clearing, vegetation removal/trimming,
or building demolition. The surveys shall include the disturbance area plus a 200-
foot buffer around the site for nesting birds and a 500-foot buffer for raptors.
Buffer Zones: If active nests (i.e., nests containing eggs and/or juveniles) are
located during nesting bird surveys, an appropriate avoidance buffer shall be

established within which no work activity would be allowed that would impact
those nests. The avoidance buffer shall be established by the qualified Biologist on
a case-by-case basis based on the species and site conditions. In no case shall the
buffer be smaller than 50 feet for non-raptor bird species or smaller than 200 feet
for raptor species. Larger buffers may be required depending on the status of the
nest and the construction activities occurring near the nest. The buffer area(s)
shall be closed to all construction personnel and equipment until juveniles have
fledged and the nest is inactive. The qualified Biologist shall confirm that
breeding/nesting is completed and young have fledged the nest prior to removal
of the buffer. If there are delays in on-site activities for more than 14 days during
the breeding season, an additional survey shall be required within 7 days prior to
the start of work.

Regulatory coordination: If active raptor nests are located within buffer zones,
the project applicant shall consult with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW)/United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Section 3.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Page 3.4-19 to 3.4-20, Section 3.4.6 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Impact GHG-1

The following edits are made. See further discussion in Section 3.10 Transportation, below.

VMT impact: As detailed in Section 3.9, Transportation, residents of the proposed project
would generate 13.51 VMT per capita daily as estimated by the City’s VMT Evaluation Tool,
which exceeds the residential threshold of 11.39 daily VMT per capita. The proposed project
would implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan as per MM TRANS-2,
which would include a comprehensive list of TDM measures, including the following Tier 2

multimodal infrastructure improvements and-Fier4-programmatic TDM-strategies aimed at

reducing the project VMT impact to the extent possible:

e Pedestrian network improvements
e Traffic calming measures
e Transit access improvements

o Schoolpoolprogram

FirstCarbon Solutions
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- Voluntarytravel-behaviorchange program

Page 3.4-20, Section 3.4.6 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Impact GHG-1
The following edit is made. See further discussion in Section 3.10 Transportation, below.

With the implementation of the TDM mitigation measures above, the City’s VMT Evaluation Tool
estimates that impacts to VMT would be reduced to 427 13.51 VMT per capita. Because project
VMT would remain above the City’s threshold with mitigation, VMT impacts are considered
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the proposed project is not consistent with the third design
element.

Section 3.10 Transportation

Page 3.10-3, Section 3.10.3 Regulatory Framework

The following minor edit is made:

Senate Bill 743

In November 2017, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), currently the
Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (LCl), released a technical advisory
containing recommendations regarding the assessment of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT),

proposed thresholds of significance, and potential mitigation measures for lead agencies to
use while implementing the required changes contained in Senate Bill (SB) 743. Also in
November 2017, OPR released the proposed text for Section 15064.3, “Determining the
Significance of Transportation Impacts,” which summarized the criteria for analyzing
transportation impacts for land use projects and transportation projects and directs lead
agencies to “choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT,
including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in
any other measure.” OPR recommends that for most instances a per service population
threshold should be adopted, and that a 15 percent reduction below that of existing
development would be a reasonable threshold.

Section 3.10 Transportation

Pages 3.10-13 through 3.10-16, Section 3.10.6 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
Impact TRANS-2

Following the close of public circulation of the Draft EIR, City staff and the applicant continued
coordination regarding the implementation and long-term enforceability of the draft transportation-
related mitigation measures. Per Council Policy 5-1 (Transportation Analysis Policy), applicants must
mitigate project VMT to the maximum extent feasible and then provide an override payment for
VMT that cannot be mitigated. As a result of the on-going coordination, it was determined that
monitoring for the implementation of long-term programmatic TDM measures after building
occupancy may be infeasible by the future Homeowner’s Association, and non-compliance could
result in potential future penalties under Council Policy 5-1. Accordingly, the programmatic TDM
components were removed from MM TRANS-2 and replaced with a higher VMT Impact Overriding
Offset payment that would provide measurable and enforceable benefits to the surrounding
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transportation network. While removing the programmatic TDM measures from MM TRANS-2
increases the proposed project's mitigated VMT from 12.7 to 13.51 per capita, the proposed project
would still have a significant and unavoidable VMT impact that requires a statement of overriding
consideration by City Council since the project cannot mitigate its VMT below the City's VMT per
capita threshold of 11.39. In-lieu of implementing programmatic TDM measures, the project would
still meet the requirements of Council Policy 5-1 by providing a larger VMT Impact Overriding Offset
payment and constructing multimodal transportation improvements that would benefit the
surrounding community.

Therefore, the revised mitigation approach does not introduce a new significant impact, does not
increase the severity of a previously mitigated impact from less than significant to significant, and
does not result in a new feasible mitigation measure being omitted or alter any conclusions
published in the Draft EIR. Instead, it refines the method of compliance with Council Policy 5-1 by
emphasizing enforceable, one-time infrastructure improvements and a larger VMT Impact
Overriding Offset payment, rather than reliance on long-term programmatic measures. As such, the
changes represent a refinement of mitigation strategy rather than a substantive change to the
environmental analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR and no recirculation is required to address this
refinement.

Accordingly, the proposed project plans would adhere to MM TRANS-2 and would
implement a TDM Plan to mitigate the VMT impact. The TDM Plan includes beth hardscape

multimodal improvements and-programmaticmeasures related to the following topics:

e Pedestrian Network Improvements
e Traffic Calming Measures
e Transit Access Improvements

o School-Pool-Program
- VoluntaryTravel BehaviorChange Program

Based on the City’s VMT Evaluation Tool, implementing the proposed mitigation measures
described above would lower the project VMT to 327 13.51 VMT per capita. Since the
project VMT would remain above the City’s threshold of 11.39 VMT per capita with
mitigation, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable VMT impact.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation
Potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

MM TRANS-2  Prior to issuance of building occupancy permits, the project applicant shall
implement the following mitigation measures to reduce Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) impacts to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works or
the Director’s designee, and submit proof of compliance documentation for
review and approval to the Director of Planning, Building, and Code
Enforcement or the Directors’ designee:
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Pedestrian Network Improvements (MI-05)

Remove pork-chop islands and extend the curb-lines at the northwest and
southwest corners of the Camden Avenue and Blossom Hill Road
intersection. These improvements weuld will require a signal modification,
including the replacement of existing signal poles and associated mast arms
and streetlights, and

H ncwwith NDicahilitiac A ADA ompblian h mB

be-upgraded-te signal improvements (closed-circuit television monitoring,
accessible pedestrian signals, high-visibility backplates, and cabinet

upgrades).

’

more-visibleto-drivers: The proposed project shall construct new Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps with truncated domes and
install high-visibility yellow ladder striping on all legs of the intersection.

Traffic Calming Measures (MI-04)

e Construct a bulb-out at the northeast corner of the Camden Avenue and
Singletree Way intersection, directional ADA compliant curb ramps at
both the northeast and southeast corners of the intersection, and a
yellow-striped crosswalk on Singletree Way.

e Extend the raised median island on Camden Avenue south to Singletree
Way (approximately 150 feet).

Fransit-Access-improvements Increase Transit Accessibility

Relocate the existing near side Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority (VTA) bus
stop along westbound Blossom Hill Road to the far side of the intersection
(west side of Camden Avenue). Improvements include construction of a new
concrete bus pad, and installation of a new standard metal bench and bus
shelter. i i isti
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Parking and TDM Ordinance

The TDM Plan for the project has additional measures to meet the City
Parking TDM requirements. The TDM Plan includes the following measures
from the Transportation Analysis prepared for the project and shall be
implemented prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. Compliance
shall be coordinated with the Director of Public Works or the Director’s
designee, and then the project proponent shall submit proof of compliance

documentation for review and approval to the Director of Planning, Building,

and Code Enforcement or the Directors’ designee:

Provide Residential Street Improvements (MI-04)

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements (MI-05)
Right-size Off-site Vehicle Parking Supply (PK-01)

Provide End of Trip Bike Facilities (PK-02)

Provide School Pool Program (TP-01)

Provide Education, Marketing and Outreach Program (TP-04)
Provide Ride Share Program (TP-13)

Provide Targeted Behavioral Intervention (TP-15)

Provide Voluntary Travel Behavior Change Program (TP-18)

FirstCarbon Solutions
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Council Policy 5-1 VMT Impact Override Fraffie Offset Payment

Prior to issuance of building occupancy permits, the project proponent shall
Pay pay the VMT Impact Overriding Traffic Offset payment for the proposed
108 townhome residential units.

In coordination with the City, the project proponent will implement the
following improvements prior to building occupancy in lieu of VMT Impact
Overriding Offset payment.
rritigated VIMT ber resid

nt and-i ubiec o-ah-ahhud -V_,:.n.

i idi j . The improvements will include
the following:

e Construct a new traffic signal at the Camden Avenue/Singletree Way
intersection with new crosswalks and-butb-euts along Camden Avenue.

Chapter 4 Effects Found not to be Significant

Page, 4-2, Section 4.1.1 Aesthetics, Impact Discussion (c)
The following minor edit is made:

The R-M zoning district requires a minimum 10-foot front yard setback, 5-foot side yard
setback, and 25-foot rear yard setback. The proposed project would have a front yard
setback of 10 feet; side yard setbacks of 30.8 feet; and a rear yard setback of 11.9 feet. The
proposed rear yard setback would not be consistent with the minimum rear yard setback of
25 feet. However, the proposed project would include 22 8 units (28 7 percent) that would
be deed-restricted to extremely lower-income households. In accordance with Government
Code Section 65915, the proposed project qualifies for up to two incentives or concessions.
The proposed project is requesting a waiver pursuant to Government Code Section 65915
for the rear yard setback. As such, with the inclusion of the waivers consistent with
Government Code Section 65915, the proposed project would not conflict with the City’s
Municipal Code.

Chapter 4 Effects Found not to be Significant

Page 4-12, Section 4.1.5 Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact Discussion (b)
In response to Valley Water comment D.6, the following minor edit is made:

The project site is within the Santa Clara Groundwater basin, which is managed by the-Santa
Clara-Valley-Water ManagementBistrict Valley Water.
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Chapter 4 Effects Found not to be Significant

Page, 4-12, Section 4.1.5 Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact Discussion (d)
In response to Valley Water comment D.7, the following minor edit is made:

The project site is approximately 22.7 miles from the Pacific Ocean and is not near any other
large body of water; therefore, the project site is not at risk of inundation from a tsunami or
seiche. The project site is within an area of undetermined but possible flood hazard.

The footnote for this statement is also revised per Valley Water comment D.7. Note that the
comment refers to “Footnote 140 and 141.” However, the correct footnote number for this
statement is 9.

° Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2024. Floed-Map-Service-Center FIRM
Map 06085C0382H, effective on May 18, 2009. Website:

https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=2130%20Dry%20Creek%20Rd%2C%20
san%20jose%2C%20c. Accessed October 1, 2025. September13,2024-

Chapter 4 Effects Found not to be Significant
Page, 4-13, Section 4.1.5 Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact Discussion (e)

In response to Valley Water comment D.4, the following discussion of the proposed project’s
consistency with Valley Water’s 2021 Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) is added. This
consistency analysis does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR.

In June 2024, Valley Water’s 2021 Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) was approved
by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). The GWMP has the goal to manage
groundwater to ensure sustainable supplies, avoid land subsidence, and aggressively protect
groundwater from the threat of contamination. The strategies involve: (1) Managing
groundwater in conjunction with surface water; (2) Implementing programs to protect and
promote groundwater quality; (3) Maintaining and developing adequate groundwater
models and monitoring networks; and (4) working with regulatory and land use agencies to
protect recharge areas, promote natural recharge, and prevent groundwater
contamination.?

The project site sits on the Santa Clara Subbasin in the Santa Clara Confined area. The Santa
Clara Plain has two hydrogeologic areas, the recharge (unconfined) and confined areas. The
confined area is located in the central portion of the basin where a laterally extensive, low
permeability aquitard restricts the vertical flow of groundwater and contaminants. This
major aquitard varies in thickness from 20 to 100 feet and typically occurs at depths
between 100 to 200 feet below ground surface, separating shallow and principal aquifer
zones. Shallow aquifer zones generally refer to aquifers that occur within 150 feet of ground
surface, while principal aquifer zones generally occur at depths below 150 feet. Generally,
the shallow aquifer is not used for water supply. The primary confined aquifers exist at
depths between 200 and 1,000 feet.2

! Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water). 2021. 2021 Groundwater Management Plan for the Santa Clara and Llagas
Subbasins. Website: https://www.valleywater.org/your-water/where-your-water-comes/groundwater/sustainable. November.
2 |bid.
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A hydrological study was conducted for the proposed project by Hanna-Brunetti in
September 2023 and found that the proposed project would increase impervious surface
area from 13,245 square feet to 220,296 square feet. The project site has soil that is clayey
sand with gravel, which has relatively high infiltration rates ranging from 12 inches per hour
(in/hr) to 21.6 in/hr, according to the soils report completed by Baez Geotechnical Group.
However, as the project site is located on the confined subbasin that does not allow for
principal aquifer recharge from vertical water flow, the covering of the high infiltration soils
with impervious areas would not inhibit the recharge of the aquifer.2

This hydrological study also focused on using the Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) to
evaluate the existing Treatment Control Measures (TCMs) and find flow rates. The TCMs
currently filter and treat stormwater in the area and would be used for the proposed project
as well. The proposed project would build two Drainage Management Areas (DMAs) that
connect to TCM 1 and TCM 2. Runoff from the project site would fall into DMA 1 and DMA 2,
where it would then direct into the TCM 1 and TCM 2. The DMA's soil is clayey sand with
gravel and relatively high infiltration rates ranging from 12 in/hr and 21.6 in/hr. The study
evaluated whether the TCMs would be able to handle the increased flow and have the
appropriate capacity to ensure the water is properly treated. The study concluded that the
proposed stormwater treatment facilities would adequately handle and treat stormwater at
the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in overflow that would
become contaminated or polluted and affect groundwater.

The GWMP has a primary focus of not depleting groundwater supplies. While the proposed
project would not use groundwater in its construction as mentioned earlier, it would use a
steady supply of water every day during its operation. In 2024, the Santa Clara Plain had an
inflow of 63,900 acre-feet of groundwater and an outflow of 67,300, resulting in a 19,600
decrease in groundwater storage.? In 2024, San José City residents used an average of 64.32
gallons per person per day (GPPD).2 The proposed project would generate approximately 309
people, which would equal approximately 19,874.88 gallons per day or approximately 22.26
acre-feet per year. This represents approximately an 0.03 percent increase from 2024’s
groundwater demand. This is an incremental increase in water use.

The City of San José has a water conservation goal of 42 GPPD, with a 2024 benchmark goal
of 57 GPPD. While the City is short of its 2024 goal, the City has still improved in the last 5
years, having dropped from 73.63 GPPD to 64.32 GPPD. This means that the City has reduced
water demand by approximately 10,110.36 acre-feet from 2020 to 2025.8 The proposed
project’s incremental increase of 22.26 acre-feet per year would not counteract or

3 Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water). 2021. 2021 Groundwater Management Plan for the Santa Clara and Llagas

Subbasins. Website: https://s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/valleywater.org.us-west-1/s3fs-public/2021 GWMP.pdf November.

4 _Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water). 2025. Water Year 2024 Groundwater Report for the Santa Clara and Llagas

Subbasins. Website: https://s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/valleywater.org.us-west-1/s3fs-

public/WY 2024%20Report%20for%20Santa%20Clara%20and%20Llagas%20Subbasins.pdf. Accessed October 1, 2025

5 City of San José. 2025. Water: Residential Use. Website: https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-

offices/energy/climate-smart-san-jose/climate-smart-data-dashboard/water-residential-water-use. Accessed October 1, 2025.

5 (9.31 GPPD x 969,491 Population x 365 days) = 3.29 Billion GPY converts to 10,110.36 AF
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negate this general trend of water usage decreasing. Therefore, considering City use trends
and goals of reducing water usage compared to the proposed project’s incremental increase
of water usage, the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies.

As the project would not deplete groundwater, would not interfere with groundwater
recharge, and would treat runoff to prevent pollution, the proposed project aligns with the
strategies of the GWMP.

The proposed project would adhere to the City’s Standard Permit Condition: Construction-
Related Water Quality and would not conflict with any applicable water quality control plans.
Therefore, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

and-treatstormwaterat-the-projectsite-Therefore, compliance with General Plan policies,
the GWMP, and adherence to City’s Standard Permit Conditions would ensure impacts
related to hydrology and water quality would not be significant.

Chapter 5 Other CEQA Considerations

Page 5-2, Section 5.2.1 Direct Population Growth

The following minor edit is made:

The proposed project consists of the construction of 108 townhouse units and associated
infrastructure. The proposed project would include 86 100 market-rate, and 22 8 affordable,
multi-family residential units, thereby providing 208 7 percent of the units for lower-income
households.

Chapter 6 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Page 6-9, Section 6.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

The following minor edit is made:

Beyond the No Project, Retain Existing Use Alternative, the Reduced Intensity Alternative
would be the next most environmentally superior alternative. However, while impacts
associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be reduced compared to the
proposed project, this alternative would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts of the proposed project or any of the potentially significant impacts, would require
the same mitigation measures and standard permit conditions as the proposed project.
Additionally, this alternative would develop 2% 19 {49-percent} fewer market rate residences
and 14 2 {64-percent) fewer affordable unites units than the proposed project, and would,
therefore, not achieve the underlying purpose or project objectives to the same extent as
the proposed project.
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SECTION 5: CONCLUSION

In the preparation of this document, the City has carefully reviewed each comment letter and
considered the concerns raised in each. The City has concluded that the comments received on the
Draft EIR did not raise any new issues about the proposed project’s environmental impacts or
provide information indicating the proposed project would result in new environmental impacts or
impacts substantially greater in severity than disclosed in the Draft EIR. No new information or
substantial evidence of a new or more severe impact were provided in the comments that would
change the impact discussions or conclusions of the Draft .! Minor clarifications were added to the
text of the EIR (refer to Section 4, Errata). The text revisions do not constitute a “substantial revision”
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 and recirculation of the EIR is not required.

1 Substantial evidence includes “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (Public
Resources Code [PRC] § 21082.2). It does not include “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which
is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by,
physical impacts on the environment” (PRC § 21082.2).
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