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Mr. Darryl Boyd

City of San José

801 North First Street, Room 400
San José, CA 95110-1795

Dear Mr. Boyd:
PP 05-102 — Coyote Valley Specific Plan Project — Notice of Preparation (NOP)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation in the
environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the NOP and
have the following comments to offer.

Our primary concern with the project is the potentially significant impact it may have to
traffic volume and congestion. In order to address our concerns regarding the proposed
development, we recommend a traffic impact analysis be prepared. We encourage the
City to coordinate preparation of the traffic study with our office. The traffic impact
analysis should include, but not be limited to the following:

1. Information on the project's traffic impacts in terms of trip generation, distribution,
and assignment. The assumptions and methodologies used in compiling this
information should be addressed.

2. Current Average Daily Traffic (ADT), AM, and PM peak hour volumes on all
significantly affected streets, highway segments, intersections and ramps.

3. Schematic illustration of the traffic conditions for: 1) existing, 2) existing plus master
plan, and 3) cumulative for the intersections in the master plan area.

4. Calculation of cumulative traffic volumes should consider all traffic-generating

developments, both existing and future, that would affect the State Highway facilities
being evaluated.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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5. Mitigation measures should consider highway and non-highway improvements and
services. Special attention should be given to the development of alternate solutions to
circulation problems that do not rely on increased highway construction.

6. All mitigation measures proposed should be fully discussed, including financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and lead agency monitoring.

We recommend you utilize Caltrans’ “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact
Studies”  which can  be  accessed from the following  webpage:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf

Please be advised that any work or traffic control within the State right-of-way (ROW)
will require an encroachment permit from the Department. To apply for an encroachment
permit, submit a completed encroachment permit application, environmental
documentation, and five (5) sets of plans (in metric units) which clearly indicate State
ROW to the following address:

Mr. Sean Nozzari, District Office Chief
Office of Permits
California Department of Transportation, District 04
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94623-0660

An encroachment permit application and instructions can be located at the following web
address: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/permits/applications/index.html

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please
call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510) 286-5535.

Smcerely,

TIMOTH SABLE
District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Mena, Michael

From; Boyd, Darryl

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2005 2:16 PM

To: ‘Dawn Cameron'; Yakubu, Salifu

Cc: Mike Griffis; Jodi Starbird (E-mail); Mena, Michael
Subject: RE: CVSP NOP

Our understanding from our economists is that the only job sectors not included in this terminology
are Government and Retail jobs. In other words, industry driving and business support + government
+ retail = (approx) 100% of the jobs anticipated. | hope this answers your question. If not, please let
me know. Thanks for your interest.

Darryl D. Boyd, AICP

Principal Planner

City of San Jose, CA

Dept. of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
Voice - (408) 277-8513; Main (408) 277-4576
email: darryl.boyd@sanjoseca.gov

WE'RE MOVING

As of August 22, 2005, our new address will be:
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jose, CA 95113

-----Original Message-----

From: Dawn Cameron [mailto:dawn.cameron@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2005 12:41 PM

To: Boyd, Darryl; Yakubu, Salifu

Cc: Mike Griffis

Subject: CVSP NOP

Darryl and Sal:

The County Roads and Airports Department is working on its comments on the NOP and we have a
question of clarification we hope you will answer: The NOP says 50,000 industry-driving and
business support jobs. This is the first time we’ve seen “business support” used as part of the
50,000. What is meant by business support — what types of jobs does it include? Does the 50,000
therefore include all jobs necessary to support a work place (e.g., security, janitorial services,
landscape maintenance workers, etc.) in addition to the professional staff, secretaries, mailroom
employees, etc.?

Dawn Cameron
Consulting Transportation Planner
County Roads and Airports Department



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Juan Bautista de Anza Nationai Historic Trail
1111 Jackson, Suite 700

Oakland, California 94607 E C E , V
510 817-1438

JUN1§ 2005
OSE
Junie 14, 2005 PLANNING Division
Mr. Darryl Boyd

Principal Planner

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

801 North First Street, Room 400

San Jose, CA 95110-1795

SUBJECT: Response to NOP for Coyote Valley Specific Plan Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Boyd,

Thank you for the Public Scoping Meeting Notice and Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
Coyote Valley Specific Plan Draft EIR dated June 1, 2005. Unfortunately I will be out of town
on National Park Service (NPS) Anza Trail related business on June 21 and 22. Please accept
this letter as the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail’s input on the EIR analysis for
the proposed development in Coyote Valley.

As background, the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail is a 1,200 mile long trail
running from Nogales, Arizona to the San Francisco Bay area. The Anza Trail, in part,
commemorates the Anza expedition and the settlement of San Francisco. The historic route of
the trail passes through Santa Clara County and San Jose. Along with an historic corridor, the
Anza Trail also has a recreational component, and the intent is to have a continuous multi-use
recreational trail along the entire Anza route. The recreational route has to meet the
certification requirements of the Anza Trail, including safety requirements for hikers, bikers,
and equestrians.

The Anza Trail alignment is a regional trail connection that is included in the City of San
Jose’s and County of Santa Clara’s respective planning documents. The City of San Jose’s
General Plan (Horizon 2000) identifies a network of citywide trails and pathways corridors in
the Scenic Routes and Trails Diagram where the City’s trails system is intended to provide
many important access links to regional parks and open spaces in or adjoining the City. The
citywide trails network also provides for the needs of hikers, equestrians and bicyclists via the
most feasible and accessible routes through the urban areas. In addition, the City of San Jose’s
approved Strategic Plan, The Greenprint, identifies proposed trails network within Coyote
Valley (Council District 2), which includes several cross-valley trail connections along Palm



Avenue (Urban Reserve/Greenbelt boundary), Laguna Avenue, Bailey Avenue and Fisher
Creek.

In accordance with the 1995 Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update
(CTMP) that the County Board of Supervisors adopted as part of the General Plan, Bailey
Avenue was designated as a cross-valley trail that connected the Anza Trail alignment from
the Coyote Creek Trail (within Coyote Creek County Park on the east side of Highway 101) to
Santa Teresa County Park (on the west-side of Highway 101). However, the development of
the Bailey Avenue interchange and U.S. Highway 101 overcrossing did not take into account
the Anza Trail alignment and eliminated that potential route as a linking segment for the Anza
Trail. A letter was sent on April 5, 2000 by then Trail Superintendent Meredith Kaplan
outlining NPS concerns. In 2001, the City of San Jose signed an agreement with Santa Clara
County in which the City agreed to develop a new separate, multi-use linking segment of the
Anza Trail through the Coyote Valley Research Park (CVRP) development area, as partial
compensation for an easement across Coyote Creek County Park to facilitate the Bailey
Avenue Interchange construction. The trail is intended to accommodate hikers, bikers and
equestrians.

The Bailey Avenue Overcrossing Agreement proposes to locate a new, separate trail crossing
via Coyote Valley Parkway for a safe and uninterrupted connection of the Anza Trail
alignment from Coyote Creek County Park to the west side of Monterey Road. This
alignment would continue on the “Campus Trail” within the North Coyote Campus Industrial
Area and along Santa Teresa Boulevard to Santa Teresa County Park. The NPS supports this
route with the reiteration that it needs to handle multiple uses, including horses. If there are
better trail route options available, the NPS is willing to discuss the City’s proposal for a
feasible and optimum Anza Trail route. However any such change will have to be mutually
agreed upon by the NPS, Santa Clara County, and the City of San Jose and will require an
amendment to the 2001 agreement between the City of San Jose, County of Santa Clara and
the Coyote Valley Research Park, LLC. Group.

The NPS appreciates the support of San Jose in the development of recreational route
segments that will meet Anza Trail needs well into the future. We look forward to working
with the City of San Jose in completing this important link through Coyote Valley
development.

Sincerely,

Ly pf

Stanley C. Bond, Jr., Ph.D.
Superintendent

Attachment: April 5, 2000 Letter from Superintendent Meredith Kaplan, National Park
Service Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail Program

Ce: Lisa Killough, Director, Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation Departiment



Mark Frederick, Manager of Planning & Real Estate, Santa Clara County Parks &
Recreation Department

Mayor Ron Gonzales, City of San Jose City Council, CVSP Task Force Chair

Council Member Forrest Williams, City of San Jose City Council (District 2), CVSP Task
Force Co-Chair

Council Member Linda J. LeZotte, City of San Jose City Council (District 1)

Council Member Cindy Chavez, City of San Jose City Council (District 3)

Council Member Chuck Reed, City of San Jose City Council (District 4)

Council Member Nora Campos, City of San Jose City Council (District 5)

Council Member Ken Yeager, City of San Jose City Council (District 6)

Office of District 7, City of San Jose City Council

Council Member David D. Cortese, City of San Jose City Council (District 8)

Council Member Judy Chirco, City of San Jose City Council (District 9)

Council Member Nancy Pyle, City of San Jose City Council (District 10)

Supervisor Donald F. Gage, County of Santa Clara Board of Supervisors (District 1)



Umted States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific West Region
Pacific Great Basin Support Office
600 Harrison Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, California 941071372

N REPLY REFER TQ: -

D18(PGSO-PP)
April 5, 2000

Julie E. Caporgno, Senior Planner |

Department of Planning, Building, & Code Enforcement
801 E. First Street, Room 400 -
- San Jose, California 95110~1795 A

‘Dear Ms Caporgno:
“We apprecxatc the opportunity to comment on Draft Env:ronmental Impact Report File No. PDCSH

99-053 (DEIR), Coyote Valley Research Park. Our interest relates to the 1200-mile Juan Bautista de
Anza National Historic Trail (Anza Trail), designated by the U.S. Congress in 1990 and selected as.a

National Millennium Trail in 1999 by Secreta:y of Transportation Rodney Slater and First Lady Hlllary ‘

Rodham Clinton.

The vision for this trail includes a continuous recreation route on or parallel to the historic route from
Nogales, Arizona, to San Francisco. This recreational trail would be achieved by linking, marking, and
interpreting local and regional trails. Iri some counties along the route, accommodating non-motorized
multi-use requires identifying separate recreational route alignments to recognize the needs of different
users. Thisis true for Santa Clara County.

We note that the DEIR (page 37) recognizes the bicycle route proposed along Santa Teresa Boulevard in
the Santa Clara County Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) that could be marked as the Anza Trail. We'
ask that the FEIR note the width of the bicycle lane on the proposed roadway cross-sections (page 19)
and that it be appropnately signed and marked. We would apprec:ate also that markmg of the Juan

_ Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail be included. .

The DEIR also notes that the Master Plan identifies Coyote Creek Reglonal Trail as a portion of the Juan
Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail. The DE!R fails to note two items: 1) the

R-1A route for the Anza Trail identified in the Master Plan, of which the Coyote Creek Regional Trail is
a part, is “a shared use route designed to ensure an equestrian route through the County.” (page 41,
Master Plan, emphasns provided), and 2) the R-1A route turns west from the Coyote Creek Regional
Trail at Bailey Avenue. This Bailey Avenue link is crucial to creating trail continuity for equestrians.

Therefore, the fact that the DEIR specifically finds equestrian access along Bailey Avenue incompatible
with the roadway design (page 38) is a blow to continuity of the 1200-mile Juan Bautista de Anza
National Historic Trail. To reduce the experience of the nationally significant trail to a bicycle lane ona
highly traveled road would be a loss to current and future generations of trail users. The DEIR’s claim
that Bailey Avenue is proposed as a six-lane road with a high volume of traffic and therefore



- Julie E. Caporgno
April 5,2000
Page 2 of 2

inappropriate for equestrian use (page 38) is contradicted by the claim (page 44) that “the proposed
Project includes substantial setbacks and landscaping adjacent to major arterials such as Bailey Avenue.
Therefore, existing views and the character of Bailey Avenue will be maintained (emphasis added)."
Surely, a shared use trail could be developed in such a setback.

The real issue with equestrian use probably stems from the design of the overpasses from U.S. 101. We -
suggest that the City finds itself faced with untenable trail connections because it separated the Bailey
Avenue extension/U.S 101 mterchange project from this proposed Coyote Valley Research Park project.
Had the projects been considered as an integrated whole, as suggested in our December 15 letter to Mr.
Derryberry, trail connections could have been considered as a part-of the vital infrastructure they are,

. rather than as aﬁerthoughts " As it is, even the already approved pedestrian connections from Coyote
Creek along Bailey Avenue to the project are unsafe and unpleasant.

We request that the results of the discussions regarding equestrian access between the City and the
Project Applicant noted in the DEIR (page 38) be included in the final eavironmental inpact report
(FEIR). We are available to participate in those discussions if our participation would be helpful. A
satisfactory shared use trail from the Coyote Creek Regional Trail to and along.Bailey Avenue providing
continuity for the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail should.be a part of the FEIR.

You may contact me by telephone at 415 427-1438, by e-mail at meredith_kaplan@nps.gov, or by mail
at the letterhead address.

Sincerely,

Meredith Kaplan, Superintendent
Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail

cc: Randolph F. Lamb, Vice President, Gibson Speno
John Chambers, Chief Executive Officer, Cisco Systems
Ron Gonzales, Mayor of the City of San José
Mark Linder, Director, San José City Department of Parks, Recreation and Nelghborhood
Services -
Dave Mitchell, Planning Manager, San José City Department of Parks, Recreation and
" Neighborhood Services
Joe Horwedel, Deputy Director, Cnty of San José Department of Planning, Bulldmg, and Code
Enforcement
| Paul Romeéro, Acting Dlrector, Santa Clara County Environmental Resources Agency
I members of the County Planning Commission
Paul Bernal, Amigos de Anza
Phil Valdez, Amigos de Anza



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 34102-3298

June 13, 2005 File No.:183-43
SCH#2005062017

Darryl Boyd BR
City of San Jose _ ECEiVE ;
801 N. First Street JUNTG§2005 B &
San Jose, CA 95110 CITY OF §

N .
PLANNING DIVISIon

Dear Mr. Boyd:
Re: Coyote Valley Specific Plan

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the rail corridor in the County be planned with
the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on
streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This includes considering
pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-
way. Of specific concern is the impact upon the existing at-grade highway-rail crossings at Palm
and Live Oak Avenues.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the County.

If you have any questions in this matter, pleasé call me at (415) 703-2795.
Very truly yours,

7o Mo

Kevin Boles

Utilities Engineer

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

cc: Pat Kerr, UPRR
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cva OF SAN JOSE
Date: 21 June 2005 LANNING DIVISION

File No. 2188.07 (RKM)

Mr. Darryl Boyd

City of San Jose

801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110

Subject: Comments on Notice of Preparation for Coyote Valley Specific Plan
Dear Mr. Boyd,

The following comments on the subject document are intended to provide useful input into the
preparation of an enviromental document that will address key issues related to the impacts of the
project on the beneficial uses of the waters of Coyote Creek and Fisher Creek.

1. Stormwater Impacts

a. The EIR should quantify the impacts of the conversion of land to developed uses
on flows in Coyote Creek adjacent to the project area and downstream of the
project area, including increases in flows and erosive energy for the 2-year, 5-year
and 10 year storms as well as the 50 year event and potential decreases in flows
between storm events

b. The EIR should quantify the impacts of the proposed changes in character and
alignment of Fisher Creek and the additional of detention basins on flows within
Fisher Creek and on Coyote Creek downgtream of the confluence of Fisher Creek
and Coyote Creek.

¢. The EIR should show how C.3 provision for managing the quality and quantity of
stormwater will be assured. -

2. Groundwater Impacts

a. The EIR should conduct modelling studies that indicate the potential impact of
groundwater use on flows in Coyote Creek. This should include pump tests and
geological cross sections necessary to predict the response of flow in the creek to
changes in groundwater elevation. This should examine scenarios involving
current flow conditions/releases from Anderson Dam and future water release
schedules to which the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) is committed
to improve fishery conditions in Coyote Creek.

b. The EIR should quantify the potential impacts (positive and negative) to the
quality of waters in the groundwater basin resulting from percolation of water
from the developed areas.

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area’s waters for over 50 years
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c. The EIR should consider additional policies for the area that would minimize the
waste of water, for example, by the prohibition of cultivation of exotic grasses and
plants and the development of landscaping design guidelines that emphaisze
native plants in public areas, in commercial, industrial areas and in approporaite
portions of residential areas.

3. Habitat Loss and Retention

a. The EIR should consider alternatives to the proposed plan that allow for
additional buffer areas adjacent to Coyote Creek. Buffer widths to be considered
should include the width necessary for restoration/preservation of geomorphic
equilibrium and provide for necessary riparian habitat adjacent to the stream to
assure habitat continuity for wildlife. A

b. The EIR should identify the width of the corridor necessary for restoration of
geomorphic equilibrium, i.e. natural meanders and physical dimensions that
transport sediment without excessive erosion or deposition. This investigation
could be most efficiently and effectively done by building on work already done
by the Santa Clara Valley Water District.

¢. The EIR should clarify the design concepts to be used in assuring the roadway
creek crossings do not affect the meander width or the wildlife continuity corridor
along Coyote Creek. The EIR should consider alternatives to minimize the
number of creek crossings involved with the development.

d. The EIR should should quantify the impacts of any flood plain filling on flow
rates, veolocities, and erosive power that would resutl from any reductions in
flood plain storage, €.g. the filling of 600 acres west of the Monterey Highway and
90 acres to the east of Monterey Highway. The EIR should examine alternatives
that would avoid these impacts to Coyote Creek adjacent to/within the project and
downstream of the project.

If you have clarifying questions about these comments, please contact me at 408-21-4658 or
rmemurtry@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincere

LA K -
% ! |
"Richard K. McMurtry

Senior Watershed Specialist

Cc:
Paul Amato, RWQCB

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area's waters for over 50 years
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Mr. Darryl Boyd

City of San Jose

801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the draft Environmental Impact Report for the Coyote
Valley Specific Plan Project

Dear Mr. Boyd:

I am writing in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Project (CVSP) in Santa Clara County, California.
As you may know, EPA has been participating in the CVSP Biology and Water Quality Subcommittees
to help address issues related to these important components of the CVSP. We appreciate the attempts
the City has made to share information when it becomes available and coordinate amongst a vast array
of stakeholders. We remain concerned, however, that several key issues have not been addressed prior
to this NOP and that the EIR may not reflect sufficient detail on issues such as wetlands and water
quality to be able to move the project forward.

Clean Water Act, Section 404

At an April 4, 2005 Water Quality Subcommittee meeting, EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) requested a rationale for why the environmental document for CVSP will be a
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document and not a National Environmental Protection
Act (NEPA)/CEQA document. The need for compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines of the
Clean Water Act would indicate that a combined Environmental Impact Report and Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) would benefit the project’s schedule; otherwise regulatory agencies may
not have the information necessary to issue federal permits. We believe it is essential for the City to
combine the State and Federal environmental planning and permitting processes for this project by
producing a joint EIR/EIS. By proceeding in this manner, the permitting process can be expedited with
local, state, and federal permitting issues comprehensively addressed and resolved.

HCP/NCCP

As the NOP states in its Biological Resources section, a great number of endangered species
and sensitive habitats exist in the geographic scope of the CVSP. The permitting mechanism for
addressing impacts to these species and habitats is not provided. The potential for coordination with
the concurrent HCP/NCCP in the surrounding area would provide relevant information for the EIR,
especially in evaluating cumulative effects.

Printed on Recycled Paper



Hydrology, Water Quality, and Ecological Resources

Coyote Creek is a valuable riverine and riparian resource. The conceptual maps provided in the
NOP indicate commercial and residential development east of Monterey Highway might encroach upon
Coyote Creek and its riparian corridor. In order to comply with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines to avoid and
minimize impacts to the aquatic ecosystem, the City must disclose and prevent potential adverse effects
resulting from direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Consideration must be given to the siting of
infrastructure so that it will not impact the hydrological regime of Coyote Creek nor the wildlife
corridors. The proposed encroachment into the Coyote Creek corridor and its tributaries is not
acceptable from the standpoint of protecting public health and the environment. A way to reduce or
eliminate impacts to aquatic resources from adjacent land use is to maintain adequate buffers around
the resources. Buffers are vegetated zones located between natural resources and adjacent areas subject
to human alteration. The range of generally appropriate buffer widths is variable depending on the
biological, chemical and physical characteristics of the stream and associated buffer area. Literature
supports buffer widths from a minimum of 100 feet to greater than 350 feet outward from the top of
each bank.

We look forward to a complete delineation of jurisdictional waters and full compliance with
Federal Guidelines promulgated under CWA Section 404(b)(1). If you have any questions or
comments or if we may be of assistance to you as you produce your environmental documents, please
contact Luisa Valiela of my staff at 415-972-3400.

Sincerely,

A T /\,/eu (5,
Tu}l VendL ingki, Chlef —
Wetlands Regulatory Office

cc: Phelicia G. Thompson, ACOE, San Francisco
Holly Costa, ACOE, San Francisco
Scott Wilson, DFG, Yountville
Maura Eagan Moody, NOAA Fisheries, Santa Rosa
Cecilia Brown, USFWS, Sacramento
Lisa Killough, SCCP, San Jose
Elish Ryan, SCCP, San Jose

Page 2



State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services

California
Department of
Heaith Services <&

SANDRA SHEWRY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
Director Governor

June 23, 2005

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

Attention: Scott Morgan

P. O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Dear Mr. Scott:

COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT — NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
(SCH# 2005062017)

The Department of Health Services’ (Department) comments on the proposed project
are as follows:

it is the Department’s understanding that the issue of which public water system will
serve the proposed project is currently being resolved. The project area, as
indicated in the Notice of Preparation (NOP), lies within the service areas of both the
San Jose Municipal Water System (SJMWS) and the Great Oaks Water Company
(GOWC). Both public water systems are under the jurisdiction of the Department.

In the event that any approved development project within the scope of Coyote
Valley Specific Plan requires additional water facilities and capacities in order to
meet the water demands of the project, the public water system(s), chosen to supply
the water needs of the users in the project area(s), will need to apply for and obtain
the necessary (amended) permits from the Department regarding any additions or
changes to its system, in accordance with Section 116550 (a), Article 7, Chapter 4,
California Health and Safety Code (CHSC).. This section specifies that no person
operating a water system shall modify, add to or change his or her source of supply
or method of treatment or change his or her distribution system as authorized by a
valid permit issued to him or her by the Department, unless the person first submits
an application to the Department and receives an amended permit as provided in
this chapter authorizing the modification, addition or change in his or her source of
supply or method of treatment.

Drinking Water Field Operations Branch, 2151 Berkeley Way, Room 458, Berkeley, CA, 94704-1011
(610) 540-2158 FAX (510) 540-2152
DHS Internet Address: www.dhs.ca.gov Program Internet Address: www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/ddwem




Mr. Scott Morgan
June 23, 2005 .
Page 2

If you have any questions, please call Jose P. Lozano IV at (510) 540-2043 or myself at
(510) 540-2413.

Sincerely,

Eric Lacy, P.E.

District Engineer

Santa Clara District

Drinking Water Field Operations Branch

cc: SDWSRF-Environmental Coordinator
601 North 7" Street, MS 92
P.O. Box 942732 '
Sacramento, CA 94234-7320

Darryl Boyd

City of San Jose

801 N. First Street

San Jose, CA 95110-1795

Santa Clara County Health Department
Environmental Health Division
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June 23, 2005

City of San José

Attn: Darryl Boyd

801 North First Street, Room 400
San José, CA 95110-1795

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Coyote Vailey Specific Plan Project

Dear Mr. Boyd:

We received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Project from your web site.

The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) that operates the Caltrain Service
from San Francisco to Gilroy, would be interested in receiving two copies of the
Draft EIR when it is available. Please send two copies to:

San Mateo County Transit District
Attn: Erik Olafsson, Senior Planner
1250 San Carlos Avenue

San Carlos, CA 94070-1306

The JPB would be interested in how the public transit needs of the Coyote Valley
will be addressed, and in Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
implementation for the area.

We are also interested in the proposed Caltrain multimodai station design, funding,
access, and in the double tracking shown on Circulation Diagram Figure 5 in the
NOP.

“Please contact Erik Olafsson at (650) 508-6368 if you have any questions. Thank
you.

Ian B. McAvoy =
Chief Development Offlcer
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board

cc:  Bob Doty, Anthony Quicho, Erik Olafsson, Doc-Control

PENINSULA CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS BOARD
1250 San Carlos Avenue — P.O. Box 3006
San Carlos, CA 94070-1306 (650) 508-6269



CITY OF M

SAN JOSE Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

July 1, 2005

City of San Jose

Attn: Darryl Boyd

801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan
Dear Mr. Boyd:

On June 15, 2005, the City of San José Parks and Recreation Commission considered the Notice
of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR )for the Coyote Valley Specific
Plan (CVSP) Project by the City of San Jose (File No. PP05-102). As a Commission in charge
of recreational facilities, we have the following concerns:

1. What impacts will the sport fields have on the Greenbelt? What are the limited uses of
such facilities within the Greenbelt? Is there adequate water to irrigate the proposed sport
fields adjacent to Palm Avenue? Are there alternative locations within the North and
Central Coyote Valley for the sport fields? Can the fields be lighted? Will this site support
a septic system for a public restroom? The DEIR should evaluate alternatives for an
adequate sports field supporting the CVSP.

2.  The City’s General Plan goal for neighborhood/community parks is 3.5 acres per 1000
population, however, land dedications from developers are limited under the Parkland
Dedication and Park Impact Ordinances to 3.0 acres per 1000 population. Which number
will be used to determine the park needs for the CVSP? Will the plan provide the
optimum parkland ratio in the City? The DEIR should evaluate recreation goals using 3.5
acres per 1000 residents as the baseline.

3.  Considering the density of the proposed housing development associated with the CVSP,
there could be an environmental impact associated from dogs and waterfowl on the
neighborhood/community parks. The DEIR should include mitigation measures for dog
and/or waterfow] droppings in neighborhood/community parks.

4.  Is the CVSP adhering to the riparian setback guidelines of 100 feet? Because of the
proximity of a natural creek environment to a proposed urban development, the DEIR
should identify the development impacts to the creek environment and determine whether a

4 N. Second St., Ste. 600, San Jose, CA 95113 tel (408) 277-4768 fax (408) 277-3155 www.sanjoseca.gov/prns
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more protective riparian corridor policy specific to the CVSP project may be required as a
mitigation measure.

5. Considering the density of the proposed development associated with the CVSP, The DEIR
should evaluate the impact of poor air quality in parks.

6.  The DEIR should evaluate whether there is an adequate water supply to support the
recreational lake, irrigated parklands and the parkway system.

7.  The DEIR should evaluate whether there is adequate water flow in the urban canal to
minimize effects of mosquitoes, algae blooms and poor air quality from standing water.

8.  The DEIR should evaluate impacts to the Coyote Creek County Park Chain from overuse
by the adjacent development of the CVSP and adequate mitigation measures should be
imposed.

9.  The DEIR should consider Green Building principles for new development in the CVSP.

10.  The Proposed Development section of the NOP states that the project is developed
utilizing the concept of sustainable, transit-oriented, walkable, residential, retail and
mixed-use development (page 7). The term “sustainable” should be defined in terms of
energy efficiency. For example, the DEIR should evaluate the use of solar panels for this
development.

11. The DEIR should identify funding sources to adequately support the maintenance of the
parklands, public pools, lake, community centers, and other recreational facilities proposed
in the CVSP.

12.  The DEIR should identify tax funding to support the recreational programming of the

facilities in the CVSP.
Yours truly, %—/

/,612——
Helen Chapman, Chair
Parks and Recreation Commission

¢: Dave Mitchell, PRNS
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CITY OF SAN JOSE
PLANNING DIVISION

RECEIVE

June 30, 2005

Darryl Boyd, Principal Planner
San Jose Planning Department
City of San Jose

801 N. First Street

San Jose, CA 95110-1704

Re: Comments on the Scope of the EIR for San Jose’s Coyote Valley Specific Plan
(CVSP)

Dear Mr. Boyd:

Thank you for providing the Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa
Clara County (LAFCO) with the opportunity to provide input on the scope and
content of environmental information to be addressed in the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan.

The current scoping and preparation period for the Draft Environmental Impact
Report provides an opportunity for LAFCO to inform the City about the issues
that LAFCO will be considering as part of the Urban Service Area amendment
and annexation process. LAFCO provides these preliminary comments to the
City at this time, so that the City can consider them during the fiscal and
environmental impacts analysis process and address them in the Coyote Valley
Specific Plan.

BACKGROUND

LAFCO staff has been attending the Coyote Valley Specific Plan community
workshops and participating on the CVSP Technical Advisory Committee in
order to stay informed about the development of the specific plan and to provide
input where appropriate.

According to City staff: _

» The City Council is tentatively expected to consider adopting the CVSP in
Spring 2006. Once the CVSP is adopted, the City then plans to apply to
LAFCO to expand its Urban Service Area boundary and to annex the mid-
Coyote Urban Reserve in Winter 2006,

70 West Hedding Street = 11th Floor, East Wing = San Jose, CA 95110 = {408) 299-5127 = (408) 295-1613 Fax = www _santaclara.lafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Blanca Alvarado, Don Gage, John Howe, Linda J. LeZotte, Susan Vicklund Wilson EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacherla



LAFCO'’s policies state that mitigation measures could include, but are not
limited to: the acquisition and dedication of farmland, development rights, open
space and conservation easements to permanently protect adjacent and other
agricultural lands within the county, participation in other development
programs such as transfer or purchase of development rights, payments to
recognized government and non-profit organizations for such purposes, and
establishment of buffers to shield agricultural operations from the effects of
development.

Evidence That An Adequate Water Supply is Available to USA Amendment Area

City staff has indicated that discussions are occurring between the City and
potential water suppliers to determine water supply options for the CVSP.
LAFCO will require evidence that an adequate water supply is available to the
amendment area and that water proposed to be provided to the new area does
not include supplies needed for unserved properties already within the city, the
city’s Urban Service Area or other properties already committed for city water
services.

Addressing Local and Regional Impacts of Proposed USA Amendment

LAFCO will consider factors included in Government Code section 56668 as well
as factors such as the following to determine the local and regional impacts of a
proposed USA amendment:

o The ratio of lands planned for residential use to lands planned for
employment-producing use;

» The existence of adequate regional and local transportation capabilities to
support the planned city growth;

« The ability of the city to provide urban services to the growth areas (both
lands within the city, as well as lands within San Jose’s USA boundary)
without detracting from current service levels; and

» The project’s fiscal impact on schools and the ability of school districts to
provide school facilities.

Addressing Affordable Housing Needs as Part of the CVSP

LAFCO will discourage proposals that undermine regional housing needs plans,
reduce affordable housing stock, or propose additional urbanization without
attention to affordable housing needs. LAFCO will specifically consider whether
the proposal creates conditions that promote local and regional policies and
programs intended to remove or minimize impediments to fair housing
including;:

» City/County General Plan Housing Elements,

3
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Attachment A

Effective January 1, 2003

URBAN SERVICE AREA POLICIES

A. General Guidelines

1. Review and amendment of Urban Service Area (USA) boundaries is
the Commission’s primary vehicle for encouraging orderly city
growth.

2. LAFCO will review/amend a city’s Urban Service Area once a year, if
such review is desired by the city and initiated by city resolution and
application. Until a city’s application has been heard and acted upon
by the Commission, no further Urban Service Area amendments will
be accepted for filing from that city. LAFCO may make an exception
to the once a year limitation upon Urban Service Area amendment
requests where amendment is needed to carry out some special
institutional development or activity that is in the public interest. Such
exceptions shall not normally be extended in connection with
proposed residential, commercial, or industrial development.

3. Within the Urban Service Areas, LAFCO does not review city
annexations and reorganizations if the proposals are initiated by city
resolution and meet certain conditions. State law gives cities in Santa
Clara County the authority to approve such reorganizations.

B. Urban Service Area Amendment Policies

1. LAFCO will require application of an appropriate general plan
designation to territory proposed for inclusion in an Urban Service
Area.

2. LAFCO encourages contractual agreements and/or plans between the
cities and the County which define:

a. Growth at the urban fringe; and
b. Potential new growth areas.

3. LAFCO will consider factors included in Government Code section
56668 as well as factors such as the following to determine the local
and regional impacts of a proposed Urban Service Area amendment:

a. The ratio of lands planned for residential use to lands planned for
employment-producing use

b. The existence of adequate regional and local transportation
capabilities to support the planned city growth;

Page 1 of5
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7. The Commission will consider whether an Urban Service Area
amendment leading to the conversion of agricultural or other open
space land, will adversely affect the agricultural or open space
resources of the County. Factors to be studied include, but are not
limited to:

a. The agricultural significance of the amendment area relative to
other agricultural lands in the region (soil, climate, water-related
problems, parcel size, current land use, crop value, Williamson Act
contracts, etc.)

b. The economic viability of use of the land for agriculture;

c. Whether public facilities, such as roads, would be extended
through or adjacent to other agricultural lands in order to provide
services to anticipated development in the amendment area or
whether the public facilities would be sized or situated to impact
other agricultural lands in the area

d. Whether the amendment area is adjacent to or surrounded by
existing urban or residential development.

8. If an Urban Service Area proposal includes the conversion of open
space lands or agricultural lands, LAFCO strongly encourages the city
to develop effective mitigation measures to address the loss of the
agricultural and open space lands. LAFCO will require an explanation
of why the inclusion of agricultural and open space lands is necessary
and how the loss of such lands will be mitigated.

Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to: the acquisition and
dedication of farmland, development rights, open space and
conservation easements to permanently protect adjacent and other
agricultural lands within the county, participation in other
development programs such as transfer or purchase of development
rights, payments to recognized government and non-profit
organizations for such purposes, and establishment of buffers to shield
agricultural operations from the effects of development.

9. Where appropriate, LAFCO will consider adopted policies advocating
maintenance of greenbelts or other open space around cities in
reviewing Urban Service Area amendments.

10. LAFCO will require evidence that an adequate water supply is
available to the amendment areas and that water proposed to be
provided to new areas does not include supplies needed for unserved
properties already within the city, the city’s Urban Service Area or
other properties already charged for city water services. In

Page 3 of 5



b. Whether the proposal introduces urban uses into rural areas thus
increasing the value of currently affordable rural area housing and
reducing regional affordable housing supply.

c. Whether the proposal directs growth away from agricultural /
open space lands towards infill areas and encourages development
of vacant land adjacent to existing urban areas thus decreasing
infrastructure costs and potentially housing construction costs.

d. Whether funding of infrastructure to support development in the
amendment area imposes an unfair burden on residents or
customers within the existing boundaries thus impacting housing
construction costs in the area.

Page 5 of 5



10.

Attachment B

Island Annexation Policies
Effective February 9, 2005

In order to fulfill the intent of the state legislature and implement the joint urban
development policies of the cities, County and LAFCO, and in the interests of efficient
service provision and orderly growth and development, the cities should annex
unincorporated urban islands.

LAFCO will collaborate with the cities and the County in facilitating annexation of
unincorporated urban islands.

LAFCO will provide a 2-year LAFCO fee waiver for annexations that result in the
elimination of entire unincorporated islands. The current LAFCO fee is $670 for each
annexation area. This fee waiver will expire on January 1, 2007.

Where feasible, and in furtherance of goals to support orderly growth and development,
cities are encouraged to annex entire islands, rather than conducting single parcel
annexations.

In the interests of orderly growth and development, cities should annex urban
unincorporated islands existing within their current USAs (urban service areas), before
seeking to add new lands to their USAs.

Prior to seeking any USA amendment, except if the USA amendment is to resolve a
significant, demonstrable public health and safety issue or if the USA amendment is a
minor corrective action, the city should:

a. Initiate and complete annexation proceedings pursuant to Government Code Section
56375.3(a)(1), for all unincorporated islands that meet the provisions of Government
Code Section 56375.3, unless the island constitutes publicly owned land, and,

b. For any city that has unincorporated islands larger than 150 acres, the city is strongly
encouraged to adopt an annexation plan for the islands after holding community
meetings, to apply a pre-zoning designation and to adopt resolutions to initiate
annexation.

LAFCO enéourages the County to remove incentives for property owners in the
unincorporated islands to remain in the County, by making development standards in the
unincorporated islands comparable to development standards in the surrounding city.

LAFCO will provide information on the island annexation procedures to each of the cities.
LAFCO will develop process flow charts and public hearing notice / resolution templates
for cities to use. LAFCO staff will conduct workshops on island annexation process for city
staff.

LAFCO will work with the County, the cities and other interested parties/agencies to find
ways to reduce or share the cost of processing unincorporated island annexations.

LAFCO staff will report to the Commission at each LAFCO meeting on the status of each
city’s island annexation efforts.

Pagelof1l
Effective February 9, 2005



June 30, 2005
Darryl Boyd
City of San Jose
801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

BAY AREA
AIRQUALITY

MANAGEMENT

JUL = 5 2005 '

CITY OF SAN JOSE
PLANNING DIVISION

Subject: Coyote Valley Specific Plan Project

RECEI\!E

DisTtriCT Dear Mr. Boyd:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District) staff have received

‘__".’; _E/L, your agency’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact
2*{1955-2005 |- Report (DEIR) for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP). The CVSP consists of
%7 GD \.\5 approximately 26,600 residential units, at least 50,000 jobs, and approximately 1.5

SRR million square feet of regional and local-serving retail uses on approximately 7,000
acres of primarily undeveloped land twelve miles south of downtown San Jose.
ALAMEDA COUNTY The CVSP also includes mixed-use development, a permanent greenbelt, parks and
Rgé%i"gfggg%i’ civic uses, schools, and transportation infrastructure.
Nate Miley
Shelia Young We agree that the DEIR should analyze the CVSP’s potential impacts upon
air quality. The Bay Area is currently a non-attainment area for federal and state
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY A . .
Mark DeSaulnier ambient air quality standards for ground level ozone and state standards for
(“éaerc"rzgf}f) particulate matter. The air quality standards are set at levels to protect public health

Michael Shimansky
Gayle B. Uilkema
{Vice-Chairperson)

MARIN COUNTY
Harold C. Brown, Jr.

NAPA COUNTY
Brad Wagenknecht

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
Chris Daly
Jake McGoldrick
Gavin Mewsom

and welfare. Toxic air contaminants are also an area of serious concern in the Bay
Area, such as those associated with diesel exhaust from construction activity. As
general background for readers, the DEIR should discuss the health effects of air
pollution and the contribution of mobile and stationary sources to air pollution
emissions.

To evaluate potential air quality impacts, the DEIR should include an
analysis of the CVSP’s consistency with the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan (CAP).
In order to evaluate consistency with the CAP, the City should consider the
following: the CVSP’s consistency with the CAP’s population and vehicle use
projections for San Jose; the exient to which the CVSP implements appiicable
transportation control measures from the CAP; and whether the CVSP provides

SAN MATEO COUNTY ) . )
Jerry Hil buffer zones around sources of odors, toxics and accidental releases. In particular,
MB"CE’:C! Townsend the District recommends that the DEIR address any cumulative air quality effects
(Chairperson) and growth-inducing impacts of implementing both the North San Jose
SANTA CLARA COUNTY Development Policies (NSJDP) and the CVSP. The NSJDP proposes to intensify
Erin Garner development in the Rincon de los Esteros Redevelopment Area in the northern part
P s of San Jose, and the DEIR for that plan listed the CVSP as an altemative for that
Julia Miller level of development. Collectively the CVSP and NSJDP could potentially exceed
SOLANO COUNTY the CAP’s populajuog and vghlcle use prOchtlons.for San Jose.- This growth could
John F. Silva have potentially significant impacts upon air quality.
SONOMA COUNTY
Tim Smith

Pameta Torliatt

Jack P. Broadbent
EXECUTIVE OFFICER/APCO

939 ErLis STREET = SAN Francisco CALIFORNIA 94109 = 415.771.6000 = www.BAAQMD.GOV



Mr. Darryl Boyd -2- June 30, 2005

District staff support infill and redevelopment of parcels in the City of San Jose, as these
sites are located closer to existing jobs and activity centers, thereby supporting alternative
transportation modes more readily than greenfield development. Many areas of San Jose are
well-served by transit, which helps reduce the need to drive and the air pollution associated with
automobile use. Infill development also can encourage walking and cycling. District staff
recommend the DEIR include a project alternative that accommodates some or all of the
proposed growth in the CVSP on infill and redevelopment sites in the City, such as areas
identified in NSJDP or other urban infill areas.

Since motor vehicles constitute the largest source of air pollution in the Bay Area, the
District has a strong interest in promoting transit and other alternative modes of transportation
that reduce automobile use. We support the City of San Jose’s plans to implement transit,
bicycle and pedestrian improvements that will connect housing, employment sites, activity
centers and transit stations in the project area. We encourage the City to work with the Santa
Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
on how best to implement such improvements. A new fixed guideway transit system, as
proposed for Coyote Valley, would require a substantial transportation investment to build and
operate. Therefore, it is essential that the project be planned and operated to maximize its public
benefits, including air quality benefits. The NOP anticipates that the transit system will be
provided at no cost to the rider (page 12). The DEIR should identify the approximate capital and
operating costs associated with the proposed fixed guideway transit system as well as the
potential funding sources. The DEIR should also evaluate the expected ridership for such a
system. District staff recommend the DEIR evaluate and compare the effectiveness (cost and
ridership) of other alternative transportation options, such as clean-fuel buses and transportation
demand management (TDM) measures, to a fixed guideway system. District staff recommend
implementing cost-effective transportation alternatives that minimize increases in vehicle trips
and shift the largest number of residents, employees, and visitors to transportation modes that are
better for air quality.

The District recommends implementing strong TDM measures in the CVSP area
including, but not limited to: requiring or reqﬁesting developers of new housing or commercial
uses to provide transit passes, such as VTA’s EcoPass or Caltrain’s GoPass, to all new residents
and employees of the project area; implementing a carshare program for the project area;
encouraging employers to implement parking cash-out programs; and implementing ridesharing
programs for both local employees and residents. Encouraging alternative transportation modes
through the specific plan’s policies and programs can lead to a reduction in automobile trips and
their associated air pollution emissions, thereby improving air quality.

An over-supply of parking is one of the reasons why people do not consider alternatives
to driving alone. We recommend that the City minimize the number of required parking spaces
for housing and commercial uses to help support a transit- and pedestrian-friendly environment.
Reducing parking requirements, particularly near transit, can help reduce development costs. It
can also increase the amount of land serving pedestrians rather than parking, thereby improving
urban design by making the area more walkable. Developers should be encouraged to unbundle
their parking (i.e. charge for off-street parking separately from rents). Implementing TDM
measures, such as those mentioned above, is another way to reduce the amount of required off-
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street parking spaces. Charging for parking also reduces demand for both parking and driving.
These parking measures can help decrease development costs, reduce the demand for parking,
increase the use of alternative transportation modes and help improve air quality.

The District supports the City’s proposal to make Coyote Valley a transit-oriented,
walkable community by promoting a mix of uses and transit-oriented development. We
recommend giving priority and most direct access to alternative transportation modes as opposed
to motor vehicles. Encouraging residents and employees to walk can reduce air pollution, create
more vibrant neighborhoods and make the mixed-use businesses more economically viable. To
improve the walkability of the area, District staff recommend using a traditional grid pattern for
the local streets. The Circulation Diagram (Figure 5) in the NOP has some grid features, but it
also has numerous cul-de-sacs, shifted street orientations and long blocks. Pedestrian access
could be enhanced by reducing block lengths and minimizing cul-de-sacs and/or providing
pedestrian access at the ends of cul-de-sacs. In addition, we suggest that sidewalks should be
well-shaded and that pedestrian crossings be well-marked, at-grade crossings with bulbouts and
pedestrian countdown signals. Further, the proposed Coyote Valley Lake could be a potential
barrier to pedestrian, bicycle and transit accessibility. This man-made feature is located
immediately adjacent to the CVSP’s highest density residential units and its mixed-use
community core areas. We recommend studying alternatives to this feature that will provide
more direct connections for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders.

District staff recognize the City of San Jose as being a Bay Area leader in trying to
reduce the amount of energy associated with new projects. The NOP states that the DEIR will
address the increased demand for energy associated with the CVSP. Increasing the demand for
electricity, natural gas, and gasoline may result in an increase of criteria air pollutant emissions
from combustion, as well as an increase in greenhouse gas emissions, which can impact regional
air quality. We recommend that the DEIR discuss energy demand of the CVSP at build-out,
including any cumulative impacts on energy use from this project and other planned projects in
the area, in particular the need to build “peaker power plants” to provide power during peak
demand. We also recommend including all feasible mitigation measures that will reduce energy
consumption, including but not limited to: super-efficient heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) systems for residential and commercial uses; cool roof treatments; albedo
pavement treatments; shade trees adjacent to buildings; photovoltaic panels on buildings; and the
use of natural light and energy-efficient lighting. We encourage the City of San Jose to identify
the energy-saving measures that will be required at a minimum for all new projects in the project
area and which additional measures will be implemented on a project-by-project basis.

We also recommend implementing all feasible control measures for fugitive dust
emissions from grading and construction. The District does not typically require quantification
of construction emissions associated with construction activities, but instead bases its threshold
of significance for fugitive dust on implementation of all feasible control measures listed in
Table 2 of the BAAOMD CEQA Guidelines: Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and
Plans (1999). Further, the kinds of construction equipment commonly used in development
projects are primarily diesel-powered, and with continuous use, can lead to significant diesel
particulate matter emissions. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has identified diesel
engine particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant and known carcinogen. We recommend,
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whenever feasible, implementation of additional measures to reduce combustion emissions from
construction equipment — particularly diesel emissions. Such measures could include but are not
limited to: maintaining properly tuned engines, minimizing the idling time of diesel powered
construction equipment, and using alternative fueled construction equipment or add-on control
devices such as particulate traps.

If you do not already have a copy of our BA4AOMD CEQA Guidelines, we recommend
that you obtain a copy by calling our Public Information Division at (415) 749-4900 or
downloading the online version from the District’s web site at
http://www.baagmd.gov/pln/cega/index.asp. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact Doug Kolozsvari, Environmental Planner, at (415) 749-4602.

Sincerely,

JR:DK

cc: BAAQMD Director Erin Garner
BAAQMD Director Liz Kniss
BAAQMD Director Patrick Kwok
BAAQMD Director Julia Miller
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PROTECTING OPEN SPACE AND PROMOTING LIVASLE COMMUNITIES

1922 The Alameda, Suite 213 San Jose, CA 95126
408.983.0856 www.greenbelt.org

July 1, 2005

Email, Facsimile and US Postal Servi ail
Attn. Darryl Boyd, Principal Planner
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose
801 North 1* Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110

RE:  Initial Study/ Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the proposed Coyote Valley Specific Plan

Mr. Boyd:

The following comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the proposed Coyote Valley project (proposed project) are submitted on behalf
of Greenbelt Alliance. We support the City’s requirement that an EIR be prepared and appreciate
this opportunity to comment on the scope and content of the EIR.

BACKGROUND OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT DEIR

Project Description

The project includes adoption of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP), prezoning and
annexation of more than 2,000 acres of primarily rural unincorporated land. The project may also
include General Plan amendments, subdivision map approvals, development agreements,
formation of assessment districts, a project phasing plan, CVSP area design guidelines and a
CVSP area zoning code. The City of San Jose (City) anticipates that development in the CVSP
area will include 25,000 housing units and 50,000 industry-driving jobs. There will be
workplace, residential, retail and mixed-use development in addition to a 50-acres man-made
lake, an internal transit system, a new road network and up to seven elementary schools, two
middle schools and one high school. Coyote Valley is made up of three distinct areas, the North
Coyote Industrial Area, the Coyote Valley Urban Reserve and the Coyote Valley Greenbelt, that
together total over 7,000 acres of primarily undeveloped agricultural land.

SCOPE OF THE EIR

We offer the following comments on the scope of the DEIR for the proposed Coyote Valley
Specific Plan.



Loss of Prime Agricnltural Land

The DEIR must address the project’s potentially significant impacts on prime.agricultural land.
The project proposes the foss of as much as 3,500 acres of farmland. This loss of farmland would
have significant impacts on the South Coyote Valley greenbelt, surrounding hillsides and
farmland in South Santa Clara County. The project must not be approved absent a reasonable and
enforceable mitigation program to preserve regional aesthetic and agricultural resources.

Urban Design

The DEIR must address potentially significant impacts on air quality, traffic, and water quality
caused by the proposed urban design in the CVSP area. The City states that the CVSP area is
intended to be a self-sustaining, transit-oriented community based on smart growth principles.
However, the proposed urban design of the CVSP area would foster an auto-dependent
community with associated significant traffic, air quality, and water quality problems since the
proposed road network emphasizes a disconnected street pattern over clustered, mixed-use,
pedestrian-oriented development. The emphasis on suburban-style roadways virtually guarantees
that CVSP area workers and residents will travel almost exclusively by car. Auto-dependence
will not only cause traffic congestion and smog, but also lead to more paved surfaces and
increased run-off to threaten the water quality in Fisher Creek.

The DEIR must analyze the potentially significant impacts of the proposed road system in the
CVSP area. The proposed project does not make efficient use of existing infrastructure, as the
proposed CVSP requires that portions of the existing road system be demolished and replaced.
To pay the unnecessarily high infrastructure costs, the City would have to seek development
impact fees from large-scale projects composed primarily of fast-selling, high-profit housing
products such as single-family detached dwellings. As currently proposed, the CVSP increases
the probability of development in a series of leap-frogging subdivisions that are neither transit-
oriented nor pedestrian friendly.

The DEIR must analyze and compare the proposed road network to a more traditional grid system
as set forth in Greenbelt Alliance’s vision statement, Getting It Right, submitted with these
.comments as a project alternative to be considered in preparation of the DEIR. Not only does a
traditional grid system allow for the urban form to grow from the existing grid of roads, thereby
requiring significantly less environmental disturbance from the demolition and reconstruction of
the road network, but it is also more pedestrian and bicycle friendly. The DEIR must identify the
length and width of proposed blocks and streets and analyze whether the proposed street design
encourages walking and bicycling and discourages auto-dependency. Blocks should be less than
three acres, since people find it more inviting to walk at this scale, and streets should be narrow.
The proposed project shows many winding roadways and long blocks which is more typical of
suburban style planning that de-emphasizes pedestrian movement.

The DEIR must analyze the potentially significant direct and indirect impacts of lower density
development, especially the impacts on the Coyote Creek Parkway. The DEIR should discuss the
average densities of both the proposed project and the project alternative presented in Getting It
Right. The proposed project has an average density of 18 units to the acre. Getrting It Right
demonstrates that if development has an average density of 28.5 units to the acre, then the City
can meet its development targets without approving development east of Monterey Highway and
the area can instead be preserved as farmiand or in other open space uses. Protecting this land as
open space will have a substantial positive environmental benefit for the Coyote Creek Parkway.



Otherwise, development will occur very close to Coyote Creek, increasing urban run-off and the
risk of downstream flooding.

Additionally, the DEIR must analyze the location of the proposed artificial lake and its impact on
travel patterns. The proposed location of the man-made lake, at the intersection of Bailey Avenue
and the major north-south travel route, Santa Teresa Boulevard, impedes orderly urban design.
Re-routing travel through the urban core to accommodate a man-made lake would cause traffic
congestion on major thoroughfares and force more cars onto Highway 101. The proposed lake is
also a physical barrier between Highway 101 and the job centers on the west side of Coyote
Valley. This barrier would encourage increased travel into Coyote Valley via Almaden Valley,
thus spurring pressure to expand the two-lane road and to develop Almaden Valley. The DEIR
must study the possibility of locating the flood management facilities outside of downtown so that
they do not interfere with the evolution of an orderly, easily accessible urban form. Also, the
DEIR must analyze alternatives to the man-made lake, such as the Fisher Creek floodplain
(discussed below in the ‘Flood Management’ section and in Getting It Right).

Flood Management

Development of the CVSP area will substantially increase run-off and the risk of flooding,
therefore the DEIR must identify a significant amount of floodwater retention capacity in Coyote
Valley. However, a downtown lake is not the only way to accommodate this need and the DEIR
must discuss other technically feasible options as well. The DEIR must look at the potentially
significant impacts of filling in portions of Laguna Seca at the northern end of Coyote Valley and
excavating a new lakebed in the proposed downtown. This proposed means of floodwater
retention is unnecessarily expensive and inconsistent with natural hydrological patterns. In
particular, the DEIR must analyze using the Fisher Creek floodplain for retention as outlined in
Getting It Right. The Fisher Creek floodplain alternative is more sustainable and integrated with
Coyote Valley’s natural hydrological and ecological systems than the construction of an artificial
lake at the urban core. The actual size of the floodplain must be determined, but its potential
advantages may make it a reasonable, technically and economically preferable alternative
requiring discussion in the DEIR.

The Fisher Creek floodplain would be multi-functional. When the land is dry, passive recreation
activities such as jogging and bicycling could be accommodated, and native plants would provide
valuable habitat for wildlife. With regard to the floodwater retention function, the DEIR must
study the ability of the floodplain to serve the same function as the lake, without the costly
commitment of keeping it filled year round. The DEIR must also look at how the floodplain
complements Laguna Seca at the northern €nd of the planning area, which is farmed in the dry
season and allowed to flood in the rainy season. This natural pattern should continue.

Internal Transit

The DEIR must analyze how the proposed urban design, with its winding street pattern and
disconnected neighborhoods, supports the internal transit system. A winding, disjointed street
pattern would increase the operating costs of the proposed fixed guideway transit system,
significantly extend travel times, and increase the likelihood that transit service would be
infrequent, unpopular, and not a viable alternative to driving. The DEIR must analyze and
compare the internal transit system on the proposed road network to the same system on a
traditional grid system as outlined in Getting It Right.



The fixed guideway in the proposed project provides connections within Coyote Valley and to a
proposed Caltrain station, which would be located near Monterey Road close to downtown.
CalTrain would provide the sole transit connection in and out of Coyote Valley and may not meet
the needs of a wider population. CalTrain has proposed service reductions and it is probable that
service south of San Jose will be discontinued in the future. The DEIR must discuss the
potentially significant impacts on traffic and air quality if CalTrain is not a viable transit
connection to Coyote Valley, leaving residents, workers, and visitors with no other option than to
drive. Additionally, the DEIR must analyze the potentially significant impacts of the proposed
artificial lake on the existing VTA regional bus route along Santa Teresa Boulevard. The
proposed lake would effectively eliminate north-south bus service in the region.

The DEIR must study an alternative to the proposed fixed guideway system that provides
residents, workers, and visitors with additional connections in and out of Coyote Valley. In
Getting It Right, Greenbelt Alliance proposes a transit system that includes neighborhood bus
loops that connect to the proposed CalTrain station and to a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line along
Santa Teresa Boulevard. BRT would connect to VTA’s light rail system, providing an additional
connection out of Coyote Valley and increasing the probability that people will use public transit
for such trips.

The project alternative proposed in Getting It Right includes three main components addressing
the potentially significant air quality, traffic, and water quality impacts of the proposed project:
(1) the traditional grid system; (2) the Fisher Creek floodplain; and (3) the BRT/bus loop transit
system. These three components complement each other. For example, the BRT/bus loop transit
system would be able to efficiently travel along a traditional grid system, reducing travel times
and making it more feasible to provide frequent service. The Fisher Creek floodplain would
replace the proposed lake, making Santa Teresa Boulevard more easily accessible to BRT and
north-south traffic. This combination would decrease the amount of paved surface area within
the CVSP area, provide a more pedestrian and bicycle friendly environment, create a more
attractive and viable transit system, and decrease project impacts on air quality, traffic, and water
quality.

Growth Inducing Impacts

The proposed project will have impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable. The DEIR must analyze the proposed project’s growth inducing impacts on the
hillsides surrounding the CVSP area, Almaden Valley, the communities of South Santa Clara
County (Morgan Hill, San Martin, Gilroy), and San Benito and Monterey counties. The
development of a major job center at the southern edge of Silicon Valley may induce many
people to commute up from communities such as Hollister, Los Banos and Salinas. The DEIR
must analyze the effect of these added car trips on traffic and air quality. The proposed project
will lead to increased pressure to expand smaller roads such as the two-lane road to Almaden
Valley. Wider roads would then induce further development of the Almaden Valley.

Public Services and Utilities

At build-out, the proposed project would add 80,000 new residents to the area and substantially
increase demand for public services, utilities and facilities. The DEIR must analyze the
cumulative demand for these essential services. The project should include land set aside for two
health clinics. In San Jose, there is a health clinic for every 40,000 residents, meaning that two
additional clinics will be needed to accommodate residents in Coyote Valley. The DEIR must
analyze the impact the proposed project would have on San Jose health clinics if none were
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located in Coyote Valley.

The DEIR must analyze potentially significant impacts and cumulative impacts on the City’s
sanitary sewer system and on regional wastewater treatment and landfill capacity. It must also
identify a source of water for the proposed project and analyze the direct and indirect impacts of
providing natural gas and electrical service to the CVSP area.

The DEIR must compare current levels of service to potentially significant impacts and
cumulative impacts on response times for emergency services. The DEIR must determine if the
proposed project will result in a reduction of services currently provided to existing residents.

Biological Resources

The DEIR must include a detailed analysis of potentially significant impacts to biological
resources prepared by a qualified, independent biologist with expertise in habitats and species
found in this region. The DEIR must identify and quantify all sensitive habitats that could be
impacted directly or indirectly by the proposed development. The DEIR must also address the
potentially significant impact of development on wildlife habitats and endangered species outside
of the CVSP area, such as Coyote Ridge, the Coyote Creek park chain and communities to the
south.

The DEIR must address the need for a wildlife connection between the hills to the west (the Santa
Cruz Mountain Range) and the hills to the east (Mount Hamilton Range). As urban development
encroaches onto open space that animals use to migrate across the valley, interaction between
wildlife and humans will increase. Increased interaction between wildlife and human beings
increases the risk of harm to both.

Sustainability

The DEIR must also analyze the proposed project’s incremental impacts on the formation of
sustainable communities and the potential direct and indirect substantial adverse effects on human
beings. The proposed project’s $1.6 billion price tag represents the cost of infrastructure
improvements, but does not include the costs of affordable housing, health care facilities,
childcare facilities, and other community services for low-income households. If costly
amenities, such as the proposed lake and four-to-six lane thoroughfares, mean that housing and
services are not provided for low-income households then the proposed project would create an
environment with substantial adverse effects on human beings. The City proposes the creation of
a self-sustaining community with a variety of jobs, including low-paid retail, non-profit, service,
and maintenance jobs. If low-income households are unable to find affordable housing in Coyote
Valley, they will be forced to find cheaper housing in distant communities. This will increase
demand for development in these communities, lead to higher home prices, and perpetuate the
vicious cycle of long commutes across sprawling low-density development in search of more
affordable housing. The DEIR must analyze how the lack of affordable housing and community
services in Coyote Valley will impact the environment throughout the region and cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings.

Cumulative Analysis

The DEIR must consider the impact of the project combined with other related projects, including
past, present and probable future projects. The DEIR must analyze cumulative impacts for ali



environmental factors including, but not limited to: land use and planning; aesthetics, biological
resources, hazards, public services, utilities/service systems, cultural resources, hydrology/water,
noise, air quality, geology, population/housing, economic and social and
transportation/circulation.

Alternatives

In addition to the No Project Alternative, Reduced Scale Alternative and Alternative Location,
the DEIR must also evaluate a project alternative that might reasonably be assumed to reduce
project impacts. One such alternative is Greenbelt Alliance’s vision for Coyote Valley, Getting It
Right. It can be reasonably assumed that Getting It Right will reduce significant impacts. An
alternative that encompasses the traditional grid system, the Fisher Creek floodplain and the
transit connections as outlined in Getting It Right must be considered in the DEIR. These three
components complement each other, each providing significant environmental benefits that
increase exponentially when all three elements are implemented.

Concluding Comments

Again, we appreciate being consulted on the scope of the work for the DEIR. Please keep us
informed of any and all contracts, notices, hearings, staff reports, briefings, meetings and other
matters related to the proposed project. We are pleased to respond to any questions you may have

concerning our comments on the NOP.
Sincerely, //'/
p | /) / /
MUY

Michele Beasley
South Bay Field Representative
Greenbelt Alliance
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VIA FACSIMILE {408) 277-3250

Darryl Boyd

San José Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement

801 North First Street, Room 400

San Josié, CA 95110-1795

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Project SCH# 2005062017

Dear Mr. Boyd:

The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection
(Division) monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the
California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricuitural land conservation
programs. The Division has reviewsd the above NOP and has the following comments.

The project involves development of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (SP) covering a
7,000-acre area south of the City of San José. The SP would provide for 50,000 jobs
and 25,000 dwelling units within the specified areas. The SP also provides for
permanent establisnment of the Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary (greenbelt) between
twa portions of the SP area. .

The NOP notes that implementation of the SP would result in the loss of Prime
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance and that the DEIR would address
impazcts associated with the loss of farmland and also identify feasible mitigation
measures. Therefore, the Division recommends that the DEIR address the following
iterns to provide a comprehensive discussion of potential impacts of the project on
agricultural land and activities.

ke Qeparsment of Conserparion’s mission i to protece Californians and their encironment 6y:
Cratecting fives and property from earthiguakes and landsfides; Ensuring safe mining and oil and gas drilling;
Conserving California’s farmland; and Saving energy and resources through recycling.
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Agricultural Setting of the Project

+ Location and extent of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and
oter types of farmland in and adjacent to the projsct area.

» Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Include data on the types of
craps grown, and crop yields and farmgate sales values.

» To help describe the full agricultural resource value of the soils on the site, we
recommend the use of economic multipliers to assess the total contribution of the
site’s patential or actual agricultural production to the local, regional and state
economies. State and Federal agencies such as the UC Cooperative Extension
Sarvice and USDA are sources of economic multipliers.

Profect Impacts on Agricultural Land

» Type, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting directly from project
implementation.

» Type, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting indirectly from project
implernentation through growth inducemsent.

» Impacts on current and future agricultural operations; e.g., land-use conflicts, -
increases in land values and taxes, vandalism, etc.

o Incremental project impacts leading to cumulatively considerabie impacts on
agricultural land. This would include impacts from the proposed project as well as
impacts from past, current and probable future projects.

Impazts on agricultural resources may also be quantified and qualified by use
of egiablished thresholds of significance (California Code of Regulations
Section 15064.7). The Division has developed a California version of the
USDA Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model, a semi-
quantlitative rating system for establishing the environmental significance of
project-specific impacts on farmland. The model may also be used to rate the
relative value of alternative project sites. The LESA Model is available on the
Division's website listed on page 4. ’

Williamscn Act Lands

A project is deemed to be of statewide, regional or area-wide significance if it
will result in cancellation of a Williamson Act contract for a parcel of 100 or
morg acres [California Code of Regulations Section 15206(b)(3)]. If lands
under Williamson Act contract exist on or adjacent to the project area, the
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Depactrnent recommends that the following information be provided in the
DEIR:

» A map detailing the location of agricultural preserves and contracted land within
each preserve. The DEIR should also tabulate the number of Williamson Act acres,
accorcling to land type (e.g., prime or non-prime agricultural land), wh:ch could be
irnpacted directly or indirectly by the project. _

» A discussion of Williamson Act contracts that may be terminated as part of SP
irnplementation. The DEIR should discuss the impacts that termination of
Williamson Act contracts would have on nearby properties also under contract; i.e.,
growth-inducing impacts (in the sense that the removal of contract protection not
only lifts a barrier to development, but results in higher property taxss, and thus, an
inzentive to shift to a more intensive land use, such as urban development.)

5 8 general ruls, land can be withdrawn from Williamson Act contract only through
the nine-year nonrenewal process. Immediate termination via cancellation is
reserved for *extraordinary®, unforeseen situations (See Sierra Club v. City of
Hayward (1981) 28 Cal.3d 840, 852-855). The City or County of jurisdiction must
approve a request for contract cancellation, and base that approval on specific
findings that are supported by substantial evidence (Government Code Section
51282). If Williamsan Act contract cancellation is proposed, we recommend that a
discussion of the findings be included in the DEIR. Finaily, the notice of the hearing
to approve the tentative cancellation, and a copy of the landowner's petition, must be
mailed to the Director of the Department of Conservation ten (10) working days prior
to the hearing. (The notice should be mailed to Debbie Sareeram, Interim Director,
Departrnent of Conservation, c¢/o Division of Land Resource Protection, 801 K Street
MS 18-01, Sacramento, CA 95814-3528.)

» An agricultural preserve is a zone authorized by the Williamson Act, and established
by the local government, to designate land qualified to be placed under the Act's 10-
year contracts. Preserves are also intended to create a setting for contract-
protected lands that is conducive to continuing agricultural use. Uses of agricultural
preserve land must be restricted by zoning or other means so as not to be
incompatible with the agricultural use of contracted land within the preserve
(Government Code Section 51230). Therefore, the DEIR should also discuss any
proposed general plan designation or zoning changes within agricultural preserves

“affected by the project. '
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» The Williamson Act (Government Code Section 51243) requires cities annexing land
under Williamson Act contract to succeed to all rights, duties and powers of the
county under the contract unless conditions in Section 51243.5 apply to give the city
tha option to not succeed to the contract. A Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCC) must notify the Department within 10 days of a city's proposal to annex
land under contract (Government Code Section 56753.5). A LAFCO must not
approve a change to a sphere of influence or annexation of contracted land to a city
unless specified conditions apply (Government Code Sections 51296.3, 56426,
56426.£, 56749 and 56856.5).

Project Alternatives and Mitigation Measures

Feasible alternatives to the project's location or configuration that would lessen or avoid
farmland conversion impacts should be considered in the environmental document. if
there are no feasible project alternatives to avoid impacts on agricultural land, then
mitigation measures should be considered.

One mitigation measure that should be considered is the purchase of agricultural
consen/ation easements on land of at least equal quality and size as partial
compensation for the direct loss of agricultural land, as well as for the mitigation of
growh-inducing and cumulative impacts on agricultural land. We highlight this measure
becawse of its growing acceptance and use by lead agencies as mitigation under the
California Environmental Quality Act. )

Mitigation using conservation easements can be implemented by at least two alternative
approaches: the outright purchase of conservation easements tied to the project, or via
the donation of mitigation fees to a local, regional or statewide organization or agency,
including land trusts and conservancies, whose purpose includes the purchase, holding
and maintenance of agricultural conservation easements. Whatever the approach, the
convarsion of agricultural land should be deemed an impact of at least regional
signiiicanca and the search for mitigation lands conducted regionally, and not limited
strictly to lands within the San José area.

Information about conservation easements is available on the Division's website, or by
contacting the Division at the address and phone number listed below. The
Department's website address is:

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/
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Of course, the use of conservation easements is only one form of mitigation that should
bse considared. Any other feasible mitigation measures should also be considered.

Tharilc you for the apportunity to comment on the NOP. If you have questions on our
comments, or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land
conservaticn, please contact the Division at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento,
California 85814; or, phone (916) 324-0850.

Sincerely,

D).y T

Dennis J. O'Bryant
Acting Assistant Director

cc:  Guadalupe-Coyote RCD
888 North First Street, #204
San Joseé, CA 95112
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GREAT OAKS WATER COMPANY

P. O. Box 23490
San Jose, California 95153
{408) 227-9540

June 30, 2005

Served by email, fax and regular mail
City of San Jose

Department of Planning

Attention: Stephen Haase, Director
stephen haase@sanjoseca.gov

801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110

Re: City’s Request for Scoping Issues for EIR concerning Coyote Valley CEQA
Dear Director Haase:

Great Oaks Water Company has service territory, current customers and production wells
in the Coyote Valley. The Company has public safety and reliability concerns from some
of the potential development ideas that have been expressed for Coyote Valley. The
Company believes that an adequate CEQA review MUST include solid reliable NON-
SPECULATIVE answers to the following concerns. Please note that from our review
over the last year of the prior CEQA records that the City has compiled for all prior
projects of any size related to development in the Coyote Valley, the type of review and
analysis the Company is recommending the EIR address has not been previously done, or
has certainly not been done for a project of this size, scope and impact.

The plan includes a lake or pond of recycled water and other use of recycled water in the
Coyote Valley and the extension of City water service into private water company
territory and outside of existing City limits.

1. Study the impacts and costs of public and private utility relocations caused by
locating the proposed pond at Bailey and Santa Teresa.

2. Consider and study the impacts and possible mitigation of moving the pond
near the Metcalf Energy Center or some other location.

ECEIVE
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3. Study the proposed uses of recycled water in the Valley. Examine what quality
of recycled water will be recommended for each use. Examine how and where
the recycled water will be treated above Title 22 recycled water. Examine how
the water will be transported and the potential impacts within the Valley.
Examine and determine the potential impacts of recycled water on Fisher Creek
and Coyote Creek. Include a full assessment of the use of natural resources
consumed in the building of the infrastructure for recycled water distribution and
operation of the pumps and pipes.

4. Perform a complete and comprehensive study of ground water hydrology in
Coyote Valley to determine potential impacts of recycled water on critical
drinking water aquifers. As part of the study, collate the ground water records for
the Valley, demonstrating the depth of the ground water from the time records
were kept to date from the north end of the Valley down through the Greenbelt.
Show the depth at various times during the year. As part of the study, determine
the variation in permeability of the ground throughout the proposed development
area and how quickly will something placed on the ground, be it recycled water,
motor oil, gasoline, construction waste, lawn and garden fertilizer and poisons,
etc. get into the ground water and be drawn down into the wells used to provide
drinking water, or enter the ground water flow to Coyote Creek and the Santa
Clara sub-basin. As part of the study determine the demand for water for the
Coyote Valley using realistic comparisons with similar water systems. Determine
the sustainable extraction and recharge rates for ground water, including all
ground water recharge methods. As part of that study examine the extent of
potential damage that may be caused by recycled water to this critical ground
water resource. Testing should be done to determine and benchmark existing
background levels of contamination as part of the study.

5. Given the high ground water from the mid to north end of the Valley, study the
impacts on construction, including underground parking and high rise building
footings and below ground building levels. Conversely, study the potential
impacts on the ground water from construction materials and the near term
construction and long term existence of these structures in this critical ground
water basin. Consider as part of the analysis the no project option.

6. The EIR should examine the advantages and impacts of developing the poor
farm land in the south Valley, rather than the excellent farmland in the mid and
north Valley.

7. Examine alternative sites for the drainage retention pond that would not have
the adverse impacts of the proposed site.

8. Study and explain the alternate methods of lining the lake or pond. Include, for
example, analysis of the amount of recycled water to be held, whether the type of
containment proposed has been used on a project of this size before, whether the
type of containment proposed has been used on a project of this size where



surrounding ground water is potable, a critical drinking water resource, and near
or at the surface for large parts of the year, whether the containment ever leaked
into the adjacent ground and the impact on the surrounding potable water;
whether it has been used in an earthquake zone and survived a major quake and if

not the impacts on ground water and surrounding drainage and the impact on fish
and wildlife.

9. The EIR should include an analysis of resource waste by the City and the cost
impact, by having the City operate a potable water system in an area where a
private water company has existing facilities and will continue to serve within and
outside of the City’s limits. The analysis should include the impact of additional
costs to the City or SCVWD of damage awards for inverse condemnation for any
interference with private water company operations. The analysis should include
a comparison of the additional costs to property owners and developers of the
City system, since private companies self fund or repay land owners or developers
for construction fees advanced.

Respectfully submitted,

Great Oaks Water Co.

cc Sal Yakubu, Dept. of Planning
salifu.yakabu@sanjoseca.gov
Darryl Boyd, Dept. of Planning
darryl. bovd(@sanjoseca.gov




SENT BY FACSIMILE AND U. S. MAIL

July 5, 2005

Darryl Boyd, AICP

Principal Planner

City of San Jose

801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

Dear Mr. Boyd:

Enclosed are the City of Morgan Hill’s comments regarding the Notice of Preparation for
the Environmental Impact Report for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to working with San Jose to
share information about the Plan’s impacts in advance of the release of the Draft EIR.

Should you have any questions about our comments, please contact David Bischoff at
408/778-9351 or David.Bischoff@morganhill.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

J. Edward Tewes
City Manager

Enclosures:  Exhibit 1: April 26 Workshop Minutes

¢ w/enc.: Mayor and City Council
South County Stakeholder Agencies
Association of Bay Area Governments
Valley Transportation Agency
Santa Clara Valley Water District
California Air Resources Board



COMMENTS OF THE CITY OF MORGAN HILL
ON NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE DRAFT EIR FOR THE
COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT

I INTRODUCTION

The City of Morgan Hill has been closely following the development of the
Coyote Valley Specific Plan (“CVSP”). Morgan Hill does not oppose development in
Coyote Valley and welcomes the opportunity to participate in the planning process.
However, we are concerned about the impacts of development that will occur under that
plan and how they will be mitigated. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft
EIR”) for the CVSP provides the focus for the City of San Jose’s evaluations of the plan
and we appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on the scope of the Draft EIR in
response to the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”). We also look forward to working with
San Jose to share information about the Plan’s impacts in advance of the release of the

Draft EIR.

iI. ITISIMPORTANT THAT MORGAN HILL RECEIVE
INFORMATION ABOUT THE IMPACTS OF CVSP AND
ALTERNATIVES IN ADVANCE OF THE RELEASE OF THE
DRAFT EIR.

A. San Jose Has Previously Committed to Providing Such Advance
Information.

Because of the complexity of the planning process for CVSP and the enormity of
its impacts, Morgan Hill has consistently sought to participate in the planning process. To
aid our own evaluation of the CVSP impacts and ways to mitigate them, we have sought

to obtain as much information as we could about the CVSP planning effort through our



cooperative participation in that process. Morgan Hill’s ability to work collaboratively
with San Jose depends on our timely receipt of that information.

We are pleased that San Jose recognizes the importance of sharing this
information in the advance of the release of the Draft EIR. The commitments to this end
made by San Jose at the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Workshop in Morgan Hill on April
26, 2005 (hereinafter “April 26 Workshop™) and in other contexts will aid Morgan Hill in
participating in the planning process.

These commitments are reflected, for example, in the Minutes of the April 26
Workshop, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 1. At the Workshop, San Jose Council
Member Forrest Williams emphasized San Jose’s willingness to address Morgan Hill’s
concermns (p.9), and Deputy Director of Planning Joe Horwedel stated he would like to
conduct focus topic sessions on transportation and other issues and that San Jose would
investigate how best to provide that information (p. 12). Morgan Hill Mayor Dennis
Kennedy confirmed at that meeting that stakeholders should be allowed to work with San

Jose or its consultants to better understand some of the traffic assumptions, for example.
(p. 12).

B. Morgan Hill Renews its Requests for Certain Information Not
Previously Provided.

On August 13, 2004, Mayor Kennedy wrote San Jose’s Mayor, Ron Gonzales,
requesting information about some of the key issues of concern to Morgan Hill. In his
response of December 17, 2004, Mayor Gonzales referred to some studies that had
already been completed and a variety of studies that were to be prepared in early 2005.

On February 21, 2005, Morgan Hill followed up that letter by requesting copies of some

o



of the studies and reports referred to in Mayor Gonzales’ letter and other documents. The

documents requested included:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

The “preliminary model runs” referred to in Mayor Gonzales® letter as showing
that “[t]he 80/20 split for trip generation assumed in the Cisco EIR is still valid”
(p. 3); any accompanying documentation that reflects inputs to the model or
reviews the results of the preliminary model runs; and any studies relating to his
further statement in that letter that “there is a high level of trip internalization

expected, given the amount of mixed use development anticipated in the plan.” (p.
3).

Documents reflecting any further review or update of the issues analyzed in the
Sedway Group study underlying the Coyote Valley Research Park EIR (also
known as the Cisco EIR).

Documents dealing with the projected locations of the residences of persons
anticipated to work in Coyote Valley, given the statement in Mayor Gonzales’
letter that “[t]he potential housing pattern for future Coyote Valley employees
will be analyzed again in early 2005.” (p. 2).

Any other reports or memoranda reviewing or referring to the computer model
used in the modeling of traffic impacts, the data or assumptions used in the model
for purposes of projecting traffic generation and circulation resulting from the
Specific Plan, the results of any other model runs performed to date (beyond that
referred to by Mayor Gonzales) to determine the traffic impacts of the future
development contemplated under the Specific Plan, and any description of the
traffic impacts on existing roads from that development.

Any reports or memoranda that analyze or review what segments of existing roads
are proposed for expansion or reconfiguration to accommodate the development
contemplated by the Plan or to mitigate its traffic impacts, the level of expansion
or the nature of any reconfiguration proposed for each such segment, the timing of
these improvements, and the amount of funding (and sources thereof) that will be
required to pay for the these improvements. -

Any reports or memoranda reviewing the availability of water to serve the
development, population and amenities contemplated by the Specific Plan,
including the amount of water needed and the sources of that water.

Other studies or analyses which Mayor Gonzales” letter stated would be
completed in “early 2005,” including the strategy for school site acquisition and
school facility financing, and the impacts to County parks and mitigation therefor
(“early to mid 2005”).



San Jose responded to Morgan Hill’s request in a letter dated March 7, 2005, from
Renee Gurza, Sr. Deputy City Attorney for San Jose, to David Bischoff. In the letter, San
Jose provided certain documents responsive to request (1), but stated that it did not have
any documents responsive to requests (2) through (7) above. At the April 26th Workshop,
Mayor Kennedy stated that he had still not received answers to some of his questions. (p.
9). Accordingly, Morgan Hill renews its request for copies of the documents in requests

(2) through (7) above when they are generated.

1. GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE SCOPE OF THE EIR.
A. The Baseline

CEQA Guideline § 15125 establishes the existing “physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project” as the “baseline” for review of the environmental
impacts of the project. Subdivision (a) states that “this environmental setting will
normally constitute the physical baseline conditions” used to determine whether an
impact is significant. In turn, Guideline § 15126.2(a) states that “in assessing the impact
of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its
examination to changes in the existing physical conditions on the affected area as they
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published.”

In the case of the CVSP, the NOP notes that 6.6 million square feet of
development with approximately 20,000 jobs were contemplated under the Development
Agreement approved in 2001 for the Coyote Valley Research Park. (p. 2). The NOP
states that “these existing entitlements” were “set aside” during the planning process to
allow jobs to be spread across the larger development area. (p.7). Therefore, we assume

that the development proposed for Coyote Valley Research Park will not be treated as



part of the baseline for the evaluation of CVSP’s impacts. We believe that this is the
correct approach — i.e., only the existing physical conditions can be treated as part of the
baseline.

At the April 26 Workshop, San Jose stated that under the Draft EIR’s no project
alternative, the number of jobs would still be based on Athe approval of the Cisco
development. (p.2). While this treatment is appropriate for one “no project” scenario, that
alternative must also be evaluated from the perspective of the development and jobs
existing at the time the NOP was issued, without any-assumption of further development.
" Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that “[t]he ‘no project’ analysis
shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, ...
as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the
Project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services.” See also Environmental Planning and
Information Council v. County of El Dorado, 131 Cal.App.3d 350 (1982).

Finally, if the Draft EIR will rely to any extent on the evaluations done in the EIR

on the Coyote Valley Research Park, the Draft EIR should describe the extent of that

reliance.

B. The Project Description
. A complete description of the project is the essential starting point for an EIR.
The discussion appended to CEQA Guideline § 15124 emphasizeé that the project
description is the only way for the CEQA analysis “to make sense,” and the courts have
attached great importance to the accuracy and completeness of the project description. As

the court stated in County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 192-3



(1977): “Only through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public
decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost, consider
mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal (i.e., the "no
project” alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance.” Accordingly, Morgan
Hill submits that it is important that the Draft EIR on the CVSP contain a complete and

accurate description of the project.

1. The Scope and Nature of the Development Contemplated
under the CVSP must be Accurately-and Consistently Stated.

It is important that the scope and nature of the development contemplated by the
CVSP be fully and accurately set forth as part of the Project Description in the Draft EIR.
In that regard, we note that there are some unexplained discr_epancies between the
description of the project in the final NOP and other documents. First, there is a potential
discrepancy between the narrative project description and the Conceptual Land Use Plan.
The draft Conceptual Plan submitted to the San Jose City Council in January would
accommodate approximately 58,800 Workplace and Mixed Use jobs. The NOP narrative
indicates the Plan will accommodate approximately 50,000 jobs. It is unclear if the
Conceptual Plan has been modified to reduce the acreage for employment or if the
narrative assumes an employment number which is less than full buildout. It is important
the Conceptual Land Use Plan and the narrative description of it be consistent and
represent full buildout of the Plan.

Second, there were also some potentially significant changes made in the final
Notice of Preparation as compared with the draft circulated only a few days earlier. The
most notable of these is that (1) the size of the CVSP "community" was changed from

85,000 people in the draft to 70-80,000 in the final, (2) the final added an estimate that



the assumed mix of different types of residential development results in 2.6 persons per
household, (3) the final deleted the statement that the 50,000 jobs "equate to 15 million
square feet" of industrial/office/R&D development, and (4) the final changed the estimate
of retail development from 2.3 million square feet in the draft to 1.5 million. Morgan Hill
is puzzled by these changes. We request an explanation of why these changes were made
- and what, if any, revisions in the proposed CVSP or studies related thereto, prompted the
changes in the NOP.

Finally, Figure 5 of the NOP, the Circulation Diagram, shows the location of
major streets and transit in Coyote Valley, but it does not indicate the level of
improvements proposed for those streets. For example, Monterey Road and Santa Teresa
Boulevard are shown as major roadways but the number of lanes proposed for them is not
listed. These kinds of details are important and must be included in the project analyzed

in the Draft EIR.

2. All of the Discretionary Actions Which May be Considered in
Approving the Project Must be Evaluated in the EIR.

While the Draft EIR’s analysis of impacts and their mitigation should properly be
focused on the development that is anticipated under the CVSP, this analysis must also be
done in light of the speciﬁc provisions of the proposed draft of the CVSP itself and any
other documents that will be approved along with the CVSP and are intended to be
supported by this EIR. The NOP identifies a number of “discretionary actions” which
“may” be included in the CVSP. All of these appear to be part of the “project” as it must
be defined for purposes of CEQA.

The EIR should more specifically identify these documents. The entire project

proposed for approval (and not some smaller aspect of it) must be described and



evaluated in the Draft EIR. See Cfty of Santee v. County of San Diego, 214 Cal.App.3d
1438, 1450 (1989).

For example, the NOP refers to changes to “existing Development Agreements”
without specifically identifying those development agreements. It was also stated at the
April 26 Workshop that the EIR will not address development agreements. (p. 12). This
omission is appropriate to the extent that specific developments have not been proposed
to implemem the plan, but any revisions to existing development agreements (e.g., the
Coyote Valley Research Park development agreement) that are inherent in the CVSP
must be specifically addressed as part of the Draft EIR, as well as any parameters that
will control the negotiation of future development agreements.

The Draft EIR must make clear which of the elements identified will be proposed
for the City Council’s approval as part of the project — or, specifically identify any that
will be subject to later preparation and review after the City Council has acted on the

CVSP.

3. The Different Elements Must be In Specific, Detailed Final
Form.

Some of the statements made by San Jose representatives at the April 26
Workshop implied that the plan proposed for adoption by the City Councit may not be
completed until after the issuance of the Draft EIR. Among other things, the Deputy
Planning Director stated that “[p]lanning staff and consultants will be working on the
plan over the next year to make it ready for the San Jose City Council to adopt.” (p. 4).
The items mentioned requiring further review included the “financing process of the

plan,” the “phasing of improvements," and planning relating to the Greenbelt. /d. The



Deputy Planning Director said that the plan document “will evolve and will have a life of
its own.” (p. 5).

However, it is necessary that each of the elements that wiﬁ be part of the project
be embodied in complete, proposed drafts at the time that the Draft EIR is issued so that
the Draft EIR’s analysis can be specifically tailored to the particular terms of these
documents and the ppblic will have an opportunity to review the actions which will be

specifically controlled by these documents.

4. San Jose’s Commitment to the Infrastructure Improvements
which Could Serve to Mitigate Impacts Must be Made Clear.

There are many public infrastructure improvements mentioned in the NOP. The
total cost of the infrastructure for the CVSP was estimated at that April 26 Workshop to
exceed a billion dollars (p. 3), and the Deputy Planning Director stated that the City
Council needs to determine how much of this, including possible widening of Highway
101, should be included for implementation in the CVSP. (p. 7). It is imperative that all
impacts of the CVSP be fully mitigated, or the project scaled back to avoid such impacts.
The regional welfare must be appropriately considered. To the extent that it is uncertain
whether any of those will in fact be implemented as buildout occurs under the CVSP,
they should be so identified in the EIR so that potentially unmitigated significant impacts

are fully evaluated as such.

5. The Greenbelt Strategy Must Be More Specifically Defined.

The “conceptual Greenbelt Strategy” is only vaguely described. The EIR must
specifically identify the elements of this strategy, and evaluate their effectiveness in

achieving the protection of the “rural environment” identified as the strategy’s goal.



C. The Draft EIR Must make Clear in What Respects the CVSP is
Covered by a Program EIR versus a Project EIR.

The EIR must carefully distinguish between those elements of the CVSP for
which it serves as a project specific EIR and those elements for which it serves as a

program EIR, making clear what elements will require later, supplemental review under

CEQA.

D. The San Jose City Council’s Vision Statement Cannot Constrain
the Analysis in the EIR and Should be Subject to Reconsideration
by the City Council in Light of the EIR.

The NOP’s reference to the City Council’s Vision Statement leaves open the
question of whether the guiding principles in that document are subject to reconsideration
by the City Council and whether they will in any respgct constrain the analysis in the
EIR. CEQA requires that no advance decisions be made about the project that curtail the
scope of the analysis in the EIR, and any guidance provided in advance by the
decisionmakers must be open to reconsideration in light of its consideration of the Final
EIR.

We assume that San Jose will be following this approach in the EIR. At the April
26 Workshop, San Jose confirmed that after the issuance of the EIR, the City Council
would “need to decide whether they want to hold to the original plan or look at a different
project alterative model.” (p. 3). The status of the Vision Statement should be clarified in

the EIR.

E. The Draft EIR’s Use by Other Agencies Should be ldentified.

If the EIR will be used by other agencies, either as “Responsible Agencies” or in

some other capacity, it should identify those agencies and state the context for their use of
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the EIR. CEQA Guideline § 15096 contemplates that the EIR will also serve as the

environmental review document for all “Responsible Agencies.”

IV. THE TRAFFIC IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT

A. The 80/20 Split

There was considerable discussion of the 80/20 split at the April 26 Workshop.
The San Jose Deputy Planning Director indicated that the 80/20 split is “very close™ after
reviewing the general plans of the number of homes to be constructed in surrounding
cities (p. 6), and that he did not expect the 80/20 split to change (p. 9). In response to
Morgan Hill’s concerns that lower housing prices to the south would attract more CVSP
workers and that this demand would in turn encourage more residential development to
the south, San Jose responded that CEQA requires San Jose “to look at existing adopted
general plans for other communities.” (p. 11).

Morgan Hill respectfully disagrees.

CEQA requires that the Draft EIR consider whatever factors will provide the most
reasonable estimate of where CVSP workers are likely to live for purposes of judging
traffic impacts. Nothing in CEQA or environmental jurisprudence limits San Jose to
acceptance of the housing projections in the General Plans of other jurisdictions or
requires it to ignore the obvious influence of lower housing prices. See, e.g., Kostka &
Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act §20.3 (CEB 2003)
(“If an EIR bases its cumulative impact analyses on general plan projections, it should
explain whey the projections are a realistic predictor of related impacts.”); Kings County

Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 692 (1990).
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It was Morgan Hill’s understanding at the conclusion of the April 26 Workshop,
that one of the “action items™ agreed to was that San Jose staff would reexamine the
80/20 split. In this regard, it is important that all variables — including the attraction of
lower housing prices — be considered.

Conversely, the impact of CVSP on housing prices to the south, including Morgan
Hill, is also important to consider. While CEQA may not require consideration of the
impact on housing prices per se (as a socio-economic impact), i; does require the
consideration of such impacts when they will lead to other physical impacts on the
environment. Because housing prices to the south will initially affect the number of
CVSP workers who seek to live there and their attraction to the area will in turn affect
demand for that housing, the impact on housing prices must be evaluated as part of the
study of traffic impacts over the long term of the CVSP.

At the April 26 Workshop', San Jose representatives indicated that an economic
analysis was being conducted, but said it would not necessarily be part of the EIR and
would not necessarily examine the plan’s impact on housing prices in i\/Iorgan Hill. (p. 9).
Morgan Hill urges San Jose to reconsider these positions and commit to undertaking this

analysis as part of the Draft EIR.

B. Traffic Counts

All traffic counts used in the analysis for Morgan Hill roadways should be less
than one year old from the time of the NOP and should be conducted with schools in
session. San Jose should not use counts conducted earlier than September 2004, since
they do not account for the opening of Sobrato High School or the charter school at

Monterey Rd. and Bailey Rd.
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C. Documents, Assumptions, and Data to be Reviewed

The traffic analysis for the proposed project will be one of the most complex ever
performed in Santa Clara County given that the project is a new town the size of
Mountain View located iﬁ an area with extremely limited vehicle access (i.e., the area is
served by only one freeway and two arterial roadways). Due to the complexity, Morgan
Hill will need to review all of the technical assumptions well in advance of the
publication of the Draft EIR since these are the fundamental elements of the analysis. The
45-day review period will not provide sufficient time to adequately review all the
technical studies.

Specific technical elements/studies that should be reviewed are as follows:

1. Final Workscope.

The City of San Jose prepares a final workscope for all transportation studies.
This document should be provided to Morgan Hill staff for review to ensure that all
potentially affected facilities will be addressed in the EIR. The scope review will also

help to expedite the review of the Draft EIR once it is available.

2. Trip Generation.

The method of estimating the number of trips should be clearly delineated
including the size and justification for any reductions for internalization, trip reduction
strategies and measures, internal/external transit use, etc. Trip generation information
‘from comparably sized cities with somewhat similar land uses should be provided to

support the estimated number of external vehicle trips.
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3. Trip Distribution

The method of distributing project trips should be defined and supporting
information should be provided. If the Valley Transportation Authority (“VTA”) or City
of San Jose model is used, Morgan Hill would like to review the loaded network and land

use files to examine the information as it relates to Morgan Hill (see paragraph “4”
below). As noted above, previous studies have used an 80/20 north-south split for traffic
accessing the site. Under this assumption, the vast majority of trips would be generated in
northern Santa Clara County. However, the fact that less expensive housing is available
to the south in communities in Monterey and San Benito Counties will have a direct
effect on the project trip distribution. Economic studies and other data should be provided

to support the north-south split estimated by the travel demand models.

4. Model Files

Based on earlier analyses, the VTA or City model will be used to estimate trip
generation and/or distribution, as well as (o estimate future background/cumulative traffic
volumes. If the VTA or City of San Jose model is used, Morgan Hill requests copies of
the loaded network files and land use files used for this exercise. If the technical approach
is similar to that of the recently approved North San Jose Development Policy EIR, any

changes to land uses in other jurisdictions to balance trip productions and attractions

should be specifically identified.

5. Transit Systems/Trip Reduction Measures

The project proposes to include an internal transit system, integration with VTA
bus/light rail service, and a new Caltrain station. To allow trip reductions for transit use,

the project will have to provide enough definition to determine which uses will be within
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acceptable walking distances of stations/stops. Similarly, strategies and measures to
reduce vehicle trips beyond the mixed-use components of the project must include
enough specificity regarding implementation and the associated numeric level of

reduction needs to be identified.

D. Study Locations

The magnitude of development and resulting traffic volumes will have a
substantial and significant impact on the entire City of Morgan Hill. According to
information from the August 9, 2004 memorandum from Mike Waller (Hexagon) to
Salifu Yakubu (City of San Jose), the peak hour trip generation has been estimated at up
to 40,000 trips, of which 28% will be internalized, resulting in 28,800 external trips. Even
assuming an 80/20 split, the 20 percent would equal 5,760 trips which would approach
and depart the site through Morgan Hill. Even at a 50/50 inbound/outbound split, this
results in the need for at least one additional freeway lane in each direction on US 101,
and likely two given the current poor operating level of US 101 through the central part
of Morgan Hill. The VTA’s 2004 Monitoring Report shows the three-lane section of
northbound US 161 operating at LOS F in the AM peak hour.

The diversion of traffic from the congested freeway segments will affect all of the
major travel corridors in Morgan Hill. Accordingly, the following intersections should be

included in the EIR’s transportation analysis:

a. Hale Avenue/Tilton Avenue

b. Monterey Road/Tilton Avenue

c. Monterey Road/Bumett Avenue

d. Monterey Road/Peebles Avenue

e. Monterey Road/Madrone Parkway
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~ Monterey Road/Cochrane Road

g. Cochrane Road/Butterfield Boulevard

h. Cochrane Road/Madrone Parkway

aa.
bb.
cc.
dd.

€e.

ff.

Cochrane Road/US 101 SB Ramps
Cochrane Road/US 101 NB Ramps
Cochrane road/DePaul Drive (Future Murphy Avenue Extension)

Hale Avenue/Llagas Road

. Monterey Road/Old Monterey Road

Hale Avenue/Wright Avenue

W. Main Avenue/Peak Avenue

Hale Avenue/W. Main Avenue
Monterey Road/W. Main Avenue
Butterfield Boulevard/E. Main Avenue
W. Dunne Avenue/Peak Avenue

Monterey road/Dunne Avenue

. Butterfield Boulevard/E. Dunne Avenue

E. Dunne Avenue/US 101 SB Ramps
E. Dunne Avenue/US 101 NB Ramps
E. Dunne Avenue/Condit Road

E. Dunne Avenue/Murphy Avenue
DeWitt Avenue/Edmundson Avenue
Edmundson Avenue/Sunnyside Avenue
Monterey Road/Tennant Avenue
Tennant Avenue/US 101 SB Ramps
Tennant Avenue/US 101 NB Ramps
Watsonville Road/Sunnyside Avenue

Monterey Road/Watsonville Road
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The US 101 free;;vay will be the most congested corridor and will require detailed
operations analysis from the US 101/SR 85 interchange through Morgan Hill to
determine the ultimate needs to adequately accommodate traffic under future conditions.
San Jose should coordinate directly with Caltrans and City of Morgan Hill stgff to

identify improvements used as mitigation for impacts in this corridor.

E. Cumulative Traffic Impact Analysis

The City of San Jose currently uses its own travel demand model to conduct a PM
peak hour link analysis of roadway segments using changes in traffic volumes, vehicle
hours of travel and vehicle miles of travel as measﬁres of effectiveness. This analysis
method is used since the accuracy of estimating of turning movement volumes at
individual intersections under long-term cumulative conditions can be speculative. In the
past, this analysis was applied to San Jose roadways only and did not address cumulative
impacts in other jurisdictions. In the Draft EIR, this link analysis should also be applied
to roadway segments in the City of Morgan Hill to provide a reasonable cumulative
analysis and adequate information for Morgan Hill decision-makers and staff. At a

minimum, these links should include the following roadway segments:

a. Hale Avenue — North of Tilton, Tilton to Llagas, Llagas to Main

b. Monterey Road — North of Tilton, Tilton to Cochrane, Cochrane to Main,
Main to Dunne, Dunne to Tennant, Tennant to Watsonville

c. Butterfield Boulevard — Madrone to Cochrane, Cochrane to Main, Main to
Dunne, Dunne to Tennant, Tennant to Monterey Road

d. Cochrane Road - Monterey to Butterfield, Butterfield to Madrone,
Madrone to US 101

e. Dunne Avenue — Monterey to Butterfield, Butterfield to US 101

f. Tennant Avenue — Monterey to Butterfield, Butterfield to US 101
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g Dewitt Avenue — Edmundson to Dunne
h. Sunnyside Avenue — Edmundson to Watsonville
1. Watsonville Road — West of Sunnyside, Sunnyside to Monterey

F. Mitigation Measures

As part of the recently approved North San Jose Development Policy EIR, the
City of San Jose identified transportation/circulation impacts and mitigation measures in
adjacent jurisdictions. In all cases, however, the City did not provide a financial
contribution towards designing or implementing any of the identified improvements. The
EIR did identify a $450 million fee program plus CIP contributions that would fund
. improvements in San Jose.

Given that CVSP impacts in Morgan Hill are inevitabfe, the City of Morgan Hill
is requesting coordination with City of San Jose staff prior to release of the Draft EIR to
identify potential improvements where joint development or partial funding of projects
can be established through memoranda of understanding or other formal means.
Therefore, any fee program established for mitigation should include allocations for
improvements in Morgan Hill.

In addition to roadway improvements and other capacity enhancements,
mitigation measures considered in the Draft EIR should include, but not be limited to:
reduction of the overall project size, increasing the number of residential units within
mixed-use developments (only 3,800 of 26,600 units are included within mixed-use
development according to the NOP), increasing density (i.e., minimizing the number of

single-family detached units), and a reduction in the number of jobs, etc.

18



G. Project Phasing
The project is of sufficient size that it will develop in phases over time. The EIR
should clearly identify the project phasing and the associated impacts and mitigation

measures at all locations including those in Morgan Hill.

H. Level of Service (LOS) Policy

The City of San Jose currently maintains a citywide LOS D policy with several
exceptions. Four special planning areas including North San Jose, Evergreen, Edenvale
and the Downtown core have special requirements related to LOS and/or the timing of
planned improvements. The impact analysis and mitigation measures for the CVSP
should continue to adhere to the citywide policy of LOS D and should conform to the
City of Morgan Hill’s LOS D+ policy for all locally controlled intersections. No new
policy should be developed for intersections or roadways outside the project site

boundaries.

V. THE OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE
PROJECT

Land Use - The NOP fails to recognize that the CVSP will lead to direct
conversions of agricultural land within the footprint of the proposed development — not
juét to “adjacent agricultural uses.” This impact must be fully addressed in the EIR. More
generally, the EIR should also describe the project’s consistency with the San Jose’s
General Plan and zoning, evaluation of any incompatible land use impacts from proposed
land use changes, and the jobs/housing balance. Finally, the mitigation measures that will
be reviewed in the EIR should not be limited to the categories listed at the end of this

topic in the NOP.
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Air Quality — The EIR must also evaluate the impact on air quality from the
development proposed, not just traffic. The industrial and R&D development in particular
may have air quality impacts.

Noise — The EIR’s evaluation should not be limited to the “land use compatibility
between proposed uses” but should also include the impact on the existing environment
at the time of the NOP. The impacts evaluated should also include traffic noise resulting
from buildout of the Plan.

Hydrology and Water Quality — At the April 26 Workshop, a representative of
the Santa Clara Valley Water District indicated that the District has many issues related
to high ground water and that they are working toward a plan to address this area. These
issues should be fully explored in the Draft EIR. The EIR must review the high
groundwater levels in the area and evaluate the impacts of the proposed development on
groundwater supplies.

Hazardous Materials — The EIR should describe the potential for contamination
of the groundwater from existing hazardous materials on sites resulting from historic and
present land uses. It should not be limited to the evaluation of this impact on areas
proposed for residential and school development, as the NOP implies. In addition, the
EIR should not be limited to the potential for impacts to proposed development, but
should also include the potential for contamination of existing groundwater resources and
uses that will not otherwise be changed by the CVSP. The impact from the generation of
hazardous materials by the proposed uses, including industry and R&D, should also be

evaluated.



Growth Inducing Impacts -- The EIR should identify and describe the extent to
which infrastructure (including transportation improvements) proposed or required by the
project would include excess capacity, and identify what, if any, additional development

might be accommodated or induced by that capacity.

Vi. ALTERNATIVES

Under CEQA, the alternatives section is the "core of an EIR." Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 564 (1990). Similarly, in Laurel Heights,
supra, 47 Cal.3d at 400, the court held that the alternatives analysis is one of the "major
functions" of an EIR. For an EIR to be legally adequate, it must therefore analyze a
reasonable range of feasible alternatives.

The description of alternatives in the NOP is very abbreviated. Morgan Hill
submits that at a minimum the Draft EIR must consider an alternative that significantly
reduces the scale of the project and an alternative that balances the jobs and housing in

the project.
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Approved as Amended: May 18, 2005

CITY OF MORGAN HILL
SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL
COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN WORKSHOP
MINUTES - APRIL 26, 2005

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Kennedy convened the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Workshop at 7:05 p.m.

ROLL CALL ATTENDANCE

Present: Council Member Tate and Mayor Kennedy
Late: Council Member Sellers

Absent: Council Members Carr and Grzan

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

City of Morgan Hill: Ed Tewes, City Manager; Kathy Molloy Previsich, Director of
Community Development; David Bischoff, Contract Planner

City of San Jose: Forrest Williams, Council Member; Darrel Boyd, Principal Planner; Emily
Moody, Assistant to Council Member Williams; Jennifer Malutta, Deputy
Chief of Staff, Office of Mayor Ron Gonzales; Joe Horwedyl, Director of
Planning; Luke Vong, Associate Engineer, Department of Transportation;
Manuel Pineda, Senior Engineer, Department of Transportation, Mike
Mena, Planner; Paul Ma, Department of Transportation; Sal Yakabu,
Principal Planner; Jodi Starbird, David Powers & Associates; Eileen
Goodwin, Apex Strategies; Mike Waller, Hexagon Transportation
Consultants

Stakerholders: Alex Kennett, Open Space Authority; Carolyn McKennan,
Superintendent, Morgan Hill Unified School District; Connie Ludewig,
San Martin Neighborhood Association; Jack Faraone, Coyote Valley
Landowner; Rebecca Van Dahlen, Santa Clara County Association of
Realtors; Russ Danielson, Coyote Valley Specific Plan Task Force; Shelle
Thomas, Morgan Hill Unified School District Board Member; Peter
Mandel, Morgan Hill Unified School District Board Member; and Steve
Kinsella, President, Gavilan College

DECLARATION OF POSTING OF AGENDA

City Clerk Torrez certified that the meeting’s agenda was duly noticed and posted in accordance with
Government Code 54954.2.
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Joint Special & Regular City Council and
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OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Mayor Kennedy opened the floor to public comment for items not listed on the evening’s agenda. No
comments were offered.

Joe Horwedyl addressed the Coyote Valley Specific Plan and related Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) process. He addressed the potential environmental impacts associated with land use,
transportation, air quality, noise, hydrology, geology & soils, biology, cultural resources, hazardous
materials, visual and aesthetic resources, utilities/energy, and public facilities and services. He explained
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the EIR process as part of a specific plan. He
addressed the EIR alternative requirements. He said that the City of San Jose is reviewing the impacts
associated with the development of Coyote Valley, indicating that they are still collecting data and that
they have not yet begun the analysis associated with any impacts. He said that CEQA requires that as
impacts are identified, agencies are to look at ways of minimizing the impacts. Mitigation measures
would be built into the project in order to lessen the impacts; tweaking plans to minimize the impacts.
He stated that project alternatives need to be feasible, accomplish most of the objectives of the project,
and avoids or substantially reduces the significant impacts. He said that the City of San Jose has
identified 16 objectives/goals for Coyote Valley; including meeting the objectives of San Jose’s general
plan. He said that there is a rule of reason that stipulates that public/lead agencies do not need to look at
every altemative, but need to review a reasonable range of alternatives. He expects that the City of San
Jose will look at 15 alternatives based on the size of the project. The intent of the alternatives is to foster
an informative decision making process.

Mr. Horwedyl said that the City of San Jose City Council is looking toward 16 outcomes/objectives for
the project (e.g., affordable housing, no development in greenbelt, living within the confines of the plan,
50,000 jobs and housing to be constructed, consistency with the general plan, etc.). He said that the City
of San Jose will look at ideas that are identified and decide how they are to be studied. He felt that 10-20
ideas would be studied and reviewed as part of the EIR process. There are different types of project
alternatives to be looked at, including a “no project” alternative. He said that under the no project
alternative, jobs would still be developed based on the approval of Cisco development. San Jose will
look/analyze: the Greenbelt Alliance Plan; issues associated with the core infrastructure/land use plan
(e.g., central lake/park concept), realignment of Fischer Creek; Santa Teresa Boulevard circulation,
development on the east side of Monterey Road, wetlands); reduced scale alternative (reduced project
would have less impacts on air, traffic, services, water supply, sewage demand, etc.); jobs/housing
alternatives to be looked at as part of a reduced scaled project, including uneven reductions in
housing/jobs, and finding an alternative location(s). However, finding an alternative location(s) would
be a challenge. He said that until all the reports are completed, it is not known which impacts would be
“potentially significant, and that the alternatives would be a moving target as the EIR process moves
forward.

School Board Member Mandel noted that in the work being done, the San Jose City Council is moving
forward with 16 outcomes. Yet, it is being stated that alternatives are being reviewed. He inquired
whether this is the process where the 16 outcomes are considered and whether new goals would be
identified as part of the process.
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Mr. Horwedyl said that Sal Yakabu and his staff need to come up with a plan that meets the 16 outcome
criteria and that it is his job to analyze the plan to see if it is the best environmentally balanced project
that can be designed; and if not, to look at items that would balance the project. He stated that he has a
little more latitude in looking at the 16 goals. In looking at a reduced project, he would be at odds with
the San Jose City Council’s goal of providing 50,000 jobs and 25,000 housing units. Should he analyze
something in the EIR that states that 25,000 jobs and 20,000 housing units is the best alternative, he
would explain this in the EIR. The Council would then need to decide whether they want to hold to the
original plan or look at a different project alternative model.

Mr. Horwedyl indicated that the Greenbelt Alliance Plan did not include the 16 goals. He stated that he
advised the San Jose City Council last month that staff is using a framework to look at alternatives such
as transportation, elimination of a parkway road system, use of a grid iren road system, flood control
alternatives, biology, services that include school standards, and land use (e.g., use of a more compact
foot print, greenbelt, etc.). He addressed comments received relating to alternative locations. He said
that there are a number of alternative locations that can be looked at and analyzed as part of the EIR.
(e.g., build the project on the foothills). However, there is a premise that the project cannot make
impacts worse. There is a question regarding using the Greenbelt Alliance Plan altemative or to look at
certain components of the plan. It is being suggested that major components be reviewed. He addressed
triggers (e.g., no development in Coyote Valley until 5,000 jobs have been developed and the City of
San Jose has secured economic health; providing services based on certain level standards). He said that
the Task Force will discuss triggers and step alternatives to development. He stated that jobs are
important to the way they will balance the transportation network. To be discussed is how you pay for
the entire plan. He noted that it would cost over $1 billion to construct the infrastructure. It is believed
that residential development will pay for most of the infrastructure/services. These will be ongoing
discussions.

Council Member Sellers entered and was seated.

Mr. Horwedyl addressed the schedule, indicating that it is a goal to circulate an EIR later this year and
that it is proposed to add an additional review period to the required 45-day review period. He said that
once the San Jose City Council decides on the preferred plan, he would begin to describe alternatives to
the preferred plan. He clarified that the majority of the EIR will be describing the Plan. He indicated
that the San Jose City Council has selected a preferred plan that will have a variety of detail. He stated
that he is writing an EIR based upon a specific plan and a zoning document. The EIR would not be
describing details or specificity. Details would be reviewed under later approvals. He said that the San
Jose City Council has accepted the specific plan before the stakeholders group. The plan will discuss the
number/types of housing units and types of commercial uses, etc.

Mayor Kennedy inquired as to the best way that the City of Morgan Hill and the Coyote Stakeholders
can bring forth a preferred alternative.

Mr. Horwedyl responded that the notice of preparation of the EIR would be released in mid May 2005.
This would be the kick off of the EIR process. This would be an opportunity for other public agencies,
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the community and interested parties to provide information to the City of San Jose about information
that should be included in the EIR and whether there are other alternatives to be reviewed. He said that
now is the time to identify alternatives (sooner rather than later in order to be included in the EIR
process).

Mayor Kennedy said that Mr. Yakabu and staff have been working on developing a preferred
alternative. It is his understanding that this preferred alternative has been forwarded to the EIR
consultants. He inquired whether planning staff would continue to develop a preferred alternative plan.

Mr. Horwedyl said that planning staff will be reviewing the preferred plan and will continue to do so as
part of the EIR process. He stated there are still discussions taking place about how the pedestrian
circulation should work. As planning staff goes through the different facets of the plan, adjustments will
be made to the plan. He stated that by no means is the plan completed. Planning staff and consultants
will be working on the plan over the next year to make it ready for the San Jose City Council to adopt.

Mr. Bischoff said that the San Jose City Council endorsed a preferred alternative plan in January 2005
and that the consultants will be working toward a refinement of this plan. He indicated that there should
not be an expectation that there will be a lot of changes made to the plan. If Morgan Hill is to provide
comments on its preferred alternative and provide additional input, he felt that the City of San Jose
might consider it as an alternative in the EIR.

Mr. Horwedyl stated that the task force would consider all information that would be part of the EIR
process. However, he said that the San Jose City Council gave a lot of thought to their preferred
alternative and that it would surprise him should the plan would change significantly.

School Board Member Thomas inquired as to the role of the task force following the completion of the
EIR process.

Mr. Horwedyl responded that the task force will continue to work through the specific plan and the
different implementation pieces such as the financing pieces of the plan (e.g., industrial development,
development of a Mello Roos District, another assessment tool, phasing of improvements, active
acquisition of a greenbelt plan, as a passive greenbelt plan, etc.). He said that there are still a lot of
discussions to be undertaken.

Russ Danielson stated that he was pleased to see that the alternative uses the term “suburban school
size” rather than “urban school size” in the small footprint. The idea of shared land/park backing up to
schools and vise versa should be looked at carefully as it can be a concept that has danger involved in it.

Community Development Director Molloy Previsich inquired whether the EIR would analyze
intermediate development of Coyote Valley.

Mr. Horwedyl indicated that an end point analysis would be conducted for full build out. They will
address questions about phasing transportation improvements and other infrastructure in order to
determine whether the right mitigations are included. He said that he does not have enough traffic
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analysis at this time to determine the infrastructure, circulation, phasing and timing. This information is
to be gathered through the specific plan process.

Mayor Kennedy requested that the School District and Gavilan College representatives address their
involvement in the process.

Dr. McKennan said that School District has been discussing the size/ownership of school land and
whether the school will be designed as a single story facility, etc. She stated that no conclusions have
been reached, but that the School District has shared their ideas with the City of San Jose and that
progress has been made toward understanding each other’s desires. She stated that it was found that a
shared park concept would not work. As the process moves forward, it will be determined whether there
would be conflicts. She said that it would be important to continue dialogues.

School Board Member Mandel stated that dialogue has been good and on going. He expressed concern
with timing. He felt that it needs to be determined the number of children who would reside in Coyote
Valley and then look at the implications (e.g., more schools versus less schools needed). It would be his
goal to get basic assumptions settled such as the types, configuration and number of schools and how the
schools would share parks. Once these are identified, they can be tweaked and included into the
preferred plan. Given the timing of the notice of preparation, he felt that there is time to include a
revised set of assumptions into the preferred plan.

Mr. Horwedyl confirmed that there is still time to include items into the build out of the plan. He said
that the plan document will evolve and have will have a life of its own.

School Board Member Thomas said that a concern is that the School District is dealing with a finite area
and that every acre makes a difference. Therefore, the allocations to the school district and college for
other infrastructure will become critical in the overall picture. Therefore, it is the preferred alternative
that one wants to review from the beginning.

Gavilan College President Kinsella indicated that he has identified a specific piece of property directly
across from the IBM Business Park and that he would like to work with the City of San Jose toward a
Memorandum of Understanding. He is working with the City of San Jose to devélop athletic fields
adjacent to the parcel. He stated that Gavilan College does not share the same safety issues associated
with school children as most students are adults. He said that he has discussed joint facility(ies) parking
and library projects. He said that it is Gavilan’s intent to close the key points that cannot be discussed
this evening and continue to move forward. There is one issue that poses a challenge, one that he has no
control over, and that is the size of the footprint. He said that the education code is specific in its
requirements. The education code will determine whether the site can be purchased. He said that there
is still a lot of work that needs to be done, including site testing.

Council Member Sellers addressed traffic concerns. He noted that growth has occurred from individuals
working in Silicon Valley and that 80% of the City’s workforce go to other places, mainly to Silicon
Valley. He indicated that the City understands commute patterns. This is a great community and that is
the reason individuals chose to reside in Morgan Hill. He said that housing is less expensive in South
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County. In looking at traffic issues/patterns, he felt that the 80/20 split does not make sense. He felt that
three of the four patterns show traffic will head south as this has been what has been seen over the past
few decades. He felt that the plan was put into place and that the traffic numbers were derived to match
the plan. He requested an explanation as to why Morgan Hill should feel comfortable that traffic would
be heading north.

Mr. Horwedyl indicated that the 80/20 split came out of the Cisco EIR. He said that the information was
based on the response to comments that came from the public on the EIR. He said that there were a lot
of comments on the 80/20 split and that the traffic assignment/distribution looked at where housing was
and ran the numbers. It took 9 months to respond to comments, a substantial amount of time. They went
back to look at the original assumptions to determine how real the numbers were. He indicated that the
City of San Jose was sued five times over the EIR and that they won all lawsuits. One of the big issues
of the lawsuits was that should the campus industrial development move forward, it would push a lot of
housing to the south. He indicated that after reviewing the general plans of the number of homes to be
constructed in surrounding cities, the 80/20 split is very close. He noted that even in this slow year, San
Jose will be issuing 3,000 housing permits, noting that in good years, 5,000 housing permits are issued.
When he looks south, he does not see a lot of housing being made available. New housing is being
constructed, but not at the magnitude that is occurring to the north. He will be reviewing the numbers to
determine whether these are still real numbers. He said that having a mixed housing industrial project
would have a better transportation outcome.

Mr. Boyd said that a problem with the Cisco EIR is that City of San Jose used its own trausit model. In
this case, the City of San Jose will be using a different model in order to build better confidence in the
numbers in the results to be achieved, using a VTA model that looks at the 14 county bay area. The
model will take into account the general plans of regional areas.

Council Member Sellers felt that it was important to look at the numbers. It is also important to provide
housing so that South County, Salinas and other areas will not be impacted.

Mr. Horwedy! said that during the litigation process, they reminded south county cities that they are
building low density housing on farmland and that the workers in their communities cannot afford to
purchase homes. He indicated that Monterey County just approved a large subdivision north of Salinas
and that the housing does not support the farm workers. He said that San Jose would provide as much
housing as possible.

School Board Member Thomas said that it was her hope that the model would take into account existing
housing.

Mr. Horwedyl said that there is new housing being constructed everywhere. There was a discussion
about the impact of Coyote Valley to housing prices in Morgan Hill, Gilroy and other communities. He
said that this could be studied as part of the fiscal analysis, but could not guarantee that it would be
studied. He said that at time of preparation of the analysis for Cisco, it was found that there were a lot of
homes available for sale to the north and south with a vast majority of homes being to the north.
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Mayor Kennedy said that even if you use an 80/20 assumption, 20% would create another bottleneck.
He inquired how the Plan would address traffic congestion. Would there be an extension of light rail?

Mr. Horwedyl said that if there is nothing in the plan that addresses public transportation, one of the
mitigation impacts he would identify as part of site impacts to Highway 101 would be congestion and
what it would take to relieve congestion as part of the EIR. He said that San Jose City Council would
need to determine what would be feasible to include in the project and what would not be feasible due to
economics. There has been discussion by the San Jose City Council about the cost for the plan and the
features to be included. Should Highway 101 widening be a cost to the development, it needs to be
determined how much the Plan could bear.

Mr. Boyd said that San Jose will run the traffic model in advance of the EIR. He plans to run a
transportation model in order to get a sense of the possible impacts. The data provided would assist in
determining whether some of the mitigation measures to be identified can be incorporated.

Mr. Horwedyl said that the provision of Caltrain service into Coyote Valley, and how to design Santa
Teresa in order to allow light rail to ultimately come to Coyote Valley will be studied. He indicated that
VTA has indicated that they are not ready to bring light rail into Coyote Valley until it starts to develop.

Mayor Kennedy suggested that transportation staff work with South County agencies as they are also
pushing to bring Caltrain and bus transit to South County. He felt that working together may result in
bringing additional mass transit services to South County.

Mr. Horwedyl stated that the City of San Jose received money from the State to help fund Caltrain at
time of the review of the Cisco project. A message that San Jose is trying to relay to South County
communities is that they see their connection/relationships to communities to the south versus south San
Francisco or Alameda County. He agreed that working together may result in bringing more
transportation dollars to South County.

Council Member Tate expressed concern with the housing/job imbalance. He did not believe that
affordable housing was addressed. He expressed concern with economics and whether it equates.

Mr. Horwedyl said that San Jose is unique in that it has fewer than on worker for each job that is
available. Other cities in the county have 3-4 jobs per employed residents. He said that San Jose is
trying to build out of this. He felt that a solution to address this would be to develop more industrial as
being the best economical thing to do. However, San Jose continues to add several thousands of housing
units into its general plan. He stated that the San Jose City Council understands the linkage of having
available housing and keeping a balanced economy going. San Jose does not look at Coyote Valley as a
microcosm of control. He noted that south San Jose has a tremendous amount of housing and that
residents work elsewhere (e.g., to the north).

San Jose Council Member Williams indicated that at the request of Mayor Kennedy, San Jose staff came
to speak to the Coyote Stakeholders and the City of Morgan Hill about the Coyote Valley EIR. He said
that there are phases that San Jose must go through as identified in the visioning process and by the San
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Jose City Council. He said that questions raised will be answered, but that it will take time. The EIR
will address environmental, transportation, and housing projection issues. He said that San Jose will
make sure that Coyote Valley is a viable project and that the Plan will address everyone’s concerns. He
said that the EIR document will address the concerns raised. He stated that the City of San Jose wants
individuals to raise concems in order to discuss and address them. He indicated that the City of San Jose
is willing to come to South County to try and address concems as the more you talk about the concerns,
solutions tend to evolve and concerns addressed. He said that the City of San Jose is committed and
wants to make sure that Coyote Valley is a place where people want to be. San Jose wants to address all
environmental issues and provide mitigations to impacts. He said that flexibility needs to be
incorporated into the Plan so that it is a moving/living plan. He stated that Mayor Gonzales and the City
of San Jose is committed to making sure that everyone moves together. Everyone will need to give and
take a little in the development of Coyote Valley. He acknowledged that transportation and schools are
important. He and Mayor Gonzales have reviewed the recommendations for phasing and that they
would be releasing their views of what it should be. To be reviewed is the cost of the infrastructure,
phasing of development and how best to move forward with development of Coyote Valley. He felt that
phasing may help to address some of the issues raised this evening regarding traffic, housing, etc. He
said that San Jose continues to look at ways to generate housing, including changes to land use so that
they can address housing and industrial issues. They are trying to be creative in order to meet the needs.
San Jose will be generating housing and will meet the requirements for housing. He agreed that the job
housing balance needs to be changed. He felt that the City of San Jose needs to provide better services to
its residents and that if they can provide more jobs, they would be able to do so. He stated that the City
of San Jose is willing to work cooperatively with the City of Morgan Hill and the Coyote Valley
stakeholders to help address issues and concemns.

Mayor Kennedy-opened the floor to public comment. No comments were offered.

Santa Clara Valley Water District Board Member Rosemary Kamei stated that the City of San Jose staff
is working with the Water District to address flood control and water supply issues. She said that the
Water District has many issues related to high ground water and that they are working toward a plan to
address this area. She said that the Water District Board of Directors did have an opportunity to take a
look at some preliminary information and-that the Board is interested in working with the City of San
Jose as well as the City of Morgan Hill to look at the possibility of a new zone benefit for water rates
and other issues. She said that long range planning needs to occur in looking at water supply and other
issues within this area. She indicated that the City of San Jose is well aware of the Water District’s
concerns in this particular area.

Mayor Kennedy said that there is a serious concern about active water sources in Coyote Valley and that
this is an issue that needs to be addressed. Regarding flood control, he noted that Fisher Creek begins in
Morgan Hill, on Cochrane Road. He felt that the City of Morgan Hill needs to work with the City of
San Jose so that the detention ponds pumped into Fisher Creek do not create flooding.

School Board Member Thomas stated that air quality is a major concern and that she does not know how
it can be mitigated as it is a strong concern to south valley residents. She also expressed concern with
the quality and adequacy of water, especially with the development of high industrial uses. She said that
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fluoride in the water has contaminated the wells in Morgan Hill. She said that the City needs to make
sure that it has an adequate water supply for its citizens.

Mayor Kennedy also addressed air quality, especially with Calpine. He said that there is a reliance on
automobiles and that the development of Coyote Valley will exacerbate an existing problem. He
referred to the packet handed out earlier. He stated that he sent a letter to Mayor Gonzales in early 2005
and that he still does not have answers to his questions. He referred to page 8 of the letter relating to
housing la and 1b.

Mr. Horwedyl said that a preferred plan has been identified and that it will allow San Jose to conduct
projection of jobs. He said that campus industrial is subjective with 50,000 jobs being proposed. He said
the secondary jobs piece would be a part of the EIR with projections and assumptions being made. He
stated that over the next several months, more information would be shared. He indicated that this is
work in progress with initial numbers. Through the EIR process, San Jose would refine the numbers. He
said that it is anticipated that within the next four months, additional information would be made
available.

San Jose Council Member Williams said that four months is a best guesstimate regarding being able to
provide projections.

San Jose staff stated that as the process proceeds, refinements to numbers will be made. Staff will need
to determine the primary jobs (e.g., retail and government job; jobs that bring income into the
community, etc.). He stated that primary and secondary jobs will need to be determined.

Mr. Horwedyl said that housing 1b addresses the 80/20 split analysis. Item c identifies triggers for
phasing and that item d talks about economics. He indicated that CEQA requires that physical impacts
be reviewed and not social or economic impacts unless the social/economic impacts have a physical
connection. He said that an economist is looking at a variety of economic issues associated with the
plan. The economic analysis is being conducted, but would not necessarily be a part of the EIR. The
EIR will look at economic pieces, but that he could not guarantee that it would look at how it would
affect housing prices in Morgan Hill. He acknowledged that housing prices are going up and what is
being done in Coyote Valley would not change this.

Mayor Kennedy inquired whether there was anything that could be done to increase housing
affordability?

Mr. Horwedyl did not expect the 80/20 split to change. He noted that Coyote Valley is not in a
redevelopment agency, and therefore, there is not statutory requirement for affordable housing. He said
that the San Jose City Council included a 20% affordable housing requirement in their 16 guiding
principles.

City of San Jose staff said that their Council has directed that a balanced community be planned. It was -
stated that staff has not conducted a study on the feasibility of affordability. Policies would be developed
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in order to address housing affordability. He stated that there is a difference between affordability and
inclusionary housing.

Council Member Sellers appreciated the fact that the City of San Jose is considering a 20% affordable
housing requirement as one of the guiding principles. He felt that there are creative ways to provide
different housing types. It is his hope that a greater percentage of affordable housing would be provided.

School Board Member Thomas indicated that the School District was under the impression that the
proposed affordable housing units would be subsidized units.

Mr. Horwedyl stated that 5,000 housing units would be affordable, and that they would not be
subsidized housing units. These will be income restrictive housing units and that you would not be able
to tell the difference between an affordable and a market rate housing unit. He indicated that the Tacci
development would be a high density development and would be an affordable housing project.

City Manager Tewes noted that it was indicated that the numbers would be revisited. He inquired
whether the 80/20 split is an assumption built into the model or is it an outcome of the model.

Mr. Horwedyl responded that the numbers are a result of the model.

San Jose staff said that the 80/20 split is a number that was set based on the Cisco project. He stated that
a model run was conducted for this project.

Mike Mena said that there are several things to keep in mind regarding the 80/20 split. It is not being
stated that trips are not coming from the south. It is referring to how many homes are located south of
Coyote Valley versus how many homes are located north of Coyote Valley. This determines how many
trips would be attached to the activity. He said that with the existing plan, there are fewer homes south
of Coyote Valley than similar distances north of Coyote Valley. There is also more congestion coming
south of Coyote Valley than there is from the north of Coyote Valley in peak hours. He said that
housing is an assumption that is an input to the model. The outcome of the distribution of trips
associated with this plan is the results. A question that needs to be asked is whether the number of trips
coming from the south would be different with or without jobs/housing in Coyote Valley. He stated that
the number of commuters coming north would be identical with or without development in Coyote
Valley. He said that the traffic model takes into account income groups. Therefore, there is a different
distribution model for each class of household incomes and jobs.

Mayor Kennedy felt that the 80/20 split would change based on more affordable housing being made
available south of Coyote Valley. It was his belief that affordable housing to the south would increase
traffic.

Council Member Sellers said that if communities to the south allow housing stocks to increase, it will
turn Morgan Hill into one big parking lot. As long as the numbers hold, the 80/20 split would be
reasonable. Once communities to the south allow the construction of additional affordable housing, he
felt the numbers would change.
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Mr. Mena said that Mr. Horwedyl is stuck with CEQA law and that he has to look at existing adopted
general plans for other communities. The San Jose City Council will not likely give him the latitude to
change the assumptions in the EIR to take speculative considerations into account or over estimate the
impacts to the south. :

Community Development Director Molloy Previsich noted that this is a plan for a new city. She
recommended that San Jose reassess the amount of housing proposed in communities to the south. She
felt that there is a regional component that needs to be analyzed as part of good planning,.

Mr. Horwedyl said that ABAG and MTC looks at where the jobs and housing growth will occur. The
numbers San Jose staff received from ABAG and MTC indicate that Coyote Valley, downtown San Jose
and the Evergreen area is where development would occur (San Jose city limits). At the regional level,
the same pressures will still exist.

Community Development Director Molloy Previsich said that because San Jose will not be able to
accommodate development it will place pressure on other cities to accommodate development.

Mr. Mena said that Mr. Horwedyl is in a tough spot, and that he will have to consider various
alternatives to the project that tend to lessen some of the impacts.

Mayor Kennedy said that it is Morgan Hill’s hope that the City of San Jose would work with the City
and the stakeholders through the planning process. It is the hope that the City of San Jose will continue
to work with the stakeholders on real alternatives.

San Jose Council Member Williams said the City of San Jose is open to discuss issues. He felt that
pressures would still exist without development in Coyote Valley. Regionally, the area will grow as this
is a place where individuals want to relocate. The City of San Jose needs to look at its zoning and land
uses. Other cities will look at their land uses and decide whether they want to accommodate growth.
The City of San Jose is basing its development projections on land use and needs; preparing for the
future. He felt that the City of San Jose is in a dilemma. The City of San Jose is trying to rectify and
improve the quality of life for its community. This will result in the need to change job/housing
numbers. The City of San Jose wants to work with its legal documents. They also want to work together,
noting that San Jose has a direction where it wants to go. The City of San Jose wants to work with the
Plan and would like to address concerns, but that they need to look at the EIR. The Plan needs to come
close to a place where everyone can exist together.

Mayor Kennedy said that the 80/20 split has been a source of concern to the stakeholders.

San Jose Council Member Williams asked what the City of San Jose can do such that the stakeholders in
attendance can reach a comfort level that the numbers are real or close.
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Community Development Director Molloy Previsich said that it is staff’s concern that the regional
assumptions are updated as much as possible. She felt that the model should reflect the most recent
assumptions for all counties. There may be another model that would be worth analyzing.

Mr. Horwedyl said that the City of San Jose reviewed several models with the Cisco plan and made sure
that they had the most recent data possible. He stated that the notice of preparation is an important
process as this is the snapshot that is used to analyze the plan. The City of San Jose will continue to
monitor to make sure that the model is the true model, using the VTA model. He said that the City of
San Jose would like to conduct focus topic sessions such as transportation focus/analysis.

City Manager Tewes said that the City of Morgan Hill has asked to review information, but has not been
provided with information.

Mr. Horwedyl said that the City of San Jose would prefer to give everyone the technical information, but
that he needs to work with the attorney to figure out how/when to provide the information at the same
time.

Mr. Bischoff suggested that changes have occurred. He noted that it has been stated that ABAG provides
regional numbers and that the numbers state that Santa Clara County will be adding more jobs than
housing units. If this is the case, individuals who will be working in Coyote Valley will live outside the
area. He requested a reassessment of the 80/20 split. He stated that he would like to have the
opportunity to dialogue about the assumptions.

Mayor Kennedy suggested that stakeholders be allowed to work with the consultant or San Jose City
staff to better understand the assumptions.

Mr. Horwedyl said that school sites will be designated in the Plan and that they are working on the
financing piece of this. He indicated that school districts are wards of the state as it relates to property
acquisitions. It is their goal to work with the school district.

School Board Member Thomas said that the School District is not in the same position as Gavilan
College; indicating that the School District does not want to burden existing residents with the financing
of a new school.

Regarding public facilities impacts, Mr. Horwedyl stated that the EIR would be assessing the impacts to
the county road network and identifying mitigations. Neighborhood parks will be built as part of the
project. The habitat conservation plan will include open space land. The Task force will grapple with a
greenbelt active/passive strategy. He stated that the EIR will not address development agreements. He
stated that the existing general plan and zoning would remain in place as part of this specific plan.

San Jose Council Member Williams indicated that Santa Clara County Board of Supervisor Don Gage
and he have been meeting with property owners. He indicated that Supervisor Gage is willing to listen to
recommendations and proposals. He said that it is Supervisor Gage’s view that the County has no
interest in changing the greenbelt. He stated that this work is going on in order to find out how best to
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characterize the greenbelt. He said that there are concemns about access, trails and parks as amenities to a
greenbelt. Supervisor Gage would like the property owners to come forward with a plan.

Council Member Tate excused himself from the remainder of the meeting.

Mr. Horwedyl said that air quality will be a difficult impact to mitigate. He indicated that Calpine is
located in Coyote Valley and that an air quality model would be prepared. The air quality analysis
prepared as part of Cisco development included Monterey County’s air regulations. Regarding the Bay
checkered butterfly, he stated that he is working on a habitat conservation plan on this issue. He stated
that a number of technical meetings have been held. He said that all interested parties would be invited
to attend future technical meetings. Regarding the San Martin Airport, he said that CEQA requires that
they look at secondary impacts associated with this activity and its use. He noted that the County
controls this facility and its operation/expansion. He would look at today’s activities and how much
more activity there would be. To be looked at are healthcare, religious institutions, schools and their
availability. He noted that a hospital is located in the City limits and that Santa Teresa Kaiser will be
utilized.

[t was noted that the hospital in Morgan Hill is not open.
Council Member Sellers indicated that it is a Council goal to have the hospital reopened with capacity.

Mr. Horwedyl said that he does not believe that there is a plan to build an emergency hospital in Coyote
Valley. He agreed to address the demand and distance to access a hospital(s).

Mr. Bischoff summarized the follow up action items as follows: the preferred alternative plan may be
modified to address school district concerns; San Jose staff agreed to look at the 80/20 split and the
traffic assumption model; San Jose staff may consider the affordability of housing as part of the
financial analysis; San Jose staff to run the traffic model in advance of the EIR to determine if the plans
need to be modified; Mayor Kennedy asked San Jose staff to work with Morgan Hill regarding mass
transit service to south county; and Mayor Gonzales and Council Member Williams will discuss phasing
of development with the task force.

Mr. Horwedyl stated that the City of San Jose would continue to work with the School District to try and
resolve the issues about school sizes, numbers and trip generations. He indicated that San Jose would
like to work with Morgan Hill on how to implement a greenbelt.

Mayor Kennedy indicated that staff will prepare notes and comments; providing this information to the
City of San Jose and the Coyote Stakeholders. He thanked the City of San Jose staff, Council Member
Williams, and the consultants for coming to Morgan Hill and attending this workshop. He felt that this
was a positive step that afforded open dialogue.

FUTURE COUNCIL-INITIATED AGENDA ITEMS

No items were identified.
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ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, Mayor Kennedy adjourned the meeting at 9:35 p.m.

MINUTES RECORDED AND PREPARED BY:

IRMA TORREZ, CITY CLERK
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City of Gilrop

"COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
7351 Rosanna Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 :

Planning Division (408) 846-0440 FAX:(408) £46-0429
Engineering Division (408) 846-0450 FAX:(408) £46-0429
Building, Life & Environmental Safety Division  (408) 846-0430 FAX: (408) £46-0429
Tuly 5, 2005 Housing & Community Development (408) 846-0290 FAX:(408) £46-0429
City of San Jose
Attn: Darryl Boyd
801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

Subject: Response to the Coyote Valley Specific Plan DEIR Notice of Preparation

Dear Mr. Boyd:

Thank you for allowing the City of Gilroy an opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation for the Coyote
Valley Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. After careful review of this document, we have
identified the following issues that need to be analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Repo:t.

Traffic Issues (contact Don Dey at 846-0450)

L.

The number of houses !roposed in the Coyote Valley specific Plan area will not support the number of
new jobs created. Therefore, the traffic analysis must take into account the impact of commuter traffic

traveling from areas to'the south and east of San Jose.

The traffic study must clearly identify the method of estimating the number of trips and the method of
distributing project trips.

The traffic study must tlearly identify the method of estimating the number of trips and the method of
distributing project trips.

Traffic Analysis Scope:

The Coyote Valley development will have significant traffic impacts in the City of Gilroy area. To
determine the potential traffic deficiencies in the Gilroy area the City requests that the following
City roads the associated existing and future signalized intersections be studies for General Plan
level of service compliance.

Major Corridors

1. US 101 - Masten to County Line

2. SR 152 - (Pacheco Pass to US 101

3. SR 152 - (Hecker Pass) Santa Teresa to City limits
Arterial Corridors

Coyote Valley Specific Plan 1
NOP Response

“First In Service to tha Community”
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Santa Teresa Blvd — US 101 to Fitzgerald Ave

Monterey Road — US 101 to Masten Ave

Luchesa Ave ~ Sarita Teresa to Cameron Blvd

Tenth Street — Santa Teresa to US 101

First Street — Santa Teresa to Monterey Road

Welburn / Leavesléy — Santa Teresa to Camino Arrayo Circle
Buena Vista Ave —Santa Teresa to US 101

Fitzgerald / Masteni ~ Santa Teresa to US 101

PN A BN -

US 101 interchanges

1. Monterey Road interchange

2. SR152/ Tenth Stréet interchange
3. Leavesley /SR 152 interchange
4. Buena Vista interchange (new)

5. Masten Ave interchange

The Coyote Valley traffic study analysis is being performed with the land use and transportation circulation
network being developed by VTA for the South County Circulation Study. The VTA study consultants
have obtained the existing and future roadway networks for the City of Gilroy. Every effort should be made
to coordinate assumptions on these two modeling efforts.

The City of Gilroy is very cdncerned about the assumption of an 80/20 trip distribution between trips going
north of Coyote Valley anditrips going south of Coyote Valley. It is our understanding traffic models are
not sengitive to housing prices. Every effort should be made to incorporate some realism into the traffic
distribution due to know regional factors such as housing costs.

S. Traffic Safety Analysis:

The analysis of traffic safety i3 an importaut criterion in a traffic analysis review. Increasing traffic volumes
that could substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) need to be reviewed for the previously identified
corridors. :

Land Use/Planning/CEQA Jésues (contact Melissa Durkin at 846-0440)

1. Provide justification for the number of service sector jobs identify in the NOP. We telieve your
estimates are very low. This issue is a significant concern to the cities to the south and east of San
Jose, as we provide much of the housing for the jobs that cities in northern Santa Clara County create.

2. Analyze the growth ind{lcing impacts that development of this project will create on cities to the south
and east of San Jose. This analysis should emphasize pressures for other communities to construct
residential units.

3. The DEIR must address conversion of agriculural land within the Specific Plan area,

Coyote Valley Specific Plan 2 7/5/05
NOP Response
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4. The DEIR must fully andlyze the project’s impact on air quality, including impacts generated by traffic
and industrial or R&D uses within and outside the plan boundaries.

5. The DEIR must include an alternative that significantly reduces the scale of the project and an
alternative that balances the Specific Plan’s jobs and housing in the alternatives analysis.

Please send a copy of the Draft Envirobmental Impact Report to me once it is complete. Pleas: call me at
(408) 846-0450 if you have any questions.

Respectfully,

‘Wendie Rooney
Community Development Director
' I
cc: Don Dey
Melissa Durkin

Coyote Valley Specific Plan 3
NOP Response
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City of San Jose

Attn: Darryl Boyd

801 North First Street,-Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

July 5, 2005

Re: Response to Notice of Preparation for the draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Coyote Valley Specific Plan.

Mayor Gonzales and Council Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the notice of preparation for the
environmental review process for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan. Coyote Valley is
home to a number of environmentally sensitive resources and threatened and endangered
species. We encourage the City of San Jose to allow the habitat conservation plan/natural
community conservation planning process to unfold prior to making any final
commitments to develop Coyote Valley as this regional approach will better address the
trade-offs between environmental protection and economic development.

It is critical that any plan to develop Coyote Valley be designed to ensure that this new
community reflects the Council’s vision as well as the premise of smart growth. The
Sierra Club believes that smart growth not only improves air and water quality and
protects open space, but it also redirects investments to our existing towns and cities.
Planning for a world-class smart growth community in Coyote Valley is a laudable goal;
however, building it any time soon would certainly compete with the in-fill potential that-
already exists within the urban core of San Jose. We urge the Council to resist any
changes to the general plan triggers that would undermine urban opportunities and
encourage greenfield development, the last recourse for growth.

The Sierra Club requests a thorough analysis of the many significant environmental
issues related to the development of Coyote Valley. From impacts to wildlife, habitat,
hydrology and cumulative impacts throughout the area, development will profoundly
change its very nature. We are especially concerned to understand the full implications of
traffic, air and water quality impacts, flood control and hydrology, endangered species
and growth inducement. ‘

Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 3921 E. Bayshore Rd. Ste 204, Palo Alto CA 94303



In evaluating transportation impacts the DEIR should include an analysis of the impacts
of the creation of a high speed rail corridor along the existing Cal Train line. We are also
interested in knowing the implications of changes to Coyote Valley hydrology to
downstream areas — especially to those residents and businesses that live along Coyote
Creek where it empties into the bay.

The alternatives presented in the draft environmental impact report should include an
alternative that looks at greater density in housing, greater emphasis on bike/ped access
throughout the area, strengthened linkage with public transportation and maximization of
open space within north and mid Coyote Valley.

Mitigation measures must be proposed for the extensive reduction in agricultural land,
wildlife habitat and impacts to surrounding hillsides such as Coyote Ridge. We are
greatly concerned with scale impacts as the creation of a new town in this area will have
significant ripple effects, on the land, nature and people of south Santa Clara County and
beyond.

We request that another public meeting be held in which proposed alternatives are made
available for comment, prior to any further steps taken in the environmental review
process.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. I would be happy to discuss these

points and our general concerns regarding the development of Coyote Valley.

Thank you,

—

Melissa Hippard
Chapter Director

Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 3921 E. Bayshore Rd. Ste 204, Palo Alto CA 94303



COMMITTEE FOR
GREEN FOOTHILLS

July 1, 2005

Darryl Boyd

Department of Planning
Building and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

801 N, First St., Rm 400

San Jose CA 95110-1795

Re: Comments on the Coyote Valtey NOP
Dear Mr. Boyd,

The Committee for Green Foothills submits the following comments on the NOP for the Coyote Valley
Environmental Impact Report:

e Wereaffirm our March 4, 2005 letter to San Jose regarding Coyote Valley (attached), and we request that
the DEIR address the letter’s concerns.

e Current development “triggers” found in the San Jose General Plan that restrict residential development in
San Jose must be included as part of the environmental baseline for assessing the project’s impacts.

¢ Any changes to development triggers that function as replacements, in whole or in part, of these triggers
must be analyzed in the DEIR. Analyzing changed triggers separately would constitute improper
segmentation of the project.

» [u light of the California Supreme Court’s depublication of Friends of the Kangaroo Rat v. California
Dept. of Corrections (2003) 111 Cal.App.4th 1400, the City should consider agricultural preservation as a
feasible mitigation for the loss of agricultural land. Preservation should be at least at a one-acre-for-one-
acre ratio. Preservation in Coyote Valley Greenbelt is preferable, but preserving farmlands in other areas
of Santa Clara County should also be considered for purposes of determining feasible mitigation.

¢ For purposes of examining the project’s effect on housing demand, the number of employed residents per
residence should be determined based on the size of anticipated residences, not simply a County-wide or
City-wide average that reflect larger residences than will be found in Coyote Valley.

s The NOP referenced 3,000 additional jobs will be expected beyond the 50,000 figure for retail and
government support work. This contrasts with the City’s own transportation consultant, who had stated at
a Coyote Valley Technical Advisory Committee meeting in 2004 that the 50,000 jobs would produce an
additional 17% more support jobs. The DEIR should address which of these two figures is correct and
give the reasons why, for purposes of determining housing demand.

¢ The DEIR should identify the amount secondary jobs created outside of Coyote Valley as a result of the
business brought to the area at buildout, for purposes of identifying housing demand created by the
project.

¢ The DEIR should consider the net effect of other development projects on housing demand, and
specifically address the housing demand concerns expressed in our December 20, 2004 letter (attached).

COMMITTEE FOR 3921 E. Bayshore Road 650.968.7243 prone info@GreenFoothills.org

GREEN FOOTHILLS Palo Alto, CA 94303 650.968.8431 rax ww.GreenFoothills.org



Committee for Green Foothills
July 1, 2005
Page 2 of 2
e The DEIR should address growth inducing and cumulative impacts from the project, especially in relation
to the net increase in housing demand from the 50,000 jobs, whatever number that is correct for retail and
government jobs, and the secondary jobs created outside of Coyote Valley. This analysis should extend
beyond San Jose to all of Santa Clara County, as well as all neighboring counties and to Monterey
County.

¢ The DEIR should address the effect of nitrogen deposition on nearby serpentine soils habitat from
development in Coyote Valley, including that coming from increased congestion on Highway 101.

¢ The DEIR should address how it will conform to the planned County-wide HCP. We suggest a
mitigation statement to the effect that “all aspects of the CVSP are subject to change based on the
requirements of the forthcoming County-wide HCP.” The DEIR should justify any statement of
conformance to the future HCP that is less sweeping.

e The DEIR should examine the feasibilility of an east-west wildlife migration corridor in the vicinity of the
North Coyote area and Tulare Hill, as a mitigation for impacts to wildlife. This examination should
include the elimination or relocation of the athletic fields north of Tulare Hill.

o The DEIR should address a wider floodplain for Fisher Creek as an alternative flood storage mechanism
than the proposed Coyote Valley Lake, as well as consideration for mitigation of various biological
impacts.

e The DEIR should address an empty greenfield as an alternative to the Coyote Valley Lake for flood-
control purposes. This greenfield was described by City consultants in early CVSP Task Force meetings.

e The DEIR should address potential spread of perchlorate contamination as it might affect water supplies.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

/
rea Z/C*w/t,r

Brian A. Schmidt
Legislative Advocate, Santa Clara County
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March 4, 2005

Susan Walsh
San Jose Planning Staff
Fax (408) 277-3250

Dear Susan:

We are responding to your request for comments on the CSVP EIR/Alternatives approach, due
March 4, 2005. We are very pleased that San Jose is developing a list of alternatives prior to the official
scoping process for the EIR. This is a critical step in offering a more inclusive and constructive approach to
ensuring that the EIR will consider the full range of reasonable alternatives that can meet both political and
environmental criteria. These comments focus on the alternatives, and we will provide general EIR
comments as the process moves forward.

Not only does CEQA require the City to consider the full range of reasonable alternatives, it also
establishes the public expectation that a true set of choices is provided, not one that locks decision-makers
into a single entity’s preferred alternative. We have seen many poorly designed EIRs and offer the following
advice to help San Jose ensure that they avoid making these mistakes.

Politically-unrealistic EIRs are ones that contrast the preferred alternative with options that have no
chance of being chosen. In this case, one option will be created that is so grossly out of scale with the project
concept that the preferred alternative looks good by comparison. Another option will be so smatll that it will
not accomplish the project objectives, also making the preferred alternative appear reasonable. A third option
could be provided that so thoroughly skews the project concept that it will be seen as clearly unacceptable.

Minor variations only EIRs typically propose a preferred alternative and two other alternatives that
differ only somewhat from the preferred alternative, with one being slightly more developed and the other
being slightly less developed.

We fully expect the alternatives to be presented in the Coyote Valley EIR will offer a range from a
maximally environmentally friendly approach to one that would be viewed with less enthusiasm by the
environmental community. Given the reduced pressure for development that the city and county are currently
experiencing it is an opportune time for a more thorough and reasoned approach to planning for Coyote
Valley.

We offer the following two additional alternative concepts for your consideration:

Central San Jose/North First Street development instead of Coyote Valley: there are two variations on
this option. First, the City could consider proposals that are currently under discussion to provide additional
jobs and housing in Downtown San Jose and North First Street as a substitute for the proposal to put over
50,000 jobs and 25,000 homes in Coyote Valley. City staff has said that in thirty years or more there will be
a need for office space that exceeds the proposals discussed for Central San Jose (including North First



Susan Walsh
March 4, 2005

Street). We do not believe the City needs more than ten years to plan future development, so whatever need
the City currently speculates it will develop in 20 to 40 years does not justify eliminating the option now of
preserving Coyote Valley as a rural area. The City should keep its option open of preserving Coyote Valley
until it knows that option no longer makes sense, rather than rushing now to embrace unneeded sprawl.

If for some reason the City believes it cannot use the existing proposals for Central San Jose as an
alternative to Coyote Valley, it could consider as a variation of this alternative that the 50,000 jobs and
25,000 homes be added to Central San Jose in addition to the currently proposed development. The level of
development the City suggested would accompany BART’s extension to downtown San Jose would likely
have been far greater than adding Coyote-Valley level of development to current proposals, so this would not
constitute an unreasonable proposal.

The City could consider either using existing proposals or new proposals in Central San Jose as
alternatives to Coyote Valley, and it could also consider both in the EIR as separately-considered
alternatives.

Delayed-start Coyote Valley: this option would anticipate eventual build-out of Coyote Valley, but
acknowledge that Central San Jose should take priority.' This would involve changing the “triggers” in the
General Plan either by adding a fixed date before the Specific Plan, annexation, and residential construction
would come into effect, or by adding new triggers to the existing ones, with the new triggers requiring
substantial levels of additional development occur first in Central San Jose.

In addition to the above alternatives, we continue to support consideration of an alternative based on
Greenbelt Alliance’s Getting It Right proposal. Failing to include these reasonable alternatives would
substantially impair planning for Coyote Valley and could result in an EIR that violates CEQA by failing to
provide a reasonable range of alternatives. We urge the City to include them.Please contact us if you have
any questions.

Sincerely,

////s/é/‘-%\‘ /@’IC// 4
Brian A. Schmidt
Legislative Advocate, Santa Clara County

Brenda Torres-Barreto
Executive Director
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society

WLl T ;/ e
C / 7 M }qu

Melissa Hippard,

' Our support for considering this alternative does not change our basic position that Coyote Valley should not be
developed.



Susan Walsh
March 4, 2005

Director
Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter
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CITY OF SAN JOSE

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
July 1, 2005

City of San Jose

Attn: Darryl Boyd

801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

Re: Comments on Notice of Preparation for Coyote Valley Specific Plan
Project Environmental Impact Report (City File No. PP 05-102)

Dear Mr. Boyd:

The County of Santa Clara has serious concerns about the potential environmental
impacts of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (“CVSP”). Our primary concerns are
regarding impacts to County transportation facilities and parks and recreation facilities
and related resources. The County Department of Parks and Recreation and the County
Roads and Airports Department have prepared detailed comments about these potential
impacts and the analyses that should be included in the EIR.

We urge the City to work cooperatively with the County and other affected
jurisdictions to address the project’s impacts. For example, the County would support the
use of cooperative agreements to facilitate the imposition, collection and use of
development impact fees to mitigate project impacts to County facilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the EIR’s scope.
Please contact us if you have any questions-about our comments.

Sinderely,

Ll

Peter Kutras, Jr.
County Executive

c: Board of Supervisors
Del Borgsdorf

Board of Supervisors: Donald I°. Gage., Blanca Alvarado, Pete McHugh, James T. Beall, Ir., Liz Kniss
Couwnty EExecutive: Peter Kutras, Jr.



County of Santa Clara

Parks and Recreation Department

298 Garden Hill Drive

Los Gatos, California 95032-7669
(408) 355-2200 FAX 355-2290
Reservations (408) 355-2201

www.parkhere.org

July 1, 2005

City of San Jose

Attn: Darryl Boyd, Principal Planner
801 North First Street, Room 400
San Jose, CA 95110-1795

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for Coyote Valley Specific Plan
File No.: PP 05-102

Dear Mr. Boyd:

The County of Santa Clara has received a copy of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the above
referenced project, located within the Coyote Valley area in the southern portion of the County.
With the projected mix of land uses and densities of jobs, housing, urban services and support
facilities where approximately 79% (5,556 of 7,000 acres) of the proposed CVSP development is
outside of the City of San Jose’s “Urban Service Area (USA),” this proposal constitutes the
development of a “new town” in the fringes of the City. As described in the Project Description
for the NOP, much of the underlying property is mostly undeveloped, under the jurisdiction of
the County. To complete annexation of the CVSP areas into the City of San Jose, the City will
require the cooperation of the County, County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO),
which controls city formation and expansion, and other regional oversight agencies.

This project will significantly alter existing land use patterns in the project area where principal
designations for privately owned lands are Hillside, Ranchlands, Agriculture, and Rural
Residential and where typical densities of development range from 20 to 160 acres per parcel,
depending on the designation. The proposed CVSP Plan estimates that the new town will
ultimately provide approximately 27,000 new housing units and workplaces for approximately
50,000 industry-driving/businesses, and support between 3,000 to 5,000 government/retail/other
jobs. The County believes the number of government/retail/other jobs estimate is too low (see
comments of County Roads and Airports Department). But even with the City’s projected
numbers, the CVSP development, with typical densities of 19.8 and 21.6 acres per unit, will have
a significant impact on the natural resources and rural character in both the immediate area and
the overall region.

In accordance with CEQA guidelines to solicit meaningful responses for potential impacts to
countywide services and resources, the NOP has been distributed to a range of County
Departments for review and comment. The Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation
Department (“Parks Department”) has reviewed the NOP for the CVSP DEIR project and
submits the following comments:



Response to CVSP NOP
July 1, 2005
Page 2 0of 22

A. Need for Additional Information in the EIR: Description of the Project

Under the “Description of the Project” (Section E), the NOP lists discretionary actions to be
taken by the City of San Jose to achieve the Development Goals of the CVSP. The DEIR for the
CVSP should include a complete list of these actions, including actions by the City to adopt a
Resolution of Findings, certify the CVSP EIR, and adopt a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The
DEIR should also provide an outline of the regulatory permits from Federal, State, or local
agencies that the City of San Jose will be required to obtain or take action on prior to
development of any phase of the project.

B. Need for Additional Information in the EIR: Proposed Development

Under the “Proposed Development” section of the NOP (Section E), the NOP states that “the
character and design of the public realm would be defined with reasonable certainty and endure
the changes that are bound to occur on private property during the project 30 to 40 year build-out
of the community.” The CVSP Land Use Plan, included in the NOP, proposes types of uses and
ranges of density that will ultimately contain 27,000 new housing units and workplaces for
50,000 industry-driving/business jobs and 3,000 to 5,000 government/retail/other jobs. It is
therefore feasible to project with a reasonable degree of accuracy the type of public infrastructure
that will be needed for the CVSP at build-out, including but not limited to future roadways/over
crossings, public transit, trails, utilities, stormwater management, floodplain modification,
wastewater treatment, parks, schools, community services, and local government agency support.
The DEIR should provide sufficient details to allow for a “meaningful response” as required by
CEQA (CEQA Guideline §15082) for the projected infrastructure at build-out of the CVSP, to
allow the Parks Department and other local agencies the opportunity to fully access the impact of
the project on County resources over time.

C. Need for EIR to recognize the regional importance of Coyote Creek County Park

Coyote Creek County Park (also known as “Coyote Creek Park Chain” and “Coyote Creek
Parkway”) is one of the most significant publicly-owned recreational and open space areas in the
region, which extends from Anderson Dam to San Francisco Bay, and traverses from northwest
to southeast within the eastern portion of the Greenbelt. Within this 15-mile long linear park
chain, the majority of the 800-acres is managed open space. As the principal riparian corridor -
and centerpiece of the Coyote Creek County Park, the Coyote Creek riparian corridor serves a
multitude of functions that are of tremendous benefit to all Santa Clara County residents. These
functions include:
e Main stream channel of the Coyote Creek Watershed, draining over 320 square miles
of watershed in Santa Clara County;
o Significant freshwater resource for all of Santa Clara County and the San Francisco
Bay estuary;
e Main conveyance of public water supply from local reservoirs in the Diablo Range
and State water projects in the Central Valley;
¢ Generalized groundwater basin recharge mechanism for the Santa Clara Valley and
the Coyote Valley Ground Water Basins;
¢ Location of vital managed ground water percolation ponds;

Board of Supervisors: Donald F. Gage, Blanca Alvarado, Peter McHugh, James T. Beall Jr., Liz Kniss
County Executive: Peter Kutras, Jr.
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e Location of municipal wells for retail domestic water supply for the City of San
Jose, Morgan Hill, and Santa Clara County; '

e Primary method of flood water conveyance from the Diablo Range through the

Coyote Valley;

Primary method of storm water retention for waters east of Monterey Highway;

Location of designated wetlands and biologically diverse riparian habitats;

Location of habitat for many federal and state listed species of concem;

Location of wildlife habitat necessary to sustain common species through both

seasonal weather cycles and changing life cycles;

Significant freshwater fisheries and salmonid spawning habitat;

e Location of wildlife movement corridor for resident and migratory species common to
the area;

e Location of regionally significant trail corridors for both historic, recreational, and

alternative transportation reasons;

Location of recreational uses unique to the County;

Location of historically significant structures;

Location of prime agricultural soils;

Location of buffer zones between incompatible land uses and natural areas, and

Attenuation of traffic noise from Highway 101.

The DEIR should recognize the regional importance of Coyote Creek County Park and its
functions, consider how the proposed CVSP will impact these functions, and seek solutions to
avoid or mitigate these impacts to a less than significant level.

D. Need for EIR to Consider Performance-Based Buffers for Covote Creek

As demonstrated, Coyote Creek represents a regionally significant resource. Existing City of San
Jose Riparian policies have not always had the intended effect in protecting local rivers. For
example, on Coyote Creek in the Edenvale Redevelopment Area north of Metcalf Avenue and on
the Guadalupe River, where industrial, commercial, and residential development has been
allowed to encroach into recommended setbacks. In many instances, setbacks have not been
provided to protect the riparian corridor, allow natural stream processes to occur, or protect
necessary adjacent upland.

The Parks Department supports the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s recommendations calling
for the DEIR’s evaluation of the City’s riparian setback requirements for the Coyote Creek
corridor, and for the establishment of a performance-based riparian corridor policy where impacts
of proposed development on all functions, uses, and values of a riparian corridor are considered
and mitigated. To adequately avoid or mitigate the project’s impacts, the City must develop
adequate buffer areas adjacent to Coyote Creek and Fisher Creek as part of the CVSP and include
a recommendation for performance-based buffers in the DEIR evaluation (See May 27, 2005
Letter from Vincent Stephens, PE, SCVWD Community Project Review Unit, to Darryl Boyd,
City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement)

Appropriate performance-based riparian corridor setbacks achieve multiple goals, including but -

Board of Supervisors: Donald F. Gage, Blanca Alvarado, Peter McHugh, James T. Beall Jr., Liz Kniss
County Executive: Peter Kutras, Jr.
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not limited to compliance with the following:
o Federal Clean Water Act,

Federal Endangered Species Act,

State Fish and Game Code

Protection of the 100-year FEMA Floodplains,

Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Guiding Principles,

San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan recommendation

for streams in the San Francisco Bay Region,

¢ Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department’s Strategic Plan Vision that was
adopted by the County Board of Supervisors,

¢ Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department’s Coyote Creek Parkway
County Park Integrated Master Plan and Natural Resources Management Plan Vision
and Fundamental Guidelines;

o City of San Jose’s own stated desire for the CVSP to “create a model community
based upon innovative land planning and design...which involves a shift from a land
planning driven process to one that evolves from the existing natural environment...”

By integrating long-range natural resource planning into the CVSP project, the City can protect
and enhance Coyote Creek. By integrating long-range natural resource planning into the CVSP,
the City can also avoid short-term land-use decisions that often require expensive and sometimes
ineffective long-term solutions to mitigate the unavoidable significant impacts and regionally
cumulative impacts of large development projects.

E. Need to Avoid Environmental Impacts on the Coyote Creek Countv Park

As currently proposed, the CVSP will have significant impact on Coyote Creek County Park and
the functions it provides. The CVSP land use plan and development standards for the Urban
Reserve area adjacent to the park chain must in general avoid any significant and cumulative
impacts of development on the riparian creek habitats, hydrological functions, special status
species, adjacent land uses, recreational opportunities, the quality of the recreational and open
space experience for park users, and cross-valley connectivity. Effective mitigation measures
must be developed for the unavoidable impacts.

Of the 18 categories of potential environmental impact listed in the NOP, the Parks Department
has identified 5 categories in which the CVSP will have significant impacts on Coyote Creek
County Park and the functions it provides. Those categories are:

Land Use

Transportation

Air Quality

Noise

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Water Quality

. Hazardous Materials

Board of Supervisors: Donald F. Gage, Blanca Alvarado, Peter McHugh, James T. Beall Jr., Liz Kniss
County Executive: Peter Kutras, Jr.



Response to CVSP NOP

July 1, 2005
Page 5 of 22
° Utilities and Service Systems
. Aesthetic/Visual Resources
] Recreation
° Agricultural Resources
° Alternatives to the Project
. Cumulative Impacts

A detailed description of these significant impacts to Coyote Creek County Park, recommended
mitigations for these impacts, and potential alternatives are provided below and should be
included in the CVSP DEIR for review and evaluation.

(1) LAND USE
A. The CVSP DEIR should address compliance with the policies, design standards and
guidelines that are contained in the following County policy plans, maps and statements:

e The City of San Jose and County of Santa Clara jointly-approved Coyote River Policy
Statement (1969) “where the continuity of riding, hiking, and bicycle trails throughout
the park would be assured, park design would be coordinated with the Santa Clara
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and that all outdoor recreation
would be compatible with the natural resources of the area.”

o Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update (1995) that promotes a
countywide trails system that provides opportunities for safe, uninterrupted, non-
motorized access to Coyote Creek County Park and other regional parklands and
trails.

e Santa Clara County Uniform Inter-jurisdictional Trail Design, Use and Management
Guidelines (1997) adopted by the Board of Supervisors, that provides a consistent set
of guidelines for various jurisdictions and private developers who design and manage
trails and associated amenities in the urban areas of Santa Clara County.

e Program Document for the /ntegrated Master Plan / Natural Resources Management
Plan for the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park (June 2005).

o County of Santa Clara General Plan (1995-2010)

Regional Parks, Trails and Scenic Highways Map of the County General Plan’s Parks
and Recreation Element (October 1981)
County of Santa Clara Riparian Corridor Study (June 2003)

e Open Space Preservation: A Program for Santa Clara County: Report of the
Preservation 2020 Task Force (April 1987)

o South County Joint Planning Program: Advisory Committee Recommendations
(September 1986)

e Santa Clara County Open Space Authority Five-Year Plan (June 1996)

B. The DEIR should evaluate proposed encroachments upon Coyote Creck County Park and
planned infrastructure improvements on County-owned for consistency with State laws, the
County Charter, and applicable County policies. The DEIR should also evaluate what
proposed actions may require the discretionary action of the County Board of Supervisors for
final implementation.
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e Proposed infrastructure improvements, grading, and location of public services on
County-owned property (e.g. Monterey Road realignment at the terminus of the CVSP
Central Commons, freeway off-ramps, detention basins, neighborhood facilities, etc.)
that are planned on County-owned parklands must be evaluated for their compliance
with the Public Resources Code governing the disposal of publicly-owned parklands
for non-park purposes.

® Proposed infrastructure improvements, grading and public services on County-owned
parklands for support of the development of the CVSP should be evaluated for
compliance to the State Parks Preservation Act, which requires, at a minimum,
replacement of parkland to the County in like kind and not simple financial
compensation.

e Proposed infrastructure improvements, grading and public services on County-owned
parklands should be evaluated for compliance with the County Charter. Lands along
Coyote Creek were purchased with the County’s Park Charter Funds, a restricted fund
approved by the County voters which designated a portion of the County’s General
Fund to be set aside for acquisition of parklands for specific open space benefit to
current and future County restdents.

e Proposals to use or convert public parklands for proposed infrastructure
improvements, grading and public services should be evaluated as acceptable to the
overall goals, policies, and guidelines of the County. The County’s Board of -
Supervisors has the ultimate authority to approve any change in land use on County-
owned lands, and no mitigations (e.g. location of off-site mitigations on County-
owned lands) should be proposed in the DEIR that rely upon the discretionary action
of another governing body.

e - Expansion of the Urban Service Area would impact other adjacent land uses, such as
impeding the continuation of agricultural uses and the economic viability of
agriculture on adjacent lands in the CVSP project area (e.g. South Coyote Greenbelt
area). Evaluate the impacts on existing agricultural lands located south of Palm
Avenue within the South Coyote Greenbelt Area that would be adversely impacted by
the incompatible land uses of the CVSP project. Address the implementation
challenges of the CVSP and resulting land use impacts on the Greenbelt area as
identified in the Final Report for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Greenbelt Research,
completed by SAGE for the City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement (June 2005).

e Proposed ballfields and sportsfields that will be located on the south side of Palm
Avenue within the Greenbelt area should be evaluated in the DEIR at a project-level.
The proposed recreational use facility is considered a high-intensity urban use that
will result in potentially adverse impacts to the adjacent rural residential areas,
agricultural land uses, and etc. Address the site-specific impacts of the proposed
ballfields and sportsfields (e.g. nighttime lighting, traffic and circulation, noise
impacts and etc.) within the Greenbelt area on the adjacent Greenbelt land uses.

C. The DEIR should evaluate the project’s consistency with the Parks and Recreation
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Element of the County of Santa Clara General Plan and Santa Clara County Countywide
Trails Master Plan Update, including the following relevant land use policies:

e C-PR 20: A countywide system of trails offering a variety of user experiences should
be provided that includes: trails within and between parks and other publicly-owned
open space lands; trails that provide access from the urban area to these lands; trails
that connect to trails of neighboring counties; trails that connect to transit facilities;
trails that give the public environmentally superior alternative transportation routes
and methods; trails that close strategic gaps in non-motorized transportation routes;
trails that offer opportunity for maintaining personal health; trails that offer
opportunities for outdoor education and recreation; and trails that could serve as
emergency evacuation routes.

e C-PR 20.1: Trail access should be provided for a range of user capabilities and needs
in a manner consistent with State and Federal regulations.

e C-PR 23: Trail routes shall be located, designed and developed with sensitivity to
their potential environmental, recreational and other impacts on adjacent lands and
private property.

e C-PR 24: Trails shall be located to recognize the resources and hazards of the areas
that they traverse, and to be protective of sensitive habitat areas such as wetland and
riparian corridors and other areas where sensitive species may be adversely affected.

s C-PR 28.3: In coordination with the County Parks and Recreation Department, cities,
public entities, organizations and private citizens should be encourages to implement
the trails plan where practical and feasible.

C-PR 29.1: Trails shall be considered as development projects when on private land.
C-PR 30.1: Levels-of-use and types-of-use on trails shall be controlled to avoid
unsafe use conditions or severe environmental degradation.

e C-PR 31: Use of motorized vehicles on trails shall be prohibited, except for
wheelchairs, maintenance, and emergency vehicles.

e C-PR 32: All trails should be marked. Signed information should be provided to
encourage responsible trail use. Appropriate markers should be established along
historically significant trail routes.

e C-PR 33.3: Trail planning, acquisition, development and management of trail routes
shown on the Countywide Trails Master Plan map should be coordinated among the
various local, regional, state and federal agencies which provide trails or funding for
trails.

D. The DEIR should evaluate the consistency of the CVSP’s proposed plans for a Fisher
Creek wildlife corridor and multi-use trail system within the Coyote Greenbelt (South Coyote
area that will remain as unincorporated lands south of Palm Avenue), with the County of
Santa Clara General Plan policies for Resource Conservation for the Coyote Creek and
Fisher Creek Riparian Habitats, including the following relevant land use policies:
¢ R-RC 31: Natural streams, riparian areas, and freshwater marshes shall be left in their
natural state providing for percolation and water quality, fisheries, wildlife habitat,
aesthetic relief, and educational or recreational uses that are environmentally
compatible. Streams that may still provide spawning areas should be protected from
pollution and development impacts, which would degrade the quality of the stream
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environment.
e R-RC 32: Riparian and freshwater habitats shall be protected through the following
general means:

. Setback of development from the top of the bank;

= Regulation of tree and vegetation removal;

= Reducing or eliminating use of herbicides, pesticides, and fertilizers by
public agencies;

. Control and design of grading, road construction, and bridges to minimize

environmental impacts and avoid alteration of streambed and stream banks (free- -
span bridges and arch culverts, for example); and
. Protection of endemic, native vegetation.
¢ R-RC 33: Public projects shall be designed to avoid damage to freshwater and stream
environments. '
¢ R-RC 35: Flood control modifications to be made in streams that have substantial
existing natural areas should employ flood control designs which enhance riparian
resources and avoid to the maximum extent possible significant alteration of the
stream, its hydrology, and its environs.
e R-RC 37: Lands near creeks, streams, and freshwater marshes shall be considered to
be in a protected buffer area, consisting of the following:
bl 150 feet from the top bank on both sides where the creek or stream is
predominantly in its natural state;
= 100 feet from the top bank on both sides of the waterway where the creek
or stream has had major alterations; and
. In the case that neither (1) nor (2) are applicable, an area sufficient to
protect the stream environment from adverse impacts of adjacent development,
including impacts upon habitat, from sedimentation, biochemical, thermal and
aesthetic impacts.
e R-RC 38: Within the aforementioned buffer areas, the following restrictions and
requirements shall apply to public projects, residential subdivisions, and other private
non-residential development:

= No building, structure or parking lots are allowed, exceptions being those
minor structures required as part of flood control projects.
. No despoiling or polluting actions shall be allowed, including grubbing,

clearing, unrestricted grazing, tree cutting, grading or debris or organic waste
disposal, except for actions such as those necessary for fire suppression,
maintenance of flood control channels, or removal of dead or diseased vegetation,
so long as it will not adversely impact habitat value.

. Endangered plant and animal species shall be protected within the area.

e R-RC 39: Within areas immediately adjacent to the stream buffer area, new
development should minimize environmental impacts on the protected buffer area,
and screening of obtrusive or unsightly aspects of a project should be considered as a
means of preserving the scenic value of riparian areas.

¢ R-RC 41: Where trails and other recreational uses are proposed by adopted plans to
be located in the vicinity of streams and riparian areas or reservoirs, trail alignments
and other facilities should be placed on the fringe of riparian buffer area or at an
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appropriate distance to avoid disturbance of the streain or vegetation.

» Environmental impacts from development or use of the facility shall be
effectively mitigated.
= Fencing should not restrict access by wildlife to the stream environment.

E. The DEIR should evaluate the project’s consistency with policies and plans for the Santa
Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, adopted by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
(VTA), in evaluating consistency of the proposed Pedestrian/Bicycle/Equestrian Trail
Circulation System within the project area.

F. The DEIR should evaluate land use impacts on Coyote Creek County Park. Designating
a new land use and developing a new facility on County parklands may not be a compatible
with existing park land use, Park Master Plan Vision and Guidelines, or the Parks
Department’s Strategic Plan Goals and Actions. Analyze proposed CVSP areas for this land
use impact and threat of loss of use on adjoining parkland, including but not limited to
Planning Areas B, C, D, E, H and M in the CVSP Land Use Plan. For example, the DEIR
must evaluate the environmental impacts of placing roadway infrastructure for the
realignment of Monterey Road on Coyote Creek County Park lands that are designated as
“Regional Parklands™ in Planning Area D of the CVSP Land Use Plan.

G. Coyote Creek County Park is one of 61 study areas evaluated in the Open Space
Preservation Report of the Santa Clara County Preservation 2020 Task Force (“Task Force”),
which was approved by the County Board of Supervisors on October 21, 1987. Coyote Creek
County Park was rated as one of the top open space preservation priorities (ranked #2 out of
61 study areas evaluated by the Task Force) for park acquisition and expansion. This park
was given high priority because of its high resource values and high vulnerability to
development. The DEIR should evaluate future recommendations for park and open space
acquisition priorities along Coyote Creek County Park that will be developed as part of the
Department’s Integrated Master Plan and Natural Resources Management Plan for Coyote
Creek Parkway County Park. 1t is anticipated that the Department will evaluate lands for
future inclusion in Coyote Creek County Park in Fall, 2006. The DEIR should include all
relevant Board-adopted policies and plans for future acquisition priority considerations in the
Coyote Valley area.

In addition, the DEIR should evaluate the lands between Monterey Road and Coyote Creek as
potential mitigation lands to mitigate for the loss of prime agricultural land within the Coyote
Valley Urban Reserve. Currently, agricultural mitigation lands are identified for the
Greenbelt Area south of Palm Avenue and should include the area east of Monterey Road for
permanent open space and agricultural land preservation.

e The DEIR must evaluate consistency of CVSP development with the future
acquisition priority considerations identified in the 1981 Regional Parks, Trails and
Scenic Highways Map of the County of Santa Clara General Plan, which identifies
general locations of potential future park sites. Land area between east Monterey
Road and Coyote Creek County Park is identified as “proposed parks” areas in the
1981 General Plan map.

¢ The DEIR must evaluate consistency of CVSP development with the future open
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space priority considerations in Coyote Valley (Study Area #2) identified in the Open
Space Preservation: A Program for Santa Clara County: Report of the Preservation
2020 Task Force (April 1987). '

o The DEIR must evaluate consistency of CVSP development with the future park
expansion priority considerations that will be identified in the Department’s
Integrated Master Plan and Natural Resources Management Plan for Coyote Creek
Parkway County Park, Program Document.

¢ The DEIR must evaluate consistency of CVSP development with the Open Space
Area recommendations for Coyote Valley in the Santa Clara County Open Space
Authority'’s 5 Year Plan (1996/97 - 2000/01).

(2) TRANSPORTATION

A. The DEIR analysis must evaluate and propose mitigation for circulation and public safety
impacts of the proposed roadway realignment to Monterey Road, specifically the significant
circulation impacts for park users to access nearby regional park facilities that require public
access from Monterey Road. Evaluate the impacts of modifying Monterey Road as well as
the other roadway segments within the CVSP area for circulation impacts on Motorcycle
County Park, Field Sports County Park, Coyote Creek County Park, including the privately-
leased facilities on County parklands. These facilities include Coyote Ranch (located at
Metcalf Road/Coyote Ranch Road), Parkway Lakes (located at Metcalf Road/Monterey
Road), Remote Control Aircraft facility (located off Monterey Road/Ogier Road) and other
permitted facilities.

B. The DEIR should evaluate alternative freeway interchange / over crossing designs over
Coyote Creek that limit the amount of infrastructure and related impacts on riparian processes
and County parkland. In addition, the CVSP design and engineering plans should minimize
the number of pilings, piers, other infrastructure requirements, and removal of riparian
canopy for future roadways, off-ramps, bridge crossings, etc.

C. The DEIR should evaluate the public safety impacts of the citywide and regional trail
connections that are part of the proposed Pedestrian/Bicycle/Equestrian Trail Circulation
System in regards to the exposure of trail users to motorized vehicles at planned roundabouts, _
roadway intersections, Coyote Valley Parkway, along Santa Teresa Boulevard (where there is
a planned bikeway), and etc. As part of the evaluation criteria, the DEIR should evaluate
planned trail connections for safety, continuity, and accessibility beneath roadway/freeway
undercrossings, at interchanges, over/under Monterey Road and the railroad tracks, etc.

D. The DEIR must analyze effective mitigation measures to eliminate conflicts between
vehicular traffic and trail users that will be recreating within areas in, adjacent to, or near
Coyote Creek County Park as part of all transportation and circulation design criteria.

E. The DEIR must evaluate the traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed Bailey
Avenue improvements for “over-the-hill” access and increased traffic on unimproved County
roads serving other County park facilities including Calero County Park, Santa Teresa County
Park, Almaden-Quicksilver County Park, etc.

F. Any Transportation infrastructure or mitigation measures should be designed to be
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consistent with the County’s 1997 Uniform Interjurisdictional Trail Design, Use, and
Management Guidelines to create safe, continuous pedestrian linkages within and from the
CVSP project area to the regional parks and open space areas.

(3) AIR QUALITY

A. The DEIR must evaluate and propose feasible mitigations for the potential adverse air
quality effects resulting from of construction activities and fuel emissions generated from the
CVSP project in relation to the six “criteria air pollutants” for which federal and state
ambient standards have been established, including ozone (03), carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), suspended particulate matter (PM-10) and lead
(Pb). Evaluate and propose feasible mitigations and possible alternatives as part of the DEIR
the CVSP’s air quality effects on sensitive receptors that include the Coyote Creek riparian
corridor and its habitats and health effects on park users and leased facilities within Coyote
Creek County Park.

B. Over the long-term, the CVSP will resuit in increased emissions and/or substantial
deterioration of ambient air quality in the area, primarily due to an increase in motor vehicle
trips but also due to a variety of stationary sources that serve the various developments within
the CVSP area. The DEIR must analyze the impacts of these emissions for Phase I and
complete buildout of the CVSP project.

C. The DEIR must analyze the CVSP project’s overall contribution to the cumulative air
quality effects in the Bay Area region.

D. The DEIR must evaluate air quality impacts of the CVSP project on the surrounding
serpentine soils and supporting wildlife habitats (i.e. Bay Checkerspot Butterfly, etc.) within,
adjacent to, or near Coyote Creek County Park and eastern foothills of Coyote Valley (e.g.
Kirby Canyon, Metcalf Canyon, etc.)

E. The DEIR must evaluate changes to the existing microclimate conditions along Coyote
Creek County Park and impacts on the wildlife habitat areas as well as on the park visitors
and facilities, resulting from the placement of tall buildings that will alter air movement,
moisture, temperature and overall microclimate conditions in the valley floor area.

F. As part of the Air Quality mitigation measures, the DEIR should analyze the capability of
adequate buffer areas to separate sensitive habitat areas within, adjacent to, or near Coyote
Creek Parkway from urban development to minimize impacts from project-related emissions.

G. As part of the Air Quality mitigation measures, the DEIR should require dust control
programs that are consistent with BAAQMD standards for their regional air quality plans.

(4) NOISE

A. The DEIR must evaluate the impacts of increased noise levels to noise-sensitive areas that
include Park wildlife habitat areas within, adjacent to, or near Coyote Creek County Park
and adjacent to areas of leased Park facilities. Mitigation measures should be developed for
environmental impacts of temporary noise levels generated during construction and
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permanent noise levels caused by freeway, roadway, transit, etc. and their disturbance on
wildlife areas and decreased habitat value within the County Park in the CVSP DEIR.

B. As part of the Noise mitigation measures, the DEIR should develop and implement
standard noise abatement measures for construction work. Standard noise abatement
measures should include the following elements: a schedule that minimizes impacts to
adjacent noise-sensitive uses, use of the best available noise control techniques wherever
feasible, use of hydraulically or electrically powered impact tools when feasible, and
location of stationary noise sources equipped with mufflers kept in proper operating
conditions, and when possible, equipment shut-off rather than idling.

C. As part of the Noise mitigation measures, the DEIR should require that no demolition and
construction work occur on lands adjacent to Coyote Creek County Park on weekends and
holidays.

D. As part of the Noise mitigation measures, the DEIR should require that demolition and
construction work on lands adjacent to Coyote Creek County Park occur only during the
hours of 7:00 am to 4:00 pm.

E. As part of the Noise mitigation measures, the DEIR should require that the Parks
Department Director be notified in writing of the start of any construction on lands adjacent
to Coyote Creek County Park 14 days prior to the start of work date(s). Notification should
also include the dates of the duration of the work and a project contact.

(5) BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section of the DEIR must evaluate and provide mitigations for the environmental
impacts to the ecological health of the stream, riparian corridor, plant communities, wildlife
habitats, and special status species that occur in the project area (see attached Table of
Special Status Species Plants and Wildlife Known to Occur or that May Occur in the Coyote
Creek Parkway), adjacent to and within Coyote Creek, Fisher Creek and delineated wetland
habitat areas. The DEIR should include the following analyses:

A. Evaluate and propose feasible mitigations for the loss of individuals or habitat for rare or
special status plant or wildlife species found in, adjacent, or near the CVSP project area.
Propose mitigation measures for habitat protection (protection of federal and state listed
species / species of concern) within, adjacent to or near the proposed project area.

B. Evaluate and propose feasible mitigations for the loss of a cold water fisheries
environment caused by the hydrological changes to the floodplain areas along and adjacent to
Coyote Creek. As part of the mitigation measures, propose enhancement measures for the
cold water fisheries in Coyote Creek.

C. Evaluate the encroachment impacts of the CVSP project with potential loss of upland
habitat for multiple species (See attached list of species) located within Coyote Valley and
adjacent to the Coyote Creek riparian corridor. Analyze biological impacts on upland
habitats of adjacent human activities and inability for wildlife dispersal in the encroachment
areas.
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D. As part of the DEIR evaluation, delineate the extent of riparian and wildlife corridor
along Coyote Creek in compliance with standard regulatory agency definitions and in
consideration of unique multi-functional resource role played by Coyote Creek in Santa Clara
County.

E. Evaluate and propose feasible mitigations for the biological resources impacts of the
CVSP project in contributing to additional blockage or disruption of major wildlife migratory
corridors and the future fragmentation of Coyote Valley and impacts to species dependent on
Coyote Creek for some or all parts of their life cycles.

F. Evaluate and propose feasible mitigations for the biological impacts caused by the loss of
habitat quality and viability from adverse impacts resulting from ground water subsidence,
surface and groundwater pollution, or human activity from the CVSP project.

G. As part of the mitigation measures, develop measures to preserve, replace and possible
expand the riparian and shaded riverine habitat of Coyote Creek.

H. Evaluate and propose feasible mitigations for the impacts of loss of sensitive native plant
communities and wildlife populations from the introduction of “exotic” plant species and
domestic animals as a result of the increased urbanization from the CVSP project.

I As part of the mitigation measures, design for and implement permanent buffers and
development setbacks for the protection of habitat and recreational uses.

J. Evaluate and propose feasible mitigations for the short-term, immediate and long-term
impacts on the riparian vegetation along Coyote Creek corridor from groundwater extractions
and subsequent lowering of the groundwater table.

K. Develop and implement a monitoring plan to ensure successful revegetation, planting
maintenance and replacement of unsuccessful plantings.

L. Evaluate the potential conflicts between the CVSP’s biological impacts with the goals
and objectives of the recently-initiated County-wide Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP).

M. Evaluate the physical impacts of increased night lighting on Park wildlife within, adjacent
to, or near Coyote Creek County Park and adjacent open space areas (e.g. disturbance to
nesting raptors, bats or nighttime migration within the riparian corridor). All outdoor night
lighting within the CVSP area (e.g. street lighting, residential yard lighting, community
facilities’ lighting along Coyote Creek corridor, etc.) should be evaluated for impacts on
wildlife habitat within the Coyote Creek corridor. As part of the mitigation measures,
propose design guidelines that would minimize and/or eliminate night lighting and would not
allow outward illumination onto the surrounding Coyote Creek County Park or creek channel
areas.

N. Evaluate potential disturbance of active raptor nests along the Coyote Creek corridor from
short-term and long-term project construction, in accordance to the federal Migratory Bird
Treat Act (16 U.S.C., Section 703, Supp. I, 1989). As part of the mitigation measures for this
impact, develop and implement construction schedules which would avoid future breeding
seasons and reduce adverse environmental impacts on any raptors nesting within the project
area and immediately adjacent to the site (e.g. Coyote Creek).
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0. Develop performance-based buffers to protect riparian corridor systems as outlined
previously in this NOP response letter.

P. As part of the Biological Resources mitigation measures, develop and implement natural
resource protection measures for project impacts. Standard measures include construction
scheduling, biological monitoring, erosion and sediment control, use of fencing or other
means to protect sensitive resources adjacent to the work area, and re-vegetation. The
measures include specific monitoring to resource specialists as well as treatment and
reporting procedures. The County requires the City to notify the Parks Department’s Natural
Resources Management Program Supervisor of the implementation of natural resources
protection measures on all lands adjacent to County Parks property.

(6) CULTURAL RESOURCES

Coyote Ranch, also known as Fisher Ranch, is located at the north end of the CVSP Greenbelt
area. This site is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (#0050149) and is a
California Point of Interest (SCL-044). The Coyote Ranch is also is located immediately
adjacent to the sub area of the CVSP of cultural and historic interest known as “The Hamlet.”
Coyote Ranch includes a Victorian Era house built over the site of an original adobe structure,
ranch office, a stone building (original grist mill that may be one of the oldest structures in Santa
Clara County) and bamns built by the Fisher family. Juan Alvirez, originally granted the Rancho
del Refugio de la Laguna Seca (Laguna Seca Rancho) property in 1823, sold 23,040 acres to
William Fisher in 1845. The memoirs of Captain John Fremont indicated that he and his troops
camped at Fisher Ranch in the spring of 1846. Dating back to the mid-nineteenth century, the
large barn was restored in 1992 with grant funds from the Santa Clara County Historical Heritage
Commission. Existing structures and the palm tree entry drive of the Ranch are maintained for
their cultural and interpretive value by the County Parks Department.

Within the CVSP area, the Coyote Creek Trail is a regional trail of cultural and historic interest.
It is designated as the Northern Recreation Retracement Route of the Juan Bautista de Anza
National Historic Trail system (Route R1-A). Although the trail route is not coincidental with
the actual Anza expedition route, Coyote Creek Trail follows the alignment of the creek and may
have the potential for historic archaeological deposits associated with the early Spanish explorers
and Rancho owners in the Santa Clara Valley. In addition, several areas of archaeological
importance predating the Spanish period of California have been identified in the vicinity.

The DEIR should identify site-specific CVSP components that may significantly impact known
and yet undiscovered archaeological and historic resources and develop appropriate mitigation
measures for these impacts. More specifically:

A. Implementation of major transportation infrastructure to access Highway 101 and to
support the CVSP has the potential to adversely affect the cultural and historical resources
setting of Coyote Ranch. As part of the mitigation measures, the DEIR should evaluate
alternative designs for transportation structures, roadways, off-ramps, trails, etc. that will
reduce or eliminate these impacts.

B. Implementation of the CVSP has the potential to adversely affect the cultural and
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historical resources setting of Coyote Ranch and its rural context. As part of the mitigation
measures, the DEIR should reduce plan densities and develop design guidelines applicable to
the architectural character of the CVSP development in the vicinity of Coyote Ranch and
Coyote Creek County Park

C. Implementation of the CVSP has the potential to adversely affect human remains or
burial artifacts that could be present along Coyote Creek and within the project area.
Subsurface excavation required for construction of the proposed CVSP project could
potentially disturb or destroy human remains from both prehistoric and historic time periods.
As part of the mitigation measures, the DEIR should propose designs and methods of
construction that will reduce or avoid these impacts.

(7) GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The CVSP project site could be subject to strong ground shaking during a moderate to major
earthquake and result in increased exposure to people and facilities within Coyote Creek County
Park to liquefaction and seismic hazards. The DEIR must analyze potential liquefaction hazards
for the proposed CVSP areas adjacent to Coyote Creek County Park, including but not limited to
Planning Areas B, C, D, E, H and M in the CVSP Land Use Plan. In particular:

A. In the event of a major earthquake in the region, seismic ground shaking could potentially
expose Park visitors/staff and County property to seismic-related hazards associated with
severe structural damage or collapse of nearby CVSP project improvements (e.g. freeway
overpasses, buildings and other public infrastructure).

B. Much of the CVSP infrastructure requirements will involve extensive grading which will
result in potential short and long-term erosion impacts. Construction activities may result in
short-term and long-term soil erosion problems by altering drainage patterns, traversing
exiting erosion or landslide areas, and would expose Park visitors and staff to geologic
hazards associated with expansive soils that are located within the Coyote Creek corridor.

C. As part of the Geology and Soils mitigation measures, the DEIR should provide
appropriate geologic and hazard assessments and necessary implementation measures to
reduce the geohazardous impacts of the CVSP improvements on Coyote Creek County Park.
This assessment should, at a minimum, include an analysis of subsurface soils, groundwater
depth, and anticipated ground shaking intensities in accordance with CDMG Special
Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California.

(8) HYDROLOGY, HYDROGEOLOGY, AND WATER QUALITY

A. Coyote Creek is a perched channel set above its natural floodplain, where water spillover
will flow away from it toward a natural valley low point occurring west of Monterey Road.
A railroad berm and concrete median barrier that transects Coyote Valley now prevents
waters from migrating west of Monterey Road in high flow events. Much of the floodplain
area west of Coyote Creek is proposed for development. The DEIR must do the following:

¢ Evaluate and provide mitigations for the hydrological impacts to Coyote Creek’s
stream stability as a result of planned CVSP development adjacent to the creek and
downstream of the project area;
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& Evaluate and provide mitigations for impacts that may in any way alter the stream
channel’s natural stream migration and tendency to flow westward in high flow
events;

e Evaluate and provide effective mitigations for the impacts of proposed introduction of
fill or other material into potential wetlands or other waters of the U.S. adjacent to
Coyote Creek and Fisher Creek and the subsequent modification of the 100-year
FEMA Flood Hazard Zone within the CVSP area;

e Evaluate and provide effective mitigations for the impacts of proposed introduction of
fill or other material into potential wetlands or other waters of the U.S. to the water
quality and biotic resources of Coyote Creek and Fisher Creek;

e Evaluate and provide mitigations for impacts to Coyote Creek channel stability and
carrying capacity as a result of planned development;

e Identify the extent to which the defined 100-year FEMA floodplain will be modified
as a result of the CVSP development, and evaluate the potential exposure of people
and structures to flood hazards resulting from CVSP improvements constructed
within the FEMA flood hazard zone;

e Identify and evaluate natural flood control and stream protection mitigation measures,
such as setbacks and buffer zones that would provide appropriate protection and
maintain the long-term stability of Coyote Creek’s hydrological processes;

¢ Identify and evaluate proposed freeway interchanges/over crossing/access road
designs adjacent to and over Coyote Creek for impact to stream process. Propose
mitigations that will limit the amount of structures and construction in the riparian
corridor and avoid related impacts on stream processes.

B. The CVSP area lies over the Coyote Valley Ground Water Sub Basin, an extension of
the Santa Clara Ground Water Basin. The Coyote Valley ground water sub basin is
composed of unconsolidated alluvial fill to a maximum depth of 500 feet. Runoff from the
Coyote Creek watershed recharges the unconfined aquifer from channel bed infiltration and
over bank flooding. Groundwater recharge is predominately from percolation of flow in

- Coyote Creek in the first 5 to 10 miles downstream of Anderson Dam. Groundwater
generally moves in the northwesterly direction, and the ground water level of Coyote Valley
is typically shallow. Depth to first ground water is typically less than 5 feet below the surface
at the Laguna Seca area of the project as groundwater is generally moving westward away
from the perched stream channel of Coyote Creek. The DEIR must do the following:

e Evaluate and provide mitigations for the impacts of substantial depletion of ground
water resources in the immediate vicinity of the project and to adjacent underlying
ground water basins. Based on the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (SCVWD)
assessment (Water Supply Availability Analysis for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan,
Groundwater Management Unit of SCVWD, April 2005), the CVSP project would
require a range of 16,000 to 20,000 acre-feet of groundwater to be pumped from
existing wells within the specific plan area for the project. Implementation of the
CVSP would result in a significant decrease of groundwater levels from such
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extractions and significant impacts on Coyote Creek;

s Evaluate and provide mitigations for groundwater impacts that include disruption of
unconsolidated ground water aquifers as a result of dewatering low lying areas for
development within the CVSP area;

o Evaluate and provide mitigations for impacts to the modification of the groundwater
table under Coyote Creek will have upon ground water recharge systems dependent
upon flows in Coyote Creek and existing available high ground water;

e Evaluate and provide mitigations for pollution runoff from increased impervious
surfaces and urban storm water runoff containing toxics, heavy metals, biological
contaminants from litter, organic matter, animal wastes, pesticides, detergents,
solvents, and other pollutants entering the groundwater supplies and Coyote. Creek;

o Evaluate and provide mitigations for impacts to floodplain management in Coyote
Creek as a result from potential modification of existing groundwater hydrograph;

e Evaluate and provide mitigations for impacts to groundwater aquifers and potential
groundwater overdraft underlying Coyote Creek as a result of projected use of local
wells to provide the chief source of water supply for development.

C. Build out of the 7,000 acres of the CVSP will result in a significant increase in the
amount of impervious surface and increase runoff entering Coyote Creek. The DEIR must
identify the estimated acreage or percentage of the Plan Area that would be covered by
impervious surfaces for the storm water runoff analysis. Include anticipated increases in
impervious surfaces in the Greenbelt area as part of the evaluation. In particular, the DEIR
must:

e Evaluate and provide mitigations for the increased likelihood of hydro-modification
as a result of increased water flows entering Coyote Creek within and downstream of
the CVSP Area;

e Evaluate and provide mitigations for increased concentration of flow in all local
seasonal stream channels entering Coyote Creek as a result of the CVSP; and

¢ Evaluate and provide mitigations for impacts from the proposed seasonal use of
public right of ways, roads, trails, parkland, and transportation corridors (e.g.
Monterey Road) to channel runoff from developed areas or provide storm water
retention during flood events.

(9) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

A. The DEIR must identify specific sites within the CVSP area that may involve transport,
use or disposal of hazardous materials, and evaluate their exposure to Park users and wildlife
within, adjacent to, or near Coyote Creek County Park and adjacent open space areas.

B. The DEIR must evaluate the risks of fire-related hazards and property damage between
the CVSP area and Coyote Creek County Park and Coyote Creek riparian corridor. The EIR
must also analyze feasible mitigation measures that include providing a fire hazard reduction

Board of Supervisors: Donald F. Gage, Blanca Alvarado, Peter McHugh, James T. Beall Jr., Liz Kniss
County Executive: Peter Kutras, Jr.




Response to CVSP NOP
July 1, 2005
Page 18 of 22

zone of an adequate buffer between future development and open space areas adjacent to the
~ development.

(10) UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

A. The DEIR must evaluate the physical impacts of all future infrastructure and transmission
lines for gas, electricity and cable television that may be placed above ground or underground
in areas adjacent to, through and within Coyote Creek County Park and other County-owned
lands.

(12) AESTHETIC / VISUAL RESOURCES

Coyote Creek and the surrounding natural hillsides east of Highway 101 are open space resources
and visual amenities within Coyote Valley. The rural aesthetic character of the riparian corridor
and associated vegetation visible from the new community and Coyote Valley floor should be
protected. Design parameters for the CVSP development should incorporate long-term
protection of Coyote Creek, its native vegetation and the eastern hillside areas as a visual
resource and maintain unobstructed views to Coyote Creek corridor. The DEIR should include
the following:

A. For the primary entry areas into CVSP known as “gateway” areas (Bailey Avenue
Interchange Area, Coyote Valley Parkway Interchange Area, Coyote Creek Golf Course
Drive Interchange Area) that are located adjacent to and/or over the Coyote Creek corridor,
there would be new freeway interchanges/ overcrossings, roadway extensions and signature
corporate/ technology facilities and mid-rise office buildings with elevations as high as 4 to 7
stories that would be visible from the valley floor and enable views to Coyote Creek and
beyond. Evaluate the impacts of these gateway areas on the park users within Coyote Creek
County Park. As part of the mitigation measures, designate natural open space buffer areas to
protect the scenic natural environment of Coyote Creek and provide appropriate screening of
development areas adjacent to the creek corridor.

B. Evaluate the visual impacts of these gateway areas that include obstructed key view
corridors to Coyote Creek and surrounding natural landscape for a passing motorist along
Highway 101. Analyze the visual intrusions to Coyote Creek, caused by the elevation of the
freeway interchanges, office buildings and adjacent development areas (e.g. specifically
visual impacts of CVSP Planning Areas B, C, D, H and E). As part of the mitigation
measures, create open space areas around development clusters to maintain view corridors to
Coyote Creek and the hillsides east of Highway 101 and visual shielding of the tall buildings
along Coyote Creek.

C. Evaluate the consistency of the architectural and urban design guidelines of the CVSP
project area in terms of integrating with the existing rural character of Coyote Valley (e.g.
Coyote Creek, historic buildings at Coyote Ranch, existing Coyote Grange Hall facility at
Monterey Road, etc.)

D. Evaluate the consistency of the landscape design guidelines with preserving the
remaining historic, rural character and indigenous natural landscapes of Coyote Valley, such
as the use of landscaping with drought-resistant native plans adjacent to scenic roads and
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highways, including areas adjacent to the Coyote Creek riparian corridor.

(14) RECREATION

It is anticipated that the residents, workers and visitors to Coyote Valley will expect high quality
park and recreation services, where the CVSP Concept Plan highlights “...key access to the
regional trail system by connecting the Coyote Valley area with the regional trail system along
Coyote Creek and hillsides.”

The San Jose General Plan and City of San Jose’s approved Strategic Plan, Greenprint, indicate
that for every 1,000 people there should be 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community-serving
recreational lands, of which a minimum is 1.5 acres of neighborhood, community or locally-
serving regional/citywide park lands, and up to 2 acres of school playgrounds, all of which is
located within a reasonable walking distance. The General Plan also indicates the need to
provide 7.5 acres of regional/citywide parklands per 1,000 people.

Currently, the proposed CVSP parkland contribution is 216.8 acres for a population of up to
80,000 residents, which results in approximately 2.8 acres of active parkland per 1,000 people
(for an estimated population of 75,000) and 2.7 acres per 1,000 people (for an estimated
population of 80,000). This total parkland acreage count does not satisfy the 7.5 acres of
regional/citywide parklands per 1,000 people standard established by the City’s General Plan.
The CVSP’s insufficient regional/citywide parkland contribution will have a significant impact
on the County’s existing regional park facilities and resources within the vicinity of Coyote
Valley including, but not limited to Coyote Creek, Anderson Lake, Calero, Santa Teresa,
Almaden-Quicksilver and other County parks. The DEIR must evaluate the increased demand for
regional park, open space and recreation facilities and the inadequate regional/citywide parkland
contribution for the CVSP project. In particular, the EIR must:

A. Evaluate the short-term adverse recreational impacts associated with the project
construction (e.g. limiting or reducing recreational opportunities such as access to regional
trails, staging areas, County park facilities, etc. during the CVSP project implementation). In
coordination with the County, develop feasible mitigation measures for this impact that may
include providing alternate trail routes and park /staging areas, safety signage and fencing,
and etc.

B. Evaluate the long-term adverse recreational impacts associated with the full build-out of
CVSP project area on the County’s resources to provide regional parks, open space and
recreational opportunities, and evaluate the substantial adverse physical impacts on regional
park facilities near and within Coyote Valley that will be overburdened by the CVSP
population. In coordination with the County, develop feasible mitigation measures for this
impact that may include providing additional regional/citywide park facilities and/or
permanent open space amenities that would allow the City to fulfill its General Plan
requirement for 7.5 acres of regional/citywide parklands per 1,000 people.

(15) AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

A. The DEIR must evaluate the impacts of increased levels of dust resulting from
construction work for the CVSP project on nearby County park facilities.
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B. The DEIR must require as mitigation that a dust abatement program be implemented to
prevent or minimize the level of dust that would result from construction on active work
areas, access roads and paths, parking areas, and staging areas to minimize impacts on nearby
County park facilities.

C. The DEIR must evaluate and propose specific long-term mitigation measures (e.g.
agricultural land trust, agricultural conservation easements, etc., as part of the
recommendations in the SAGE Report on Greenbelt Research, June 2005) for loss of
agricultural resources in the project area.

D. The DEIR must evaluate and propose specific General Plan mechanisms (e.g. land use
designations, rezoning, etc.) that will preserve the South Coyote Greenbelt as a permanent
non-urban buffer.

(16) ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

The DEIR should evaluate alternatives to land uses east of Monterey Road to avoid impacts
resulting from placement of incompatible development adjacent to the Coyote Creek County
Park and the riparian corridor. The DEIR should analyze the following alternatives:

A. No Development East of Monterey Road Alternative — It is recommended that the
DEIR evaluate as one of its project alternatives the option of preserving the east side of
Monterey Road as permanent, public open space and/or agricultural uses. Under this
alternative, it is assumed that new growth would be channeled elsewhere within the Coyote
Valley Urban Reserve Area, away from the project area between Monterey Road and Coyote
Creek. This alternative would enable the following;

e Avoidance of impacts to Coyote Creek resulting from development of land uses
incompatible with adjacent riparian corridors;

e Protection of 100-year floodplain areas adjacent to Coyote Creek and Monterey Road
from 100-year storm flows (Hydrology);

e Protection and enhancement of critical riparian habitat areas (e.g. California Red
Legged Frog, California Tiger Salamander, Western Pond Turtle, etc.) and minimal
disturbance to potential special status species habitats (e.g. Burrowing Owl habitats,
etc.) associated with Coyote Creek (Biological Resources);

¢ Protection of valuable riparian habitat areas and park users within Coyote Creek
County Park from potentially significant traffic or new air emissions from short-term
construction or long-term operations such as traffic generation (Air Quality);

e Preservation of the visual character of the existing rural, open space areas adjacent to
Coyote Creek (Aesthetics)

e Provision of a riparian buffer area between wildlife and CVSP development area to
alleviate noise levels (Noise);

¢ Provision of a fire hazard reduction zone between urban development and Coyote
Creek corridor (Hazardous Materials);

Board of Supervisors: Donald F. Gage, Blanca Alvarado, Peter McHugh, James T. Beall Jr., Liz Kniss
County Executive: Peter Kutras, Jr.




Response to CVSP NOP
July 1, 2005
Page 21 of 22

e Adherence to goals and objectives of the multi-agency HCP/NCCP;

e Reduction of the amount of public and private infrastructure needed to support the
project;

¢ Adherence to the City’s goals for a compact, urbanized, efficient, transit-oriented
community.

This project alternative would address many of the Greenbelt implementation challenges with
priva