C ¢

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

E. CLEMENT SHUTE, JR. * ’ 396 HAYES STREET ’ KEVIN P. BUNDY
MARK |, R S458-2005]
PR WEINBERGER 8400 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102 ELENA K. SAXONHOUSE
. MICHELLE WILDE ANDERSONM
RACHEL B. HOOQFER TELEPHONE: (41 5)y585&82-7272 DOUG A. OBEGI
ELLEN J, GARBER
S R FACSIMILE: (415)552-58 186
ANDREW W. SCHWARTZ WWW, SMWLAW, COM LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICP

ELLISON FOLK S:BimEEAﬁQE%SRG' AICP
RICHARD S. TAYLOR

WILLIAM J. WHITE

ROBERT S. PERLMUTTER

OSA L. WOLFF

MATTHEW D. ZINN

CATHERINE C, ENGBERG RECEIV
AMY J. BRICKER
GABRIEL M.B. ROSS June 28, 2007 ED

DEBCRAH L, KEETH
WINTER KING

*SENIOR GOUNSEL | ‘ JUN 2 9 2007
| CITY OF SAN JOSE
Via Federal Express DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
Darryl Boyd
City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3™ Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Coyote Valley
Specific Plan (SCN# 2005062017)

Dear Mr. Boyd:

On behalf of the Greenbelt Alliance, we have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR™) for the proposed Coyote Valley Specific Plan
(“CVSP” or “Project”). We submut this letter to state our position that the DEIR does not
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), for the reasons set
forth below. Unless the DEIR is extensively revised and recirculated, any approvals
made on the basis of its environmental analysis will be unlawful.

The DEIR suffers from two essential defects—its thoroughgoing failure to
accurately describe the Project and the equivocation in its approach to environmental
review. Although it is never explicitly stated, the DEIR attempts to describe the proposed
CVSP and evaluate its environmental impacts on both a programmatic and project-
specific level. It falls far short of both of these goals. Huge parts of the CVSP—the
public transit system, for example—are not described at all. Those aspects that the DEIR
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does attempt to describe are depicted with so little detail that a reader is left with no idea
of what Coyote Valley will look like at build-out or how it will work. As fully discussed
below, the Project is so thinly described that it appears to be essentially unplanned, and
certainly is not ready to receive approvals from the City.

The total failure of the project description makes the rest of the DEIR
inadequate as well. Because the concrete details of the construction and operation of the
CVSP appear to be unplanned and therefore unknown, its environmental impacts cannot
be accurately analyzed, nor can effective mitigation be identified. The fog of uncertainty
surrounding the Project and its tmpacts leads inevitably to vague or deferred analysis and
mitigation. The reader is given the impression that impacts will be determined as they
happen and mitigation will be worked out some time in the future.

This strategy, while made inevitable by the inadequate project description,
is wholly unlawful under CEQA. An EIR is “an environmental ‘alarm bell” whose
purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes
before they have reached ecological points of no return.” Village Laguna of Laguna
Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022, 1027 (emphasis
added). The DEIR’s approach strips the document of its ability to provide such
forewarning. As explained in detail below, this EIR will not be adequate unless and until
the Project is fully described and the discussion of its various impacts completely revised.
This blinkered approach to environmental review must be abandoned and replaced with a
thorough analysis of the full scope of project impacts.

Revisions of the required magnitude will in turn require recirculation of the
DEIR. See CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a}(4). At the same time, if the project
description in the DEIR truly reflects the current state of the City’s planning for the
CVSP, then this specific plan is not ready for approval. The first step in revising the
DEIR must be serious planning by the City of San Jose (“City”) to a level at which the
Project can be effectively evaluated.

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT CONTEXT

The proposed Project, the Coyote Valley Specific Plan, sets the stage for
buildout of more than 7,000 acres of primarily undeveloped land in the southern part of
San Jose. The CVSP would ultimately support a community of up to 80,000 residents,
create a massive new job center (up to 50,000 new jobs), and add over 26,000 housing
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units. Collectively, this development would convert thousands of acres of open space and
agricultural lands to intensive urban development over the next 25 to 50 years. The
Coyote Valley is considered by many to be the last remaining pristine open space within
San Jose. '

The City touts the CVSP as a project that is based on smart growth

principles; a project that will build community without encouraging urban sprawl. DEIR
at 1xviii. In this respect, the CVSP asserts that the “Environmental Footprint” was the
starting point for the CVSP’s planning and remains the yardstick for promoting
“Environmental Stewardship” as a Guiding Principle. Draft CVSP at 33. To this end, the
DEIR states: “|B]ecause of the potential sensitivity of several environmental resources in
Coyote Valley, and the City’s desire to create a model community based on innovative
planning and design, the CVSP is based on a new approach, which involves a shift from a
land planning driven process to one that evolves from the existing natural environmental
or Environmental Footprint.” DEIR at 14. The DEIR goes on to state that “the urban

design

approach for Coyote Valley focuses on the guiding principles of a sustainable,

pedestrian, and transit-oriented community, containing a mix of uses that utilize land
efficiently.” Id. This and similar language is repeated throughout the DEIR as a
justification for the Project. See, e.g., id. at 8, 96, 162, 419. However, a more careful
look at the DEIR demonstrates that this characterization is entirely disingenuous, as
evidenced by the following:

The DEIR deems the CVSP similar to the Greenbelt Alliance’s “Getting It Right”
plan, claiming that it is based on smart growth principles, resulting in the creation
of a very urban, mixed-use community without encouraging urban sprawl. DEIR
at 1xviii, 96. Such is not the case. As currently designed, jobs and housing are
decentralized in a sprawling pattern; residential densities ar¢ more indicative of
suburban-type subdivisions; and high-speed arterials and ample parking are
designed to facilitate auto-based transportation. Contrary to the “Getting It Right”
plan, the CVSP would facilitate car-oriented sprawl.

Every day, the CVSP would add between 210,000 and 266,000 cars to the area,
resulting in an additional 1,687,000 daily vehicle miles traveled. DEIR at 147,
417. The Project’s roadways and 41,000 parking spaces, intended to accommodate
the automobile, would sabotage the potential for transit to succeed in Coyote
Valley. Indeed, as the DEIR confirms, transit would play only a modest role in the
CVSP. Upon buildout, the CVSP would generate 302,780 new person trips yet
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only four percent of these trips are expected to be on transit. DEIR at 147, 163
(emphasis added).

. The CVSP asserts that a core principle guiding building the new Coyote Valley
~ community is to respect and protect all existing precious resources that may be

impacted by urban development. Draft CVSP at 31. Whereas the CVSP indeed
would afford a tremendous opportunity to preserve much of the Coyote Valley’s
precious agricultural and open space lands, the DEIR fails to identify and study
any serious program or mechanism for doing so. Amazingly, the DEIR concedes
that the City currently has no intention of requiring conservation easements over
the lands in the Greenbelt; instead, a statement of overriding considerations will be
required. DEIR at 118.

. Although the City intended to ensure that development would not take place in the
absence of services or infrastructure (DEIR at 2), the DEIR provides no evidence
that critical public services such as wastewater, solid waste, and even water supply
would be available to serve the CVSP. Indeed, the DEIR lacks any specific
evaluation of the phasing, timing, or financing of these and other critical
infrastructure and public services.

. Although the DEIR asserts that 20% of the housing units included in the CVSP
would be deed-restricted below market rate units (DEIR at 9, 69), it includes no
information as to how this affordable housing goal would be met, where the
affordable housing would be located, or which income levels would be targeted.

In sum, the Specific Plan established for the Coyote Valley appears to be a
superbly inappropriate planning tool to accomplish sustainable development in the
Valley. It is most perplexing that despite a planning process spanning decades, the end
result is a project that accomplishes so little. Indeed, the Greenbelt Alliance’s initial
concern about the planning for the Coyote Valley is now confirmed: the analysis in the
DEIR clarifies that the CVSP will not be sustainable, will not result in increased transit
use, will not ensure the protection of agricultural and open space lands, and will not
guarantee the provision of affordable housing.
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ANALYSIS
I. THE DEIR IS INADEQUATE UNDER CEQA. |

The DEIR for the CVSP is woefully inadequate under CEQA. An EIR
must provide a degree of analysis and detail about environmental impacts that will enable
decision-makers to make intelligent judgments in light of the environmental
consequences of their decisions. CEQA Guidelines § 15151; Kings County Farm Bureau
v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal.App.3d 692 (1990). To this end, the lead agency must make a
good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental impacts. In order to accomplish this
requirement, it is essential that the project is adequately described and that existing setting
information is complete. See County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App.3d 185,
199 (1977). Both the public and decision-makers need to fully understand the
implications of the choices that are presented related to the project, mitigation measures,
and alternatives. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass 'n v. Regents of University of
California, 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 (1988). In this case, the CVSP DEIR fails to provide
sufficient information to enable informed decision-making by the City.

A. A Program EIR Is Inappropriate and Unlawful in this Case.

The text of the CVSP DEIR implies that the environmental document is
both a programmatic EIR, describing in broad terms the plans for and impacts of
development of the entire Coycte Valley, and a project-level EIR, analyzing in detail
impacts resulting from tentative maps and project construction. See e.g., DEIR at 68, 169
(asserting that a “project-level” analysis was undertaken). Importantly, the DEIR states:

This EIR provides environmental review for the adoption of the CVSP and
its initial implementation through the pre/rezoning and annexation
processes as described in Section 1.5.1, above. A determination will be
made on a case-by-case basis if further environmental review for the CVSP
components listed below will be required before they can be approved or
constructed, and it is unknown at this time when these components may be
required to accommodate the proposed urban development. Subsequent
project-specific environmental review will be required as appropriate and
necessary prior to approval or construction of these components. Any
project not included on the list will be considered on a case-by case basis.
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DEIR at 11 (emphasis added). The DEIR then goes on to list numerous approvals
ranging from general plan amendments, and subdivision/tentative maps to the issuance of
development permits and actual construction activity. Id.

Despite the vague assurance that project-specific environmental review may
be undertaken for specific projects, the City has apparently designed the CVSP in such a
way as could potentially allow residential development of the Coyote Valley without any
further environmental review. Specifically, as the City is undoubtedly aware,
Government Code Section 65457 exempts from CEQA review “[a]ny residential
development project, including any subdivision, or any zoning change that is undertaken
to implement and is consistent with a specific plan” for which an EIR has been certified.
Based on this provision, if the City certifies the EIR and approves the CVSP, future
residential development in Coyote Valley may escape any further environmental review
so long as the proposed development is consistent with the Specific Plan. Public
Resources Code Section 21080.7(a) contains a similar, although somewhat more limited,
exemption.'

In light of these exemptions, the DEIR’s assurance that future components
of the CVSP may require project-specific environmental review is misleading and
disingenuous. If CVSP components such as tentative maps and project construction may
proceed with no further environmental review, the DEIR must so state. In that event, to
be legally adequate, the DEIR must provide far more detailed environmental analysis
appropriate to a project-level EIR. And here, the DEIR utterly fails to provide this
necessary detail.

Indeed, use of a program EIR is plainly unlawful and inappropriate in this
case precisely because the residential components of the Project are unlikely to receive
meaningful future environmental review based on the statutory exemptions cited above.
CEQA sanctions the use of program EIRs only where additional environmental analysis
under CEQA will occur as additional projects are proposed under the program. In
Friends of Mammoth v. Town of Mammoth Lakes Redevelopment Agency (2000) 82
Cal.App.4th 511, for example, the court’s decision to invalidate a program EIR turned
largely on the fact that the document was “not a true first-tier EIR,” and so there was “no

' Among other things, Section 21080.7(a) requires a finding that the previously
approved EIR “is sufficiently detailed so that the significant effects on the environment of
the project and measures necessary to mitigate or avoid those effects can be determined.”
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guarantee” of subsequent environmental review at a future stage. /d. at 536. So too, here,
inasmuch as there is no guarantee of environmental review of future residential
development plans, the CVSP DEIR must be revised to contain the same level of detail as
a project-level EIR.

Moreover, even if the CVSP DEIR were intended as a program EIR, this
would not justify the lack of detailed analysis. Numerous CEQA provisions clarify that
“tiering [e.g., preparing a program EIR followed by a project-level EIR] does not excuse
the lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably foreseeable significant
environmental effects of the project and does not justify deferring such analysis to a later
tier EIR or negative declaration.” Guidelines §15152(b); see also id. §15152(c). Rather,
“[t]he degree of specificity required in an EIR must correspond with the degree of
specificity of the proposed project. An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be
more detailed in the specific effects of the project. . ..” Id. §15146. This rule persists
regardless of “any semantic label accorded to the EIR.” Friends of Mammoth, 82
Cal. App.4th at 534.

Given that the City intends to allow project level approvals—not simply
study the planning for Coyote Valley—in reliance on this document, the DEIR is
obligated to analyze all foreseeable impacts of development projects anticipated under the
CVSP. Accordingly, the EIR must be revised to contain the same level of detail as a
project-level EIR to allow analysis of impacts from the development of the Coyote
Valley.

B. The DEIR’s Description of the Project Is Inadequate.

In order for an EIR to adequately evaluate the environmental ramifications
of a project, it must first provide a comprehensive description of the project itself. “An
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine gua non of an informative and
legally sufficient EIR.” San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of
Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal. App. 4th 713, 730 (quoting County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 193). As a result, courts have found that even if an
EIR is adequate in all other respects, the use of a “truncated project concept” violates
CEQA and mandates the conclusion that the lead agency did not proceed in the manner
required by law. San Joaquin Raptor, 27 Cal. App. 4th at 729-30. Furthermore, “[a]n
accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential
environmental effects of a proposed activity.” Id. at 730 (citation omitted). Thus, an
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inaccurate or incomplete project description renders the analysis of significant
environmental impacts inherently unreliable. Here, the DEIR for the CVSP does not
come close to meeting these clearly established legal standards because it fails to provide
a stable and finite project description with respect to key components of the proposed
Project that have the potential to result in significant environmental impacts not analyzed
in the DEIR.

In practical terms, the CVSP is a plan to erect a city within a city, with as
many as 80,000 residents, over 26,000 housing units, and about 50,000 jobs. DEIR at 14,
15. Any reasonably complete description of the Project would give the public and
decision-makers a sense of what this new community would look like, how it would
work, and how it would fit into life in the greater San Jose area and the rest of Santa Clara
County. The purported project description does none of this. It is effectively no
description at all; it is merely a suggestion of the City’s general conceptual scheme for the
Coyote Valley. There 1s certainly no comprehensive plan for how this community would
be developed. This failure echoes throughout the entire document: because the Project is
incompletely described, none of its impacts can be fully analyzed. Over and over again,
as discussed at length throughout this letter, the DEIR defers analysis until after project
approval and offers vague and unenforceable mitigation measures. It simply is not
possible to analyze and therefore mitigate the impacts of a project whose parameters are
as vague as the CVSP’s.

1. The Project’s Land Use Planning Lacks Critical Details.

The CVSP DEIR provides only the most preliminary of plans for
development of Coyote Valley and therefore lacks sufficient information to allow
informed decisions about how the CVSP will affect the region. There may be further
discretionary approvals down the road, but this EIR and the approvals it informs are the
only opportunity for decision-makers and the public to understand and weigh in on the
big-picture questions that will determine what kind of a community is about to be created
in their midst, or whether this community should be created at all. Yet the DEIR is so
vague and general as to render informed participation meaningless. Astonishingly, we
can find no evidence in the DEIR, or elsewhere, that any type of meaningful land use
planning has been undertaken for this massive development project.

The closest that the DEIR comes to providing a sense of the CVSP is
Figure 2.01 (Draft Land Use Plan), Figure 2.02 (Illustrative Plan), and Figure 2.03
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(Planning Areas Diagram).> These maps offer no more than a general level of detail,
depicting generally where the residential, commercial, and industrial/workplace
development would be located. Merely showing the location of these uses is not
sufficient. At a minimum, the document must provide information about what these uses
will “look like” and how they will work. Where, for example, are the CVSP’s
development standards and guidelines? What plan can the public and decision-makers
consult in order to verify that the neighborhoods are well-planned and that land uses are
compatible? How will the commercial uses be integrated with the single-family and
multi-family dwelling units at the neighborhood level? How accessible (i.e., how long
would it take to walk) are the CVSP residential neighborhoods to shopping and
employment opportunities? How would the design of the street system accommodate the
pedestrian and connectivity? How would the residential, employment, and commercial
uses be integrated with the transit system?

Nor does the DEIR identify imminent development activity. Are specific
projects in the pipeline? If so, how many and what type? Is there more demand for
residential projects or non-residential? Which projects are likely to be built within the
first five years? Which of the public projects would be constructed first?

2. The Project’s Transit Components Are Unplanned and
Unfunded.

The flaws in the DEIR’s project description extend far beyond its failure to
contain detailed land use planning information. The DEIR also fails to describe major
elements of the CVSP. For instance, the DEIR states that the CVSP includes a
transportation system comprised of a public transit system, bike/trails system, and
roadway network. DEIR at25. As for the public transit system, the DEIR further states
that the CVSP’s transit system consists of three components: CalTrain, the Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority (“VTA”) bus system, and an an internal fixed guideway
Bus Rapid Transit (“BRT”) system. /d. While the DEIR describes the CVSP roadway
system in intricate detail (i.e., diagrammatic cross sections complete with roadway
widths), the document lacks any description of the Project’s purported public transit
system. This lack of detail is particulatly ominous given that the City has chosen to

? A footnote to Figure 2.0-1 states that a planning area detail appendix was reissued in
June 2006 and that this document contains additional detail for land use refinements.
This appendix does not appear to be included with the DEIR.
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present this Project as “very urban” and “transit-oriented.” /d. at 8, 96. In this regard, the
CSVP does not even meet its own objectives.

3. The Project’s Public Services and Infrastructure Are
Undefined.

The DEIR totally lacks plans for how the development will function.
According to CEQA, an EIR’s project description must contain “[a] general description
of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the
principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public service facilities.” CEQA
Guidelines § 15124(c). Here, the DEIR does nothing more than state the obvious when it
asserts that implementation of the CVSP would require extension of electrical, sewer,
potable and advanced treated recycled water, and natural gas. DEIR at 43, In fact, with
the exception of the roadways and flood control/storm drainage facilities, the necessary
public services and utilities are discussed in such a superficial manner that the description
of the solid waste facility, for example, amounts to no more than a self-evident
rumination that this facility would be developed. 7d. at 44. The DEIR never explains
how the massive amount of solid waste generated by the Project would be accommodated,
other than the assertion that “the CVSP may require the creation of a separate collection
district.” Id. at 44. Remarkedly, the DEIR never begins to resolve where this waste
would actually be disposed.

Further, while the DEIR acknowledges that the CVSP would contribute to
the need for and expansion of the area’s wastewater treatment plant, the document admits
that the plan to study such an expansion has not yet been prepared. Id. at 505, 507. Nor
does the DEIR ever explain how energy would be supplied to the CVSP. This
information is of critical concern inasmuch as the California Energy Commission has
determined that California will have an adequate supply of electricity only through 2009
and that Northern California will have an adequate supply of natural gas only through
2007. Id. at 392. These public services are not trivial, speculative, or optional—they are
part of the Project, and therefore must be included in the project description. See San
Joaquin Raptor, 27 Cal. App 4th at 714-16 (holding EIR inadequate where project
description failed to include sewer expansion which was “required element of the
development project”).

Nor does the DEIR contain necessary information relating to the phasing,
timing, or financing of these infrastructure and services, In a project of this size and
duration, public and private improvements must be developed in a logical and viable
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sequence; infrastructure needs to be in place prior to demand for new development.
Unfortunately, the DEIR contains no documentation, let alone evidence, that the
residential, commercial, and industrial development would be efficiently linked to
necessary infrastructure. The failure to provide detailed plans for this key infrastructure
1s particularly disturbing inasmuch as one of the City’s “key considerations for
development in Coyote Valley was consistency with the City’s growth management
policies and the potential city-wide effects of premature development in an area without
services or infrastructure.” DEIR at 2.

Until these aspects of the CVSP are fully described, this document cannot
legally support even the first specific project. Disturbingly, development nevertheless
appears imminent in the Coyote Valley. If this is not the time for such basic level of
planning, when is? '

Likewise, the failure to “specify . . . in detail” the infrastructure and other
required components renders the Specific Plan itself legally inadequate. Gov’t Code §
65451(a). ‘

4, The DEIR Improperly Segments Environmental Review
of the CVSP.

In addition to the deficiencies described above pertaining to CVSP’s solid
waste facilities and service, the DEIR suffers from another serious flaw—it
inappropriately segments components of the Project for purposes of environmental
review. An accurate description of the project is one that considers the whole project,
instead of narrowly focusing on a particular segment. CEQA “mandates ‘that
environmental considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into
many little ones—each with a . . . potential impact on the environment—which
cumulatively may have disastrous consequences.’” City of Santee v. County of San
Diego, 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1452 (1989); see also McQueen v. Board of Directors, 202
Cal.App.3d 1136, 1146 (1988) (open space district “impermissibly divided the project
into segments which evade CEQA review”); Plan for Arcadia, Inc. v. Arcadia City
Council, 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 726 (1974) (shopping center and parking lot projects are
related and should be regarded as a single project for CEQA purposes).

Like the related projects in City of Santee, McQueen, and Plan for Arcadia,
the DEIR acknowledges that the CVSP would require a joint use maintenance and vehicle
storage facility as part of its collection district to provide integrated solid waste services.
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DEIR at 44. The document goes on to state that this facility would include a corporation
yard, a materials recovery facility and a composting facility, and possibly a solid waste
transfer/processing station. /d. at 386. Rather than define these CVSP project
components and analyze their environmental impacts, the DEIR simply asserts that thesc
facilities would require further review. Id. The DEIR’s approach of limiting its
evaluation of impacts to the land use aspects of the CVSP alone, which is clearly
analogous to the improper segmentation found by the court in City of Santee and related
cases, is therefore impermissible under CEQA. The revised DEIR must include an
analysis of the entire CVSP project and, by the DEIR’s admission, the CVSP includes the
solid waste facilities.

5. The Design of the CVSP Remains Unplanned.

The visual quality of a community is a basic building block for healthy,
vibrant, and beautiful neighborhoods. Design standards and design guidelines must be in
place to lend character and aesthetic quality to the community. Among other things,
design guidelines can encourage architectural continuity, provide guidance for site layout
to maintain the attractiveness of roadways and industrial and commercial areas, and offer
suggestions for landscaping to create a pleasant streetscape.

Here, almost 4,000 acres of the Coyote Valley are on the verge of being
developed; beautiful open space lands with broad vistas would be replaced with
buildings. Yet, the DEIR provides absolutely no sense of what this development would
look like. The document is silent as to residential, commercial and industrial architectural
themes, and contains no information as to the types of building materials to be used, roof
styles, building massing, projections, or color schemes. Nor does the DEIR identify, or in
any way describe, the intended streetscape or landscape themes and designs. Because the
DEIR does not discuss any of these architectural, streetscape, and landscaping details, the
public and decision-makers are left in the dark as to what Coyote Valley would actually
look like in 10, 30, or 50 years.

6. The CVSP Lacks a Coherent Mechanism for Ensuring the
Protection of Agricultural and Open Space Lands.

The CVSP purports to include a “greenbelt strategy,” which would establish
a framework to create and sustain a rural environment that supports, among other things,
land conservation and agriculture. DEIR at 9, 44, 432. The DEIR also identifies, as a
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project objective, that the Specific Plan should seek mechanisms to faciliate the
permanent acquisition of fee title or conservation easements in South Coyote. Id. Indeed,
the CVSP presents a tremendous opportunity to preserve open space and agricultural land
in Santa Clara County that could offset the loss of such lands that would be caused by the
development of CVSP. But the DEIR never even identifies, let alone commits to
adopting, a specific mechanism that the City would rely on to ensure preservation of the
Coyote Valley Greenbelt.

7. The CVSP and the DEIR Should Go Back to the Drawing
Board. '

The foregoing are just a few of the myriad issues that define sound land use
planning, especially environmentally sensitive land use planning. Given the massive scale
of the CVSP, we understand the difficulty in undertaking detailed planning. Yet, it is
precisely because of the size of this Project and its far reaching environmental
consequences that the City is obligated to address these fundamental issues now. The
DEIR’s failure to address these issues is particularly disconcerting because San Jose
prides itself as having developed an overall vision for Coyote Valley—a model
community assertedly based on innovative planning and design. DEIR at 14.

The City is clearly capable of providing details about the CVSP, as
indicated by the DEIR’s detailed descriptions and schematics of the CVSP’s roads and
flood control system. DEIR at 106. The level of planning and design undertaken for
roadways and flood control must be extended to the remaining CVSP components.
Unless and until the City prepares a more detailed land use plan for the CVSP, and one
which grapples with these basic planning and design considerations, the DEIR will
remain incapable of addressing and analyzing the Project’s important quality of life and
environmental implications for the region.

We appreciate that, under certain circumstances, an EIR for a planning level
document may include less detail than required for a project-specific EIR. Nevertheless,
program level EIR’s are not excused from CEQA’s mandate to provide an accurate,
stable, and finite project description. County of Inyo, 71 Cal.App.3d at 192. Moreover,
as noted above, the DEIR for this project is not a true program EIR and thus must include
sufficient detail to allow accurate analysis of the impacts of full development under the
CVSP.
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In short, it is simply inconceivable that accountable decision-makers could
make a decision to approve this Project with essentially no information about these
fundamental project components. Yet that is effectively what this DEIR asks the City to
do. Equally important, the DEIR’s abject failure to describe these critical components for
the CVSP sends an ominous message about planning for the rest of this massive Project.
Under state law, the DEIR must be revised to include a detailed description of the CVSP.
These descriptions must then provide the basis for new, extensive analyses of the
Project’s environmental impacts.

In sum, this Project needs to go back to the drawing board. Once the
necessary planning is complete for the large-scale and controversial project, the City will
be in a position to actually evaluate the Project’s environmental effects. Only then can it
make the intelligent, informed decisions that CEQA requires.

C. The DEIR’s Analysis of and Mitigation for the Impacts of the
Proposed Project Are Inadequate.

The discussion of a proposed project’s environmental impacts is at the core
of an EIR. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a) (“[a]n EIR shall identify and focus on the
significant environmental effects of the proposed project”) (emphasis added). As
explained below, the DEIR’s environmental impacts analysis is deficient under CEQA
because it fails to provide the necessary facts and analysis to allow the City and the public
to make informed decisions about the Project. An EIR must effectuate the fundamental
purpose of CEQA: to “inform the public and responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions before they are made.” Laurel Heights Improvement
Assn., 6 Cal.4th at 1123. To do so, an EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just an
agency’s bare conclusions. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d
553, 568 (1990). Thus, a conclusion regarding the significance of an environmental
impact that is not based on an analysis of the relevant facts fails to fulfill CEQA’s
informational goal.

Additionally, an EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate
significant environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4. Under CEQA, “public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects. . . .” Pub. Res. Code § 21002.
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In every section of the CVSP’s impact analysis, it is apparent that the
authors are faced with an impossible task: they must evaluate the environmental
consequences of implementing a “plan” so vague and incomplete that it barely constitutes
a plan at all. As described above, the DEIR includes virtually no concrete description of
key elements of the CVSP. This void becomes even more clear in the impacts chapters,
where time and again the DEIR defers analysis and mitigation because there is presently
no way to determine how this vague “Project” will affect the environment.

As discussed above, the CVSP’s nebulous approach to environmental
review fails to adequately accomplish the purpose of either a programmatic or a project-
level EIR. The problems with this approach become immediately apparent when
reviewing the DEIR’s environmental impact analysis. Thus, although it is clear that the
CVSP has the potential to be one of the most environmentally degrading actions ever
suggested by San Jose, neither the public nor decision-makers have any way of knowing
the magnitude of this harm. The DEIR simply fails to provide decision-makers and the
public with detailed, accurate information about the Project’s significant environmental
impacts and to analyze mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid such impacts.

1. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s
Impact on Agricultural Lands and Open Space.

a. The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Severity and Extent
of the Project’s Impacts to Coyote Valley’s Rich
Agricultural Lands.

The DEIR’s utter failure to adequately analyze the Project’s impact on
agricultural lands is one of the document’s most notable and alarming deficiencies.
Indeed, the purported analysis of impacts to agricultural lands is no more than one
paragraph; and this paragraph simply asserts that the Project would result in the loss of
2,400 acres of prime farmland, farmland of local and state importance, and unique
farmland. DEIR at 111. Although the DEIR does acknowledge this impact to be
significant, it provides no analysis of what it actually means to take some of the richest
farmland in California, and possibly the country, out of production. Merely stating that
an impact is “significant” does not satisfy CEQA; the EIR must contain facts and analysis
1n support of 1ts conclusions, and must describe how significant the impact will be.

Equally disconcerting, the DEIR understates the acreage of impacted
agricultural lands because it relies exclusively on CEQA’s definition of prime agricultural
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lands. DEIR at 102. Relying on this definition, however, omits up to 1,400 acres of
agricultural land from the analysis. As discussed below, in the context of the open space
impact analysis, the DEIR states that the CVSP would result in the development of
approximately 3,800 acres of primarily undeveloped flat agricultural land. Id. at 110.
Likewise, the Santa Clara County Local Agency Formation Commission’s (“LAFCO”)
Draft Agricultural Mitigation Policies rely on the Cortese Knox Herzberg Act’s definition
‘of prime agricultural lands in evaluating a project’s impacts on agricultural lands. Had
the DEIR adequately analyzed the CVSP’s consistency with LAFCO’s policies—and at
least considered the Cortese Knox Herzberg Act’s definition of prime agricultural lands—
it likely would have determined that the Project would impact far more than 2,400 acres
of prime agricultural land. Finally, as discussed below, the DEIR acknowledges that
existing agricultural operations within the Coyote Valley may have to be discontinued
once future residents move into the CVSP Development Arca. DEIR at 107, 108. The
DEIR never attempts, however, to calculate the amount of agricultural land that would be
taken out of production as a result of these land use conflicts.

Similarly, the DEIR’s bland and truncated “analysis™ of impacts to
agricultural lands provides no good faith attempt to capture the extraordinary importance
of these lands or what their loss would mean to California agriculture and indeed the
entire United States. According to “Setting The Standard in Coyote Valley,” Coyote
Valley was once part of the Valley of Heart’s Delight, combining fertile soil, a moderate
climate and sufficient water flows to earn the reputation as an “agricultural eden.” See
“Setting The Standard in Coyote Valley,” attached hereto as Exhibit A. This Report
explains what the CVSP DIR does not—that the loss of agricultural land due to the
Project is a severe impact with far-reaching consequences:

The loss of productive farmland to urban and surburban
encroachment is a pressing environmental and food security
concern in California and through out the United States.
According to the American Farmland Trust, every day we lose
more than 3,000 acres of productive farmland to urban
sprawl. More than 75 percent of our fruits and vegetables are
produced near urban areas, directly in the path of
development. Each year, we lose an area of productive
farmland the size of Delaware. Loss of this essential form of
natural capital deprives future generatons of the ability to
grow food and fiber and reap the multiple benefits of open
space. In California, agricultural land loss on a county by
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county basis 1s tracked by the Division of Land Resource
Protection. Between 1984 and 2004, Santa Clara County lost
33,288 acres of agricultural land to development, or 1,664
acres per year. (CDC 2005a).

See Exhibit A at .

b. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the
Project’s Impact on Coyote Valley’s Open Space
Land.

The document fares no better in its “analysis” of open space impacts. Ina
stunning display of understatement, the DEIR simply asserts that the Project would
replace 3,800 acres of undeveloped agricultural land with buildings, streets, parking
areas, and other infrastructure. DEIR at 110. This bland and utterly characterless
description of open space impacts does not remotely capture the extraordinary importance
of these lands. Permanent protection of important open space areas has become an urgent
need in the Bay Area, and indeed throughout the state. California statutory and case law
have long recognized open space as a valuable environmental resource. Accordingly, the
California Legislature has declared that “open-space land is a limited and valuable
resource which must be conserved wherever possible.” Gov’t Code § 65562(a). Nearly
thirty years ago, the California Supreme Court recognized that “[t]he elimination of open
space in California is a melancholy aspect of the unprecedented population increase
which has characterized our state . . . .” Associated Home Builders of the Greater East
Bay, Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek, 4 Cal.3d 633, 638 (1971), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 878
(1971). ' :

Growing evidence suggests that open space conservation is not an expense,
but a worthwhile investment that produces enormous economic benefits. Open space is a
major attraction for employees, residents and visitors because it increases the
attractiveness of an area as a place to live, work, and recreate. As the Trust for Public
Land explains:

Too often we hear that communities cannot afford to “grow
smart” by conserving open space. But accumulating evidence
indicates that open space conservation is not an expense but
an investment that produces important economic benefits.
Some of this evidence comes from academic studies and



Darryl Boyd
Page 18
June 28, 2007

economic analysis. Other evidence is from firsthand
experience of community leaders and government officials
who have found that open space protection does not “cost”
but “pays.”

“The Economic Benefits of Parks and Open Space: How Land Conservation Helps
Communities Grow Smart and Protect the Bottom Line” (1999), attached hereto as
Exhibit B. The EIR for the CVSP needs to provide meaningful analysis of this important
issue.

C. The DEIR Fails to Identify Feasible Mitigation
Measures to Reduce the Project's Significant
Impacts on Agricultural and Open Space Lands.

As sertous as the DEIR’s deficiencies are relating to the loss of agricultural
and open space lands, they pale in comparison to the document’s failure to identify
adequate mitigation for this loss. One of the fundamental objectives of CEQA is to
facilitate the identification of “feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which
will avoid or substantially lessen” significant environmental effects. Pub. Res. Code §
21002. To effectuate this purpose, CEQA mandates that “public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed if there are . . . feasible mitigation measures available which
would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects . . ..” Id.
Consequently, an EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate significant
environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4. As the Supreme Court has held,
“The core of an EIR 1s the mitigation and alternatives sections.” Citizens of Goleta
Valley, 52 Cal.3d at 564.

Given the extraordinary importance of Coyote Valley’s agricultural and
open space lands, the DEIR should have provided extensive mitigation for the loss of
these lands. Indeed, one would expect extensive mitigation in light of the fact that the
City presents the CVSP as having a clear “greenbelt strategy.” DEIR at 44. In terms of
the Project’s impacts on open space, however, the DEIR fails to consider any mitigation
measures. The DEIR’s failure to identify even one mitigation measure epitomizes the
document’s failure to meet CEQA’s core requirements.

The DEIR’s approach to mitigation for the Project’s loss of agricultural
lands is even more disingenuous. Amazingly, after providing a vague discussion of
programs that could create new or protect existing farmlands, the DEIR explicitly states
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that the City is not requiring such mitigation for the project. DEIR at 114-118. So rather
than seriously study the feasibility of mitigation opportunities—as clearly required by
CEQA—the DEIR appears to throw its hands up in defeat. The DEIR’s failure to
consider mitigation for the loss of agricultural lands, both on a project-specific and
cumulative level, is particularly egregious given the wide variety and number of
successful programs that exist to address this issue. Mitigation is defined by the CEQA
Guidelines to include:

Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts
of an action;

Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the
actton and its implementation;

Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the
impacted environment;

Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action; and
Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments,

CEQA Guidelines § 15370.

Here, the CVSP’s impact on agricultural and open space lands can be
compensated for by the implementation of programs that provide for such lands in other
locations or that reduce the impact over time by preservation of such lands. As the Bay
Arca Conservancy Program notes specifically with respect to Santa Clara County,
“restoration and protection can be accomplished through the proper design of new
developments and through mitigation requirements.” See “Regional Needs Briefing
Book™ at 27, attached hereto as Exhibit C. The American Farmland Trust has identified a
number of such mitigation measures for farmland conversion, including:

Requiring that remaining farmland, or an equal or greater amount of
farmland, be placed under Williamson Act contract;

Requiring a conservation easement to be placed on remaining or
alternate farmland;

Requiring that new agricultural land be brought into production; and
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. Requiring a per-acre mitigation fee on development projects to be
used for the acquisition of development rights on farmland in
another location.

See American Farmland Trust, “Saving the Farm: A Handbook for Conserving
Agricultural Land” (Jan. 1990) at 5-4, attached hereto as Exhibit D. In addition to
protecting farmland, conservation easements are also effective mechanisms for preserving
habitat, water quality, viewsheds, and community open space buffers.

In addition to these general forms of mitigation, there are numerous
examples of communities that have required land dedications and/or fees for purchase of
land to compensate for the loss of open space and agricultural lands as mitigation for
significant impacts. Many communities with similar open space provisions in their
general plans also require new projects that contribute to the loss of open space and
agricultural lands, as well as to the growing need for open space, to mitigate for those
impacts.

Among the feasible mitigation measures the CVSP DEIR fails to include
that are capable of reducing or eliminating project-related and cumulative impacts are the
following:

. Clustering of the development to protect on-site agricultural lands
and provide permanent protection of those lands through an
appropriate instrument (e.g., dedication of lands to a Land Trust
and/or multiple party holders of casements or other acceptable means
of ensuring permanence).

. Payment of a mitigation fee to an appropriate conservation
organization for purchase of mitigation lands.

. Purchase in fee title or conservation easement of comparable open
space and agricultural land in the area (e.g., South Coyote Valley
agricultural area, Coyote Ridge, and the cascading ranges to the west
of Coyote Valley) and permanent protection of that land through a
dedication to an appropriate open space conservation entity.

As the programs described above clearly show, feasible measures exist to
reduce impacts relating to the Joss of open space and agricultural lands. Indeed, even San
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Jose planning staff recognizes the feasibility of such measures, as indicated by the
attached e-mail. See e-mail correspondence from Darryl Boyd to Brian Schmidt, May 14,
2007 (confirming that City staff’s position is that farmland preservation is feasible
mitigation for the loss of farmland), attached hereto as Exhibit E. In light of this
fundamental CEQA violation, the DEIR must be revised to adequately analyze and
mitigate the CVSP’s impacts on agricultural and open space lands.

2. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the
Project’s Land Use Impacts.

The DEIR’s analysis of land use impacts is hamstrung in part by the DEIR’s
consistent failure to define critical components of the Project. Nowhere is this more
evident than in the document’s failure to adequately analyze impacts relating to the
compatibility of future land uses with existing and on-going agricultural operations. The
DEIR acknowledges that existing agricultural operations within the Coyote Valley may
have to be discontinued once future residents move into the CVSP Development Area.
DEIR at 107, 108. This startling contention—that the development of the CVSP could
adversely impact the economic viability of the valley’s remaining agricultural lands, and
indeed the County’s agricultural industry as a whole—is given only passing discussion.

The document never bothers to describe the specific agricultural operations
that might be threatened, let alone the nature of these operations. Nor does the document
identify which or how many of the CVSP’s projects would be incompatible with these
agricultural lands. In addition, it makes no attempt to specifically identify or describe
what 1s grown on these agricultural lands. For example, are there specific agricultural
uses that would be less threatened by potential land use conflicts than others (i.e., organic
farming may result in fewer land use conflicts in comparison to farming practices that
use pesticides)? Are the threatened agricultural lands under Williamson Act contracts?
Specifically, how much additional acreage of agricultural lands stands to be lost as a
result of incompatible land uses? What size buffer zones would have to be in place to
minimize or eliminate these potential conflicts? Now is the time to answer these
questions so that the CVSP land use lines can be redrawn to protect existing agricultural
operations. Yet, the DEIR is simply silent on all these critical issues.

The DEIR’s persistent error of deferring planning and mitigation also
infects the mitigation measures purporting to minimize impacts relating to land use
compatibility with agricultural operations. Rather than set forth specific mitigation, the
DEIR relies in part on the yet-to-be prepared Design Guidelines to “reduce the likelihood
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that significant impacts would occur.” DEIR at 107. Yet the development of these
Design Guidelines is deferred until after project approval. To the extent these Guidelines
would help to minimize this impact, they should be a key component of the Project, not
left up to developers to implement ad hoc after the fact. Moreover, even if the Design
Guidelines had real content, they might only begin to lessen the land use compatibility
impact of the CVSP.

The DEIR does mentions that Santa Clara County has an Agricultural
Rights, Disclosure, and Dispute Resolution Ordinance. DEIR at 108. However, rather
than explain how this ordinance might minimize impacts relating to incompatibilities with
agricultural operations, the DEIR states that the City is not subject to this ordinance. /d.
Thus, rather than commiting to adopt a similar ordinance, the DEIR simply asserts that
San Jose would consider the adoption of a similar complementary ordinance. Id. CEQA
requires more than an agency’s illusory promise to mitigate significant impacts.

The ultimate fact remains that the urban development associated with the
CVSP would permanently threaten agricultural practices in Coyote Valley in ways that
remain unknown because the DEIR does not provide anything close to a complete
analysis of these impacts. Similarly, the DEIR’s findings that the CVSP would not result
in significant land use incompatibility impacts is conclusory and unsupported by
substantial evidence. Unless and until the CVSP is appropriately planned and designed,
as discussed above, the County cannot effectively analyze the land use implications of
development within the Coyote Valley. Thorough planning is a prerequisite for a
comprehensive analysis of land use impacts and for the proposal of mitigation and/or
alternatives that will minimize those impacts. The appropriate forum for such analysis is
a revised and recirculated DEIR.

3. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigﬁte the
Project’s Transportation Impacts.

a. The DEIR Lacks an Accurate Description of the
Project’s Qualitative Effects on Traffic.

The traffic impacts of the proposed CVSP demonstrate once again the
profound changes that a project on the vast scale envisioned here will bring to this area.
On a typical day, buildout of the Coyote Valley would generate approximately 302,780
daily new person trips, the vast majority of which will be made by automobile, DEIR at
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147. The CVSP’s intense influx of traffic is just one of the ways in which this proposed
Project would forever alter the character of the Coyote Valley.

Rather than present a forthright picture of the full range and severity of the
consequences of the CVSP, the DEIR’s traffic analysis hides behind an opaque wall of
numbers and charts. The concrete, quantitative analysis of traffic impacts is essential, but
it is a means to an end. The purpose of the analysis is to allow an understanding of what
will happen to the area if the Project is built. In some cases, like this one, numbers will
not tell the whole story. Here, the significance of the CVSP’s traffic impacts cannot be
accurately conveyed without a textual description of how the Coyote Valley
transportation system will work and what residents or visitors to the valley will actually
experience once the CVSP is built out. As a result, neither the public nor decisionmakers
have a realistic understanding of the actual traffic impacts of the CVSP.

The DEIR would have us believe that the CVSP is based on innovative
planning—relying on the principles of smart growth and the concept of planning based on
the environment. DEIR at 14. To this end, the DEIR asserts that the CVSP is based on “a
new approach, which involves a shift from a land planning driven process to one that
evolves planning from the existing natural environment or ‘Environmental Footprint.””
Id. The DEIR goes on to state that “the urban design approach for Coyote Valley focuses
on the guiding principles of a sustainable, pedestrian and transit-oriented community” and
that “the CVSP has been designed to encourage alternative means of transportation
including walking, biking, and transit use.” Id. at 14, 162,

One need not delve far into the DEIR’s traffic analysis to discover that the
end product would not be sustainable, transit-oriented, or environmentally friendly
development. Indeed, the CVSP would result in an additional 1,687,000 daily vehicle
miles traveled in the region and between 210,000 and 266,000 extra cars on the roads
every day. DEIR at 147, 417. This number of vehicles is roughly equivalent to that which
travel on the Oakland-San Francisco Bay Bridge each day. See “Facts at a Glance,”
Caltrans, (identifying the Oakland-San Francisco Bay Bridge daily traffic as 270,000
vehicles), attached hereto as Exhibit F. And as discussed further below, rather than
extensive travel on transit, as the DEIR would have us believe, the DEIR itself estimates
that only four percent of the CVSP-related trips would be made on transit. DEIR at 147.

In short, the DEIR must explain to the public and decision-makers what it
means to have a quarter-million extra cars on the roads every day. Such a shift in the
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region’s character is the true significant traffic impact of the proposed Project; the
numbers are only an indication of that change. By trying to spin the CVSP as a transit-
based plan, the DEIR fails to accurately depict the severity and extent of traffic impacts.
In addition, as explained below, as excessive as these traffic numbers are, the DEIR
actually paints an unrealistically optimistic picture of the CVSP’s effect on the region’s
traffic congestion.

b. The DEIR Understates the CVSP’s Traffic Impacts
Because it Assumes the Implementation of
Unfunded Transportation Infrastructure.

The CVSP purports to include, and the DEIR relies on, a series of major

_ transportation infrastructure projects to be implemented during the next 25 to 50 years
(1.e., the timeline for buildout of the CVSP). The DEIR therefore concludes that any
impacts resulting from the phasing of traffic improvements to development phases would
be “temporary and ultimately mitigated.” DEIR at 166. However, the traffic analysis
suffers from a fatal flaw: it assumes the implementation of major transportation projects
in its baseline for determining project impacts when there is no evidence that these
projects would actually be implemented. Thus if any of these roadway improvements are
not constructed or implemented, traffic impacts would be more severe than described.

The DEIR nevertheless assumes these transportation infrastructure
improvements in its analysis of CVSP traffic impacts, claiming that such projects are
required to accommodate proposed CVSP land use development. DEIR at 146. Yet,
these are not minor undertakings; they include massive projects such as new interchanges
with U.S. 101 and the construction of major regional arterials. DEIR at 148-150. The
DEIR never, however, specifically identifies how these projects would be funded or how
the City would ensure that mfrastructure improvements necessary to support land use
development would occur concurrently, or in advance of, the demand anticipated from
new development.

Such details are essential for a project-level EIR such as this.
Unfortunately, the environmental document raises more questions than it answers, as
illustrated by the following statements:

This major infrastructure would be financed through a variety
of mechanisms over the life of the project implementation
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process. For example, Development Impact Fees could be
assessed at the time of project approval. Additionally, the
City of San Jose could seek funding from regional sources to
help finance major improvements to the regional
transportation system, including upgrading and/or expanding
transit systems. Build-out of the project would be dependent
on concurrent implementation of the major transportation
infrastructure elements.

DEIR at 148 (emphasis added). The DEIR never actually identifies, let alone describes,
the City’s Development Impact Fee program. Would this fee program be the only
funding mechanism (other than the vague hope for “regional funding sources™) for the
necessary infrastructure improvements? Put simply, will the financing for these massive
projects be sufficient or not?

Nor does the DEIR identify the schedule, or even a tentative schedule, for
design and construction of this infrastructure. For example, the DEIR asserts that the City
would begin to approve the residential component of the Project only after 5,000 new
jobs have been added. DEIR at 7. At the same time, the DEIR admits that the CVSP
cannot proceed without the roadway projects. Id. at 146. The DEIR never identifics
exactly which transportation projects have to be in place prior to the industrial
development (i.e., the 5,000 jobs). Once the 5,000 jobs have been created, which
transportation projects would have to be in place before the City moves forward with the
residential component? More importantly, at what point, if ever, will the City decide it
cannot approve further development because significant infrastructure projects have not
yet been constructed? The DEIR simply ignores these fundamental issues. These are
critical components of the CVSP, not trivial details that can be defined after project
approval. Until the DEIR resolves this critical flaw, it cannot legally support project-
level approvals.

The problems with the DEIR’s failure to ensure the implementation of
necessary infrastructure represent more than just poor planning. In a few instances, the
DEIR admits that some of the transportation projects would be implemented as mitigation
measures for the CVSP’s significant traffic impacts. To this end, the document explains
that “the proposed project” shall make a fair share contribution toward the necessary
transportation improvement. See e.g., Impact Trans-4, Trans-5, and Trans-15; DEIR at
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176-178. Given that the “project” here is the specific plan itself, how exactly will the
specific plan pay its fair share contribution?

According to state law, fee-based mitigation programs for public service
impacts based on fair share infrastructure contributions by individual projects may
potentially be adequate mitigation measures under CEQA. Save Our Peninsula
Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors, (2001) 87 Cal. App. 4th 99, 140. To
be adequate, however, these mitigation fees must be part of a reasonable plan of actual
mitigation that the relevant agency commits itself to implementing. 1d. at 140-41; see
also Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 1173, 1188-
89 (explaining that fee-based traffic mitigation measures have to be specific and part of a
reasonable, enforceable plan or program that is sufficiently tied to the actual mitigation of
the traffic impacts at issue). Here, in direct contrast to CEQA’s clear requirements, the
DEIR’s proposed mitigation simply assumes that the payment will occur, that it will cause
the transportation projects to actually be constructed, and that it will adequately mitigate
the impacts, without providing a reasonably enforceable plan to achieve those results.
Again, since these assumptions are not based on actual agency commitments, neither the
public nor decision-makers have any way of knowing the actual traffic consequences of
approving the CVSP.

If, as the DEIR contends, the CVSP will include identification of financing
measures for the needed capital improvements to support planned levels of development
(DEIR at 8), this Project does not come close to achieving its intended objective. The
DEIR should be revised to provide analysis sufficient to explain how the public and
private infrastructure would be provided in a logical and viable sequence, so that each
increment of development is supported by adequate public infrastructure and
Improvements.

c. The DEIR Understates the CVSP’s Traffic Impacts
Because it Assumes Unrealistically High Transit
Use.

As discussed above, while the DEIR’s traffic analysis assumes that four
percent of the CVSP’s person trips would be made on transit (DEIR at 147), the
document provides no evidentiary support for this optimistic assumption. Once again, the
DEIR assumes the implementation of three major public transit improvements—the
CalTrain station in the Coyote Valley, a shuttle to the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
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Authority (“VTA”) Light Rail Transit (“LLRT”) station at Santa Teresa, and an internal
fixed guideway bus rapid transit (“BRT”) system. DEIR at 25, 28, 183, Here too, the
DEIR never discloses exactly how these major transit infrastructure projects would be
funded. The cost to actually construct this infrastructure, while undisclosed in the DEIR,
would clearly be substantial. Moreover, infrastructure is only one of the costs associated
with transit service. With the exception of a passing reference to the need for an increase
in frequency and expansion of the VTA bus service (DEIR at 164), the DEIR ignores the
specific increases in transit service necessary to serve CVSP transit needs. In addition, as
discussed below, the DEIR is also silent as to how the CVSP would impact the transit
service providers. Thus, in essence, contrary to the CVSP’s purported objective, the
Project includes no real plan to provide transit service.

Even if the transit service were in place, the DEIR fails to provide any
basis for its four percent ridership assumptions. It is especially difficult for transit to
compete with the automobile if auto-based travel is faster and more convenient. Here, the
CVSP would be developed with low-density, decentralized land uses, high-speed
arterials, and over 41,000 parking spaces, all of which have a tremendously deadening
effect on public transit. Thus, far from providing sustainable, transit-oriented
development, the CVSP would do nothing more than facilitate San Jose’s trajectory of
car-oriented sprawl.

Unless and until the DEIR can substantiate its assumption that four percent
of CVSP trips would be made by transit, the document should assume these 13,000 trips
would be made by automobile. This is a serious flaw in the analysis, which the DEIR
must be revised to address.

d. The DEIR Understates the CVSP’s Traffic Impacts
Because It Fails to Analyze Impacts to Regional
Intersections.

The DEIR further understates the CVSP’s effect on traffic because it
artificially limits the geographical size of the study arca used to analyze intersection
mmpacts. Specifically, the DEIR asserts that “project traffic will dissipate and disperse
significantly once outside of the Coyote Valley, therefore intersections operating at LOS
C or better outside of the CVSP Area were not analyzed.” DEIR at 125. The DEIR thus
ignores hundreds, perhaps thousands, of intersections simply because the intersections are
located outside of the Coyote Valley. By unreasonably restricting the size of the study



s \I
N

Darryl Boyd
Page 28
June 28, 2007

area, the DEIR gives the impression that the quarter-million daily cars traveling to and
from the Project site would not impact intersections outside the Coyote Valley. Such an
assumption is absurd. Traffic congestion in urban areas is a regional phenomenon. Cars
would not suddenly stop once they are outside of the CVSP’s boundaries but would
continue—to Santa Clara County, San Francisco, Alameda County, and beyond.

The California Supreme Court has emphasized that “an EIR may not ignore
the regional impacts of a project approval, including those impacts that occur outside of
its borders; on the contrary, a regional perspective is required.” Citizens of Goleta Valley,
52 Cal.3d at 575. An EIR must analyze environmental impacts over the entire area where
one might reasonably expect these impacts to occur. See Kings County Farm Bureau,

221 Cal.App.3d at 721-23. This principle stems directly from the requirement that an EIR
analyze all significant or potentially significant environmental impacts. Pub. Res. Code
§§ 21061, 21068. An EIR cannot analyze all such environmental impacts if its study area
does not include the geographical area over which these impacts will occur.

If the CVSP is approved, extensive new traffic would inundate the South
Bay. Yet this DEIR leaves the public and decision-makers in the dark as to the Project’s
actual traffic impacts because it arbitrarily ignores myriad intersections. The revised
DEIR must identify each intersection that would be significantly impacted by the CVSP’s
influx of traffic, analyze the impacts, and identify feasible mitigation.

e. The DEIR Fails to Address Impacts to Transit
Providers.

Regardless of the accuracy of this DEIR’s projected transit mode share, the
document provides no analysis, let alone evidence, that transit service providers would be
able to accommodate the increase in transit ridership. The DEIR indicates that the
demand for transit service will increase by up to 500 to 600 riders (apparently peak hour
riders), upon buildout of the CVSP. DEIR at 164. If accurate, this increase in ridership
would have potentially significant impacts on CalTrans and on VTA. Despite this fact,
the DEIR fails to include any description of current loading capacities of the transit
currently serving the site or the ability of Caltrans and VTA to serve its existing
customers.

Moreover, the DEIR does not contain a specific threshold of significance
for impacts to transit service. The DEIR, therefore, has no basis to conclude that impacts
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to transit service providers would be less than significant. To conclude, as the DEIR
does, that an impact is less than significant, substantial evidence must demonstrate that
mitigation measures will reduce an impact to a less-than-significant level. Substantial
cvidence consists of “facts, a reasonable presumption predicated on fact, or expert
opmion supported by fact,” not “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(1)-(2). Because the DEIR’s conclusion of
insignificance is premised on unsupported assumptions, it falls far short of this threshold.

The revised DEIR must provide the following: (1) supporting evidence for
transit ridership assumptions based on the types of uses proposed, taking into
consideration the existing ridership loads and future transit services; (2) an indication of
the number of transit riders that will be added to each line during the peak periods; (3) a
description of the loadings on the various bus and other transit mode routes that will be
affected by the project; (4) information about how much demand the CVSP will generate
for routes that are already at capacity or projected to be at capacity in 25-50 years; and (5)
a description of how transit agencies would be able to accommodate this demand.

f. The DEIR Fails to Consider and Adopt Feasible
Mitigation Measures For the Project’s Significant
Impact on Freeways.

Although the DEIR finds that traffic from the CVSP would cause 10
freeway segments to operate at an unacceptable LOS F (DEIR at 162), the document fails
to provide any substantive mitigation for these gridlock conditions. Rather than identify
any specific mitigation, the DEIR simply suggests that undisclosed transit Improvements
would reduce auto usage and that this reduction in auto usage would be most noticeable
on freeways. Id. at 178, 179. The DEIR never actually identifies the specific transit
improvements or explains how they would reduce auto usage. Moreover, instead of
providing mitigation for the CVSP’s severe impacts on area freeways, the DEIR simply
labels these impacts significant and unavoidable. DEIR at 183. The DEIR’s approach to
“mitigating” the Project’s impacts thus epitomizes its failure to meet CEQA’s core
requirements. California courts have made clear that an EIR is inadequate if it fails to
suggest feasible mitigation measures, or if its suggested mitigation measures are so
undefined that it is impossible to evaluate their effectiveness. San Franciscans for
Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79.
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The EIR’s conclusion that mitigation to freeway impacts is somehow
unavailable—that the City’s hands are tied with respect to causing gridlock on area
freeways—is particularly disturbing in light of the fact that the CVSP is intended to
promote sustainable and transit-oriented development. Certainly, the DEIR could, and
must, consider the following feasible mitigation measures intended to reduce auto-
dependency:

. Study the feasibility of implementing a transportation demand management
ordinance that would include such measures as a parking supply cap,
parking pricing, jobs-based ridesharing programs; shuttle services, and

telecommuting;

. Limit the amount of development proposed by the CVSP;

. Eliminate the artificial boundary between north and central Coyote Valley,
thereby allowing for the integration of jobs, commercial and housing
development;

. Increase development intensities and densities, thereby facilitating the
potential for alternative modes of transportation;

. Reduce planned roadway capacity, specifically reducing the number of
high-speed arterials constructed within the CVSP area; and

. Study and fund specific transit projects that would serve local as well as

regional transportation needs.

In conclusion, the DEIR’s failure to adequately identify and analyze
feasible mitigation for the Project’s impacts on freeways renders the DEIR legally
inadequate. The revised DEIR must seriously address opportunities such as those
identified above to reduce dependence on automobiles and to increase transit service.

4. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the
Project’s Water Supply Impacts.

Under CEQA, an EIR must inform decisionmakers and the public of the
intended sources of water for a proposed project, as well as of the environmental impact
if water is supplied from a particular source or sources. Vineyard Area Citizens for
Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal. 4™ 412, 429 (2007)
(“Vineyard™). It also must inform decisionmakers of the means by which any adverse
impact resulting from the use of the identified water sources will be addressed. /d.
Decisionmakers must be “presented with sufficient facts ‘to evaluate the pros and cons of
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supplying the amount of water that the [project] will need.’” Id. at 431 (quoting Santiago
County Water Dist. v. County of Orange, 118 Cal. App. 3d 818, 829 (1981)). The “future
water sources for a large land use project and the impacts of exploiting those sources are
not the type of information that can be deferred for future analysis.” Id. The DEIR’s
analysis of water supply for the Project fails to meet this standard.

a. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Describe Baseline
Water Conditions in Coyote Valley.

“Before the impacts of a project can be assessed and mitigation measures
considered, an EIR must describe the existing environment. It is only against this
baseline that any significant environmental effects can be determined.” Save Our
Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey, 87 Cal. App.4™ 99, 119-20 (2001) (quoting
County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency, 76 Cal. App. 4™ 931, 952 (1999)).
Here, the DEIR’s Water Supply Impacts section (Section 4.16) misstates the baseline
water supply in the Coyote Valley Groundwater Sub-basin. Section 4.16.2.1 of the DEIR
states that “approximately 8,000 acre-feet per year (afy) is currently being extracted from
Coyote Valley Groundwater Sub-basin for agricultural and urban uses . . . with no adverse
effects in a multi-year drought.” DEIR at 421 (emphasis added). However, the full
Water Supply Evaluation (“WSE”) in Appendix M of the DEIR states that “the [Santa
Clara Valley Water] District [(“SCVWD”)] has concluded that up to 8,000 [afy] may be
withdrawn from the [Coyote Valley Groundwater Sub-basin] on a sustainable basis
during multiple year drought conditions.” WSE at 2 (emphasis added).

These figures are misleading. The SCVWD’s Water Supply Analysis
(“SCVWD WSA,” located in Appendix E to the full WSE) outlines historical
groundwater pumping in the Sub-basin. SCVWD WSA at 10, Figure 7. According to the
SCVWD WSA, between 1987 and 2002, an average of only 6,799 afy were pumped from
the Sub-basin. Only in one year, 1997, were 8,000 or more afy pumped. Moreover,
Table D-1 1n the City’s Groundwater Basin Information (“Groundwater Basin Info.,”
located in Appendix D to the WSE) contains slightly different figures for historical
groundwater pumping in Coyote Valley, in spite of the fact that both the City and the
SCVWD claim that the source of the data is the SCVWD. See Groundwater Basin Info.
at D-7, Table D-1. This conflicting information further confuses the issuc of baseline
water supply.
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Even more troubling, Figure 8 in the SCVWD WSA, which outlines
historical water supply for the Coyote Valley Sub-basin, indicates that in the driest year
on record, only 2,239 acre feet were available. Though the SCVWD recognizes that
“[w]hat demand could be met under this supply scenario depends on the groundwater
storage at the beginning of the drought and how much of that groundwater storage can be
withdrawn without adverse impacts,” neither the SCVWD WSA nor the body of the
DEIR provides an adequate analysis of such a dry year scenario. Moreover, neither the
DEIR nor any appendix sufficiently discusses the available supply (as measured in Figure
8 of the SCVWD WSA) as compared with the amount of water pumped (as measured in
Figure 7 of the SCYWD WSA and Table D-1 of the Groundwater Basin Info.) or the
relationship between those two figures relate to one another, leading to further confusion
about baseline supply.

b. The DEIR Does Not Provide Adequate Information
About the Environmental Impact of the
Construction of Recharge Basins and the Increased
Groundwater Extraction in Coyote Valley.

The DEIR states that 50-100 acres of groundwater recharge basins are
needed in Coyote Valley to supply the 6,000 afy of recharge to the Sub-basin needed for
the Project at full build out. However, there is insufficient detail about the environmental
impact of constructing such basins. Though the DEIR briefly outlines the biological,
cultural resources, land use, traffic, and hazardous materials impacts of the construction
and use of recharge basins, these analyses are cursory and inconclusive at best.

Moreover, the DEIR does not identify any possible sites for the basins and
therefore does not include analyses of their impact on animal species, existing trees, or
cultural resources; nor does it include analyses of land use compatibility or hazardous
materials conditions. At the same time, the DEIR claims that construction of groundwater
recharge basins will increase the supply of potable groundwater in the Coyote Valley
Sub-basin to 13,000 afy, meaning that the basins will be responsible for supplying over
80% of the predicted potable water supply deficit for the Project (5,000 afy of 6,200 afy,
see DEIR at 383, Figure 4-11.1). DEIR at 385. The construction of recharge basins is
therefore critically important to the water supply analysis for the Project. Though proper
tiering may be appropriate for “long-term, multipart projects” such as this one, it is “not a
device for deferring the identification of significant impacts that the adopting of a specific
plan can be expected to cause.” Vineyard, 40 Cal. 4® at 429 (quoting Stanislaus Natural
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Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus, 48 Cal. App. 4™ 182, 199 (1996)). Without the
construction of the recharge basins, the Project’s potable water supply needs simply will
not be met. The City must therefore conduct a thorough analysis of the environmental
impacts of the proposed recharge basins before it certifies #his EIR or adopts the specific
plan.

Additionally, the SCVWD WSA states that “[m]aintaining groundwater-
supplies [in the Coyote Valley Sub-basin] while avoiding nuisance high groundwater
conditions is a challenge made even more difficult by the important fishery and habitat
needs supported by Coyote Creek.” SCVWD WSA at 6. The DEIR ignores this
challenge, conclusively stating that “Coyote and Fisher Creeks would not be adversely
affected by the extraction of groundwater from the Coyote Valley Sub-basin because
water withdrawal amounts would not change above the 8,000 afy.” DEIR at 421, The
'DEIR contains no substantiation for this statement. In fact, a central claim of the DEIR’s
identification of water supply sources in Section 4.11.2.3 is that 13,000 afy will be
withdrawn from the Sub-basin to meet the potable water needs of the Project. DEIR at
385. The claim about the lack of significant environmental impact (which is based on
extraction of 8,000 afy) and the claim about the adequacy of the water supply (which is
based on increased extraction to 13,000 afy) are therefore directly contradictory.

c. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Discuss
Groundwater Quality in the Coyote Valley Sub-
basin.

A thorough discussion of the quality of the groundwater, both current and
anticipated (with additional recharge and pumping), is critical to enable the public and
decision-makers to make an informed decision about the feasibility of continued and
increased use of potable groundwater extracted from the Coyote Valley Sub-basin.
Because the water currently being extracted is used for both agricultural and urban
purposes, it is not clear from the DEIR how much of that water is potable, nor how much
of the additional water available with supplemental recharge would be potable.

The DEIR briefly discusses the nitrate and perchlorate content of the
groundwater in Section 4.8.2.6, but it does not provide adequate detail about the quality
of groundwater to be pumped in the future, claiming only that “[a]ll public water supply
wells meet drinking water standards.” DEIR at 333. The DEIR provides no support for
this statement, which appears to be directly contradicted by the Groundwater Basin
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Information appendix, which states that over half of the 600 private wells tested in the
Llagas and Coyote Valley Sub-basins in 1997 exceeded the federal safe drinking water
standard for nitrate.” Groundwater Basin Info. at D-14. Moreover, even after land is
converted from agricultural to residential use, “nitrate concentrations in groundwater may
continue to increase and or remain steady due to residual nitrate in the soil from prior use
and the slow movement of water from the surface the water table.” Id.

Though there are somewhat more detailed groundwater quality data in the
appendices to the DEIR, “a report ‘buried in an appendix’ is not a good substitute for ‘a
good faith reasoned analysis.”” California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita, 133
Cal. App. 4™ 1219, 1239 (2005) (quoting Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the
Environment v. County of Los Angeles, 106 Cal. App. 4" 715, 722-23 (2003)).

d. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Address the
Feasibility or Environmental Impact of the
Construction of an Advanced Recycled Water
Treatment Facility.

The DEIR’s discussion of the use of recycled water relies on the
construction of an advanced recycled water treatment facility (“ARWTF”), the feasibility
of which is still unknown. ‘According to the DEIR, the ARWTF would supply a total of
10,300 afy of advanced treated water for groundwater recharge (6,000 afy) and non-
potable uses (4,300 afy). This amount constitutes 100% of the non-potable water
requirement of the Project, as well as 100% of the supplemental recharge requirements
for the Coyote Valley Sub-basin. Disturbingly, the DEIR includes few details about the
construction of an ARWTF. Moreover, the DEIR states that “existing ARWTF facilities
are fairly rare and the anticipated environmental impacts described [] are preliminary.”

The DEIR’s analysis of the long-term environmental impacts of the
ARWTEF is unacceptably hypothetical, and the DEIR does not provide any meaningful
detail about the possible environmental impacts. Instead, the DEIR simply suggests that
the ARWTF may be sited so as to avoid the removal of trees “to the extent possible,” as
well as to “avoid land use compatibility impacts,” and states that further analyses must be
done in the future with respect to a number of possible impacts. DEIR at 425-27. No
hazardous materials or cultural resources analyses were conducted. Likewise, the

* Given that the public wells and the private wells draw from the same Sub-basin, the
more likely scenario is that they have similar levels of contamination.
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analysis of the impact of the waste stream discharge from the ARWTF is cursory,
suggesting simply that discharging the waste to the San Francisco Bay would be
beneficial because it would help to remedy the long-term desalinization of the Bay,
without discussing specific biological impacts. DEIR at 426, Moreover, though the
DEIR acknowledges that an ARWTP would require a significant amount of electricity as
well as the construction of underground diesel storage tanks, there is no discussion of the
environmental impacts of these requirements, except to state that green building policies
“could reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.”

This cursory analysis is inadequate, regardless of whether the DEIR is
viewed as a programmatic or project-level CEQA review. “While proper tiering of
environmental review allows an agency to defer analysis of certain details to later phases
of long-term linked or complex projects until those phases are up for approval, CEQA’s
demand for meaningful information ‘is not satisfied by simply stating information will be
provided in the future.”” Vineyard, 40 Cal. 4™ at 431 (quoting Santa Clarita, 106 Cal.
App. 4" at 723). “[Fluture water sources for a large land use project and the impacts of
exploiting those sources are not the type of information that can be deferred for future
analysis.” Id.

e. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Address
Alternative Water Supply Sources.

In Vineyard, the Supreme Court stated that if there is still “uncertainty
regarding actual availability of the anticipated future water sources, CEQA requires some
discussion of possible replacement sources or alternatives to the use of the anticipated
water, and of the environmental consequences of those contingencies.” 40 Cal. 4™ at 432.
Though the court in Vineyard recognized that certainty of water supply is not required by
CEQA, it ruled that an EIR must discuss uncertainty if it exists.

The only mention of uncertainty in the present DEIR is the introductory
sentence to Section 4.16.3, which states simply: “In the event that the preferred water
supply sources do not fulfill the projected demands, the SCVWD and the City have
identified alternative sources that could be utilized countywide and for the Project.”
DEIR at 428. There is no explicit discussion of uncertainty elsewhere, in spite of the fact
that the feasibility of constructing an ARWTF is unknown and the fact that the full WSE
classifies the availability of an additional 5,000 afy of groundwater from the Coyote
Valley Sub-basin as “less certain.” WSE at 42.
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The full WSE also states that additional technical studies, storage and
delivery infrastructure, treatment, energy supplies, treatment waste disposal, DHS
approval, SCVWD approval, and the construction of recharge basins are required in order
to make the additional 5,000 afy of groundwater supply a reality. Id. Given that the
5,000 afy that are “less certain” make up over a third of the Project’s estimated potable
water supply needs, the degree of uncertainty is a critical factor that the DEIR overlooks.
The only alternative water supply even mentioned in the DEIR is the possible
construction of a new reservoir. Specifically, DEIR section 4.16.3 (“Alternative Water
Supply Sources”) mentions a reservoir as a possible alternative water supply source, but
does not go into any detail about the construction of such a reservoir or its environmental
impact. DEIR at 428-29. Under Vineyard, the DEIR’s cursory discussion of this single
alternative source is woefully inadequate, as is the DEIR’s failure to fully disclose the
uncertainty of future water supplies to serve the Project.

f. DEIR Section 4.16.2.4 Is Misleading and Misstates
the Project’s Water Needs.

Section 4.16.2.4 of the DEIR states that “approximately 1,200 acre-feet per
year (afy) of potable water (in addition to the 8,000 afy already being withdrawn from the
Coyote Valley Sub-basin) is required to meet the water supply needs of the proposed
Project.” DEIR at 428. This statement is misleading in two ways. First, as discussed
above, 8,000 afy is not currently being withdrawn from the Coyote Valley Sub-basin.
Second, the Project’s total demand for potable water, as outlined in Section 4.11.2.3, is
14,200 afy. This total far exceeds the 9,200 afy (8,000 plus 1,200) implied by Section
4.16.2.4. Moreover, stating that only 1,200 afy is required to meet water supply needs
ignores the assumption that an additional 5,000 afy will be available from the Coyote
Valley Sub-basin if the recharge basins are constructed. The DEIR must use consistent
figures throughout in order to avoid confusing the public and decisionmaking bodies
about the Project’s water demands.

g. The DEIR Does Not Provide Adequate Detail About
the Source or Accuracy of the Projected Water
Demands at Build Out.

The DEIR uses 18,500 afy as the estimated total water demand at Project
build out; this figure excludes the 4,000 afy of recycled water currently supplied to
Metcalf Energy Center (“MEC”). DEIR at 383. Presumably, based on the information
contained in the WSE, this figure is taken from the SCVWD 2005 Urban Water



Darryl Boyd
Page 37
June 28, 2007

Management Plan (“UWMP”), which included forecasted Project demand. See WSE at 1.
However, the WSE also indicates that current estimated Coyote Valley build-out demand
is 18,700 afy, and that demand estimated by the retailers that submitted water supply
assessments ranges from 13,700 to 20,400 afy. Id. Moreover, some of those estimates
mclude the 4,000 afy currently being supplied to MEC while others don’t, further
confusing the issue. The body of the DEIR itself must provide a more detailed outline of
the projected water demands as well as the basis for its use of 18,500 afy as the projected
demand at build out. California Oak Foundation, 133 Cal. App. 4™ at 1239 (“Information
‘scattered here and there in EIR appendices’ or a report ‘buried in an appendix’ is not a
good substitute for ‘a good faith reasoned analysis.’”)

h. The DEIR Confuses the SCVWD’s Analysis of the
Adequacy of Water Supplies Through 2020 and
2030.

In Section 4.11.2.3, the DEIR states that the “Santa Clara Valley Water
District’s [UWMP] includes the build-out demand of the Project and concludes that with
water conservation savings and additional infrastructure, projected County-wide demand
(including Coyote Valley) can be satisfied through 2030.” DEIR at 383. However, the
WSE frames the UWMP’s conclusions differently, stating that “with water conservation
savings, current district supplies are adequate to meet current and near future demand (to
2020) in normal and dry year scenarios, while new investment in water supplies is needed
to meet additional future demand past the year 2020.” WSE at 28. The details of the
infrastructure needed to meet demand beyond 2020, while very broadly outlined, are not
analyzed in the DEIR or its appendices. See WSE at 29-30 (“The next [Integrated Water
Resource Plan Study] is scheduled to be completed in 2008, and will define the strategy to
secure supplies to 2020 and beyond.”). The DEIR states that “[flurther investigation of
the associated costs and economic feasibility for . . . each of the proposed alternatives is
underway . ...” DEIR at 386. The text of the DEIR is therefore misleading in assuring
the public and decision-makers that the SCVWD has found that water supplies are
adequate through 2030. Though the DEIR recognizes that the adequacy of long-term
supplies depends on conservation and additional infrastructure, there is little detail about
the infrastructure that must be put into place or about the environmental impact of such
infrastructure.
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i. The Organization of the Water Supply Analysis in
the DEIR is Confusing and Disjointed.

“The data in an EIR must . . . be presented in a manner calculated to
adequately inform the public and decision-makers, who may not be previously familiar
with the details of the project.” Vineyard, 40 Cal. 4™ at 442. Here, the information about
the adequacy of the water supply for the Project as well as about the environmental
impacts of utilizing the proposed water sources are scattered in several places throughout
the DEIR. For instance, the information about water quality is in Section 4.8, while the
information about water supply appears fifty pages later in Section 4.11. While it may be
appropriate to separate the impact analysis from the setting, this organization is
unnecessarily disjointed. As a result, it is difficult for the public and decision-makers to
understand all aspects of the proposed water supply and its impacts without reading and
re-reading scattered sections of the DEIR in order to find the necessary information.

iR The DEIR Does Not Address Water Rights in the
Coyote Valley Sub-Basin.

Section 4.11.2.3 states that “[w]ater is currently obtained for use in the
valley from privately owned wells,” though the DEIR implies that the public has rights
and access to this water. DEIR at 383. However, there is not an adequate discussion of
where new wells will be located (or if new wells will be drilled at all) or of water rights
more generally in the Sub-basin. In order for the public and decision-makers to have an
adequate foundation on which to evaluate the reliability of groundwater supplies, the
DEIR must describe water rights in the Sub-basin. For instance, if the wells will deliver
groundwater for use on parcels other than those from which the water is drawn, those
uses must be characterized as appropriative rather than overlying. See City of San
Bernardino v. City of Riverside, 186 Cal. 7 (1921); see also City of Pasadena v. City of
Alhambra, 33 Cal. 2d 908, 927 (1949). Under California’s common law system of
groundwater rights, appropriative rights must give way when necessary to serve overlying
users, e.g., agricultural users who pump groundwater for irrigation on the same parcel
from which the water is pumped. See City of Pasadena, 33 Cal. 2d at 926. Accordingly,
the DEIR must provide adequate information about overlying versus appropriative rights
and use of the groundwater in the Coyote Valley Sub-basin, as well as about the location
of any new wells and any environmental impacts of their drilling.
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k. The DEIR Does Not Provide Adequate Information
About the Variability of Water Supply in Wet and
Dry Years or in a Multi-Year Drought.

In Vineyard, the court noted that an analytically thorough EIR should
address the issue of water supply in wet and dry years, and the specific combination of
proposed water sources to be used during wet and dry years, respectively. Vineyard, 40
Cal. 4™ at 440. The DEIR does not adequately address this issue. It does not distinguish
between wet and dry years, stating without explanation that up to 13,000 afy will be
available (with additional recharge) from the Coyote Valley Sub-basin “with no adverse
effects in a multi-year drought” and that the supply of recycled water will be “largely
uninterruptible.” DEIR at 385. Though the appendices contain some additional detail
about water supply and demand variability in dry versus wet years as well as during
multi-year droughts, “a report ‘buried in an appendix’ is not a good substitute for ‘a good
faith reasoned analysis.”” California Oak Foundation, 133 Cal. App. 4™ at 1239.

5. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the
Project’s Impacts on Utilities and Public Services.

The DEIR’s analysis of the CVSP’s impacts on utilities and service systems
is woefully inadequate. In direct conflict with the CVSP’s project objective to ensure
adequate services and mfirastructure (DEIR at 2), the document fails to provide this
necessary assurance. As discussed below—using solid waste and wastewater services as
examples—the document fails to provide any evidence that critical public utilities and
services would be in place to serve the CVSP.

a. The DEIR Fails to Identify the Necessary Solid
Waste Facilities or Analyze and Mitigate Impacts
Relating to the Provision of Solid Waste Services.

As discussed in the project description section of this letter, the DEIR errs
in its failure to identify and describe specific components of the CVSP’s solid waste
system, including the joint-use maintenance, vehicle storage facility, corporation yard,
materials recovery facility, and the composting facility. The DEIR is equally deficient in
its failure to specifically identify how the City intends to serve the solid waste needs of
the CVSP. Indeed, rather than seriously study the City’s ability to accommodate the 2.7
million pounds per week of solid waste that would be generated by the CVSP, the DEIR
leaves the entire issue unresolved. See DEIR at 387, Table 4.11-2 (emphasis added).
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Absent any evidence or substantive analysis, the DEIR simply concludes that impacts
relating to solid waste collection and disposal would be less than significant. DEIR at
387.

‘What information is provided in the DEIR regarding disposal capacity
offers absolutely no assurance that area landfills would be able to accommodate the
massive amount of waste generated by the CVSP. Yet, the DEIR implies that solid waste
disposal would be a non-issue because the “CVSP would represent a small fraction of the
city’s total generated waste.” Id. at 387. The CVSP’s percentage of San Jose’s total
waste 1s irrelevant and does nothing to explain whether adequate landfill capacity would
exist to accommodate the waste generated by the CVSP. Moreover, the information that
is provided regarding the ability of landfill capacity to meet future waste demand is
incomplete and contradictory. For example, as regards the Newby Island Landfill, the
DEIR states that the City’s existing contract with Newby Island lasts until 2020 and that
any expansion is speculative. DEIR at 379. Later, the document states that any garbage
collected within Coyote Valley will be disposed of at Newby Island. /d. at 387. The
DEIR never actually identifies the capacity of Newby Island or explains whether Newby
Island would be able to adequately accommodate the CVSP’s solid waste needs.

Nor does the DEIR provide useful information regarding the ability of the
Kirby Canyon Landfill to meet the Project’s solid waste needs, as the following statement
confirms: “It is unknown how long there will be capacity at Kirby Canyon Landfill or
other adjacent landfills, but all capacity within the City is expected to be exhausted by
2030 regardless of the development of CVSP.” Id. Following this decidedly vague and
ambiguous statement, the DEIR boldly asserts that “the proposed CVSP project would not
result in a significant impact as a result of exceeding the capacity of a landfill.” Id. Itis
impossible to reconcile the statements listed above with the DEIR’s conclusion that
impacts relating to solid waste would be less than significant.

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative solid waste impacts correctly concludes
that these impacts would be significant. DEIR at 510. But here too, the DEIR fails to
adequately analyze this impact. [t makes no attempt, for example, to identify total solid
waste demand in the region, or to analyze that demand against the capacity of area
landfills. The cumulative analysis simply repeats the fact that all capacity within the City
is expected to be exhausted by 2030 (DEIR at 509), but again lacks any of the detail as to
the severity or extent of the impact.
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The DEIR’s approach to mitigating these cumulative impacts is also
woefully inadequate. The document mentions potential mitigation options, including
research and analysis to increase waste diversion and to monitor the continued availability
of recycling, resource recovery, and composting capacity, or to open a new landfill.

DEIR at 510. Yet, we can find no evidence that these “mitigation measures™ would
actually be required and incorporated into the Project.

In conclusion, the region’s ability to accommodate the CVSP’s massive
amount of solid waste is not a trivial detail that can be determined after project approval.
The DEIR must identify the total amount of the City’s solid waste, including that
generated by the CVSP, identify landfill or compost capacity, and determine whether the
Project’s waste can be accommodated upon buildout of the CVSP. Of course, this
analysis must take into account the other jurisdictions that rely on the region’s landfills
and compost facilities.

b. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose, Analyze
and Mitigate Cumulative or Project-Level Impacts
Relating to Sanitary Sewer/Wastewater Treatment.

Although the DEIR correctly concludes that cumulative impacts relating to
sanitary sewer/wastewater treatment would constitute a significant impact, it substantially
understates the severity and extent of this impact. The analysis suffers from two
fundamental flaws: (1) it does not identify or analyze the wastewater that would be
generated by other jurisdictions; and (2) it does not actually analyze the environmental
impacts that would result from the exceeding the capacity of the wastewater treatment
system. Moreover, as explained below, because the CVSP is not expected to be built out
for 25 to 50 years, the deficiencies in the DEIR’s cumulative analysis of wastewater
impacts implicates the document’s project-specific analysis.

The San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (“WPCP”)
provides wastewater treatment for the cities of San Jose, Santa Clara, Milpitas, Campbell,
Cupertino, Los Gatos, Saratoga, and Monte Sereno. DEIR at 504. The DEIR states that
while the WPCP has an existing capacity to treat 167 million gallons of wastewater per
day (“mgd™), the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”)
permitting program limits the amount of treated wastewater that can be discharged to the
San Francisco Bay to 120 mgd. DEIR at 376. The DEIR further notes that the capacity
allocated to San Jose of the 167 mgd figure is 107 mgd. Id. In 2006, San Jose pumped
84 mgd. Id. at 505. Cumulative development within the Cify would result in an increase
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in wastewater discharge for a total of 117 mgd which would exceed the City’s allotted
capacity by about 10 mgd. /d. (emphasis added).

Of course, what the DEIR’s analysis omits entirely is that, upon buildout of
the CVSP—expected to occur sometime between 2032 and 2057—the wastewater
volume of the cities of Santa Clara, Milpitas, Campbell, Cupertino, Los Gatos, Saratoga,
and Monte Sereno will have substantially increased. Yet the CVSP DEIR makes no
attempt to estimate the increased wastewater discharge from these other jurisdictions and
thus fails to disclose the severity of this capacity deficit. Moreover, it follows that if there
is insufficient capacity to serve cumulative development, there would not be sufficient
capacity to serve the CVSP itself, given the CVSP’s buildout timeframe. The DEIR
incorrectly concludes this project-specific impact is less than significant. DEIR at 383.

Although the DEIR acknowledges that the 33 mgd increase in wastewater
attributable to San Jose’s cumulative development would cause the discharge from the
WPCP to the San Francisco Bay to exceed the 120 mgd trigger, it fails to analyze the
environmental consequences from this discharge, claiming instead that the City’s
Municipal Code would not allow this to occur. DEIR at 505, 506. Merely requiring
compliance with agency regulations does not conclusively indicate that a proposed project
would not have a significant and adverse impact. In Kings County Farm Bureau, 221
Cal.App.3d at 716, for example, the court found the fact that the EPA and the local air
pollution control district had issued the necessary air emission permits for the
construction of a coal fired cogeneration plant did not nullify the CEQA requirement that
the lead agency analyze the significant air quality impacts of the entire project. Here, the
DEIR concedes that exceeding San Jose’s wastewater flow allotment could possibly
impact endangered species in the San Francisco Bay, but the document stops short of
actually analyzing the environmental effects of this discharge. The revised DEIR must
provide an analysis of this and any other environmental impacts that could result from
such an exceedance. This revised analysis must also evaluate the cumulative and project-
specific impacts resulting from the CVSP, San Jose’s other development, and the
projected wastewater demand from the cities of Santa Clara, Milpitas, Campbell,
Cupertino, Los Gatos, Saratoga, and Monte Sereno.

The DEIR also fails in its approach to mitigate for cumulative and project-
specific wastewater impacts. Rather than specifically identify feasible mitigation
measures, the document simply promises the eventual preparation of a Plant Master Plan
which will “include a rigorous analysis of conditions beyond the scope of this EIR as to
whether expanding treatment capacity is necessary.” Id. at 506, 507. It is wholly
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inappropriate, however, to deem this measure “mitigation” and allow it to be delayed
until after project approval. See Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal. App. 4th 1359,
1396 (rejecting mitigation measures allowing project applicant to comply with report and
measures regarding the Stephens’ kangaroo rat developed after project approval).
Moreover, the fact that the DEIR acknowledges the need to evaluate the necessity of
expanding the wastewater treatment plant demonstrates the inadequacy of the County's
environmental review.

Finally, while the DEIR vaguely alludes to potential environmental impacts
that could result from increasing the treatment capacity of the Plant (DEIR at 507), it
again stops short of actually providing this analysis. CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate
any potentially significant environmental impacts that would be caused by mitigation
measures. CEQA Guidelines § 5126.4 (a)(1)(D). Here, the expansion of the existing
wastewater treatment plant, or the construction of satellite facilities, would have potential
impacts including but not limited to the loss of agricultural and open space lands, loss of
wildlife habitat, water supply and water quality impacts, air quality, odor, and noise
impacts. The revised DEIR must identify, and analyze and identify feasible mitigation for
these impacts. A thorough investigation on the cumulative and project-specific
wastewater impacts must be prepared now in order to evaluate and mitigate these impacts
before the Project is approved.

8. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the
Significant Energy Footprint of the CVSP.

The DEIR acknowledges that the CVSP would result in the use of a
substantial amount of electricity, natural gas, and gasoline and correctly concludes that
these impacts would be considered significant. DEIR at 394, 395. Indeed, the DEIR has
no chotice but to conclude energy impacts would be significant inasmuch as the California
Energy Commission (“CEC”) has determined that California will have an adequate
supply of electricity only through 2009 and that Northern California will have an
adequate supply of natural gas only through 2007. Id. at 392, Particularly given these
looming shortages, the DEIR should have comprehensively and specifically evaluated the
effect that the CVSP would have on the ability of energy providers to supply electricity
and natural gas. Yet, in a flagrant disregard for CEQA, the sum total of the DEIR’s
purported impact analysis is a simple recitation of how the CVSP would likely reduce
energy consumption. /d. at 394, 395 (explaining that a mix of land uses and the provision
of housing may lead to reductions in energy consumption). At a minimum, the DEIR is
obligated to provide a detailed investigation of the severity and extent of impacts to
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energy providers. Without this analysis, it is simply not possible to determine whether
sufficient resources would be available to serve the CVSP.

Nor does the DEIR provide any evidentiary support for its conclusion that
the energy mitigation measures would reduce the CVSP’s energy impacts to a less than
significant level. In addition to the fact that the measures are vague and relatively
undefined, the DEIR makes no attempt to identify the expected energy savings from these
measures. Once again, the DEIR provides no basis to judge the effectiveness of its
mitigation. Rather it is a mere expression of hope that the City will be able to devise a
way around California’s energy crisis. The DEIR preparers’ ambivalence toward
implementing energy measures is further confirmed by the following statement in the
document’s cumulative energy analysis: “[t]he degree to which such measures will be
incorporated into the CVSP or other cumulative projects is not presently known.” Id. at
512.

Clearly, the DEIR must be revised to comprehensively analyze and mitigate
the CVSP’s effect on California’s short and long-range energy needs. We direct the
DEIR preparers to begin their investigation by carefully reviewing CEQA Appendix F
(Energy Conservation) which is intended to ensure that a project’s energy implications are
fully considered in project decisions. This investigation must include the Project’s
compliance with California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings.

9. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s
Effect on Global Climate Change.

While the DEIR provides a cursory analysis of the CVSP’s contribution
toward global climate change, the document once again fails to acknowledge the severity
and extent of this impact. Indeed, the DEIR fails to identify a threshold of significance
and therefore fails to identify the Project’s impact upon climate change as significant.
Absent such a determination, the DEIR inappropriately and irresponsibly fails to identify
mitigation measures (i.¢., specific emission reduction strategies) capable of offsetting the
Project’s greenhouse gas footprint. The DEIR does apparently acknowledge some
obligation to implement such strategies when it suggests that Green Building policies
could be implemented and reminds us that the CVSP “has been specifically designed to
promote non-auto modes of transportation.” DEIR at 395, 419. Yet, these passing
glances to emission strategies do nothing more than demonstrate that the DEIR preparers
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view these strategies as nothing more than a bureaucratic hurdle that must be jumped over
prior to project approval.

The CVSP would be a significant source of greenhouse gas emissions.
Indeed, by itself, the Project’s approximately 1,687,000 vehicle miles traveled per day
- would result in 314,500 metric tons per year of carbon dioxide vehicle emissions. DEIR
at 417. The CVSP’s annual electricity usage would generate 183,000 metric tons per year
of carbon dioxide emissions. Id. Given these extraordinary increases in greenhouse gas
emissions, the DEIR is obligated to seriously investigate emission reduction strategies.

We recommend that this investigation begin with a review of the “White
Paper on Global Climate Change,” a report prepared by the Association of Environmental
Professionals (“AEP”). In its White Paper, AEP provides a recommended framework and
methodology for evaluating climate change impacts under CEQA. To this end, AEP
states that the preferred approach to reducing a project’s impact on global climate change
is to incorporate design features into the project that comply with California’s strategies
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The White Paper identifies a list of features that
could apply to residential, commercial and industrial projects. According to AEP, it is
only with the incorporation of these mitigation measures that a project’s cumulative
incremental contribution to green house gases could even arguably be anticipated to be
less than significant. The CVSP DEIR’s purported strategies to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions do not come close to the design features set forth in AEP’s report. The DEIR,
and indeed the Coyote Valley Specific Plan itself, should be redesigned to include these
important measures. We also suggest that the City investigate and consider the adoption
of a greenhouse gas reduction plan modeled after such a plan prepared by Marin County.

10.  The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s
Population, Jobs and Housing Impacts.

The DEIR’s analysis of population, jobs, and housing provides so little
information that it is not possible to determine the adequacy of the impact analysis.
Notably, the DEIR ignores several factors that will increase the CVSP’s labor demand
that the Project would necessitate. One of the most obvious failures in the DEIR’s
analysis is the absence of construction workers in the employment estimates. Over the
next 25 — 50 years, the CVSP would essentially be a continuous construction site, yet the
DEIR completely ignores the significant labor demand this construction will surely
generate. Furthermore, the DEIR’s employment estimates appear to ignore additional
employment generated by the ancillary activities within the CVSP—most notably the
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increased demand for road maintenance on new and significantly upgraded highways,
emergency services, and other public services. Moreover, many of these new employees
are likely to come from outside the area, bringing with them families and new demand for
City services. All of these phenomena will increase labor demand, and therefore housing
demand, but none of them are accounted for in the DEIR. This omission violates basic
CEQA requirements. See Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board
of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 367-71.

Although the DEIR asserts that 20% of the housing units included in the
CVSP would be deed-restricted below market rate units (DEIR at 9, 69), it includes no
discussion of the current or future need for affordable housing in the CVSP or in San
Jose. Specifically, the document fails to quantify employee household distribution by
geographic location and, by extension, determine the local affordable housing rieed
through project buildout. Amazingly, the DEIR does not provide any information as to
how this affordable housing goal would be met, where the affordable housing would be
located, or which income levels would be targeted. The revised DEIR must disclose the
current and expected affordable housing needs, disclose the ability of San Jose to meet
those needs, and identify a specific mitigation plan for achieving the 20% affordable
housing goal.

11.  The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Project’s Growth-Inducing
Effects.

CEQA requires an EIR to include a “detailed statement” setting forth the
growth-inducing impacts of a proposed project. Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(5); City of
Antioch v. City Council of Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325, 1337. The statement
must “[d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly,
in the surrounding environment.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(d). It must also discuss
how projects “may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect
the environment, either individually or cumulatively,” Jd. The DEIR at issue here does
not begin to meet these requirements.

One key route to induced growth is the removal of constraints that formerly
limited growth. Id. Development of much of the CVSP is currently limited by the lack of
infrastructure and public services. The Project would remove that constraint by extending
services and infrastructure to the site (i.e., the Project would require an extension of the
Urban Service Area to cover the Urban Reserve Area, to allow the extension of urban
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services, including sewer and water). DEIR at 96, 525. The DEIR concludes, without
any evidence or discussion, that “the project does not include expansion of infrastructure,
including flood control and roadways, beyond that needed to serve the proposed
development.” Id. at 524. There is no reason to believe that adjacent private landowners
will not see in the new infrastructure the means to pursue their own development plans.
In fact, such plans would be facilitated by the extension of the Urban Service Area.
Indeed, inasmuch as there is no guarantee that lands within the Coyote Valley Greenbelt
would be ultimately protected via conservation easements or any other mechanism, the
property owners of the 381 parcels located in the Greenbelt will be tempted to develop
their land and lobby to have services extended further south. 7d. at 94. Unless mitigation
measures commit the City to ensure that all the infrastructure and services are scaled to
serve only the CVSP, it will provide a strong incentive for offsite growth. The DEIR
must carefully consider this resultant potential growth and its environmental impacts, and
it must propose mitigation measures to minimize those impacts. See City of Antioch, 187
Cal. App. 3d 1325.

Another way that projects may induce growth is by “tax[ing] existing
community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause
significant environmental effects.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(d). The DEIR
completely ignores the possibility that the Project will have exactly this effect on local
and regional solid waste and wastewater facilities. As discussed above, the DEIR admits
that there will be the need to develop new facilities and expand services to serve the
CVSP. This new construction is exactly the sort of project-induced facilities growth, the
environmental effects of which the DEIR must carefully consider.

Similarly, the DEIR acknowledges that the CVSP would require the
construction of an extension of Bailey Avenue (commonly referred to as “Bailey-over-
the-Hill roadway”) to the Almaden Valley. DEIR at 105. The DEIR further
acknowledges that the area that the Bailey-over-the-Hill roadway alignment “may
someday pass through is primarily designated for Agricultural and Non-urban uses.” Id.
at 106. Inasmuch as the extension of this roadway appears, according to the DEIR, as a
foregone conclusion, the DEIR is obligated to analyze its environmental effects—-
including its growth-inducing impacts. Indeed, this major roadway extension would open
the Almaden Valley and points between the CVSP and Almaden Valley to intense
development pressure. The DEIR is silent on this issue and therefore must be revised to
correct this unlawful omission.
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When considering the Project’s potential for inducing population and
economic growth, the DEIR erroneously focuses only on the increase in population and
employment brought on by the CVSP itself. Like the DEIR’s discussion of housing and
population, it ignores the construction workforce. More importantly, it assumes that the
CVSP will be the only development in the area. Ifit is successful, however, it is likely to
stimulate further land development. Speculators may decide to buy vacant land and
develop subdivisions, and retail proprietors may decide to develop shops and restaurants
to cater to the new community. The DEIR fails entirely to acknowledge that the
development of this new community will foster population and retail growth beyond the
boundaries of the project site. “The fact that the exact extent and location of such growth
cannot now be determined does not excuse the [City] from” the requirement of analyzing
the effects of this growth on the environment, Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County
of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal. App. 4th 144, 158, especially in light of the potential for
radical change to the region’s rural/agricultural environment.

12.  The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Cumulative Impacts of the
Project.

An EIR must discuss significant “cumulative impacts.” CEQA Guidelines
§ 15130(a). “Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” CEQA Guidelines § 15355(a). “[IIndividual effects may be
changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects.” CEQA
Guidelines § 15355(a). A legally adequate “cumulative Impacts analysis” views a
particular project over time and in conjunction with other related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with
those of the project at hand. “Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.” CEQA Guidelines
§ 15355(b). The cumulative impacts concept recognizes that “[t]he full environmental
impact of a proposed . . . action cannot be gauged in a vacuum.” Whitman v. Board of
Supervisors (1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 408. Incredibly, the DEIR contains only the most
cursory treatment of cumulative impacts. In addition to the document’s deficient analyses
of cumulative impacts on utilities and public services discussed above, the following are
examples of some of the most egregious deficiencies.

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative loss of agricultural lands 18, at best,
half-hearted because it inappropriately limits it analysis to projects only with San Jose’s
boundaries. Given California’s rapidly diminishing agricultural resources, impacts



Darryl Boyd
Page 49
June 28, 2007

relating to its loss cannot be limited to San Jose. Urban and suburban encroachment is a
pressing concern statewide; therefore, the DEIR should have evaluated the cumulative
loss of agricultural lands on a regional and statewide basis and identified feasible
mechanisms for mitigating this loss.

The DEIR’s conclusion regarding cumulative loss of open space lands
betrays a fundamental misunderstanding of CEQA. After acknowledging that the CVSP
itself would significantly impact open space resources, it concludes that cumulative open
space impacts would be less than significant. DEIR at 470. The DEIR comes to this
illogical conclusion in part because it, again, only looks at far as San Jose’s lands. Yet,
the analysis is equally deficient in that it absurdly concludes that the loss of other open
space lands in San Jose would not be significant because the open space sites targeted for
development are not designated as permanent open space in the City’s General Plan. 74,
The General Plan’s designation of these lands is irrelevant; CEQA requires an EIR to
evaluate a project’s effects against what is on the ground. If the cumulative projects’
lands are open space and that open space would be lost as a result of thejr development,
the impact caused by the CVSP together with these other impacts would undoubtedly be
cumulatively considerable. The revised DEIR must identify this cumulative loss of open
space as a significant impact and identify feasible mitigation.

The DEIR’s cumulative traffic analysis suffers from many of the same
flaws as the project-specific traffic analysis. In particular, it is simply impossible to
determine the severity and extent of traffic impacts because the document never identifies
which specific transportation projects are assumed to be in place in the future. Moreover,
like the DEIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts to agricultural and open space lands, the
document limits its analysis to those projects that would be developed within the City of
San Jose, ignoring altogether projects in other jurisdictions. See DEIR at 468 (“For
purposes of this EIR, the cumulative analysis is based on build-out of the approved San
Jose General Plan . . . in combination with all pending applications to change the City’s
General Plan”); Table 6.0-1. As discussed above in the context of project-specific
impacts, traffic is a regional phenomenon. The DEIR’s cumulative traffic analysis must
be revised to address regional traffic impacts from the CVSP together with other projects
that have the potential to cause traffic congestion. Such an analysis cannot stop at San
Jose’s boundary. In addition, the revised DEIR must identify the specific transportation
projects that are assumed to be in place over the next 50 years and identify whether these
assumed projects are funded or have a reasonable basis for funding.
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The failure to conduct a proper cumulative impacts analysis is especially
disconcerting since this is an EIR on such a massive project. The City should use this
EIR as an opportunity to consider broad policy alternatives and mitigation measures at
this early stage when agency has greater flexibility to deal with cumulative impacts. See
CEQA Guidelines § 15168(b)(4).

III. THE DEIR DOES NOT ADEQUATELY DISCUSS ALTERNATIVES TO
THE PROPOSED PROJECT.

An EIR must describe a range of alternatives to the proposed project, and to
its location, that would feasibly attain the project’s basic objectives while avoiding or
substantially lessening the project’s significant impacts. Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(4);
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a). A proper analysis of alternatives is essential for the
County to comply with CEQA's mandate that significant environmental damage be
avoided or substantially lessened where feasible. Pub. Res. Code. § 21002; CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126.6(a); Citizens for Quality Growth v. City
of Mount Shasta, 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 443-45 (1988). As stated in Laurel Heights,
“Iw]ithout meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither the courts nor the public
can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process. . . . [Courts will not] countenance a
result that would require blind trust by the public, especially in light of CEQA's
fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to the consequences of action by
their public officials.” 47 Cal.3d 376, 404 (1988). Here, the DEIR’s discussion of
alternatives fails to live up to these standards.

The primary flaw in the DEIR’s alternatives analysis is its failure to identify
and consider a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce project impacts, as CEQA
requires. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c); Citizens of Goleta Valley, 52 Cal.3d at
566. The discussion of alternatives must focus on alternatives capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening the adverse environmental effects of a project, “even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or
would be more costly.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b). The alternatives to be discussed
need not be identical to, or even substantially similar to the project as originally described
by the applicant, so long as they can be accomplished within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological factors. Citizens
of Goleta Valley, 52 Cal.3d at 574.
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A, The Reduced Scale Alternatives Are Not the Most Reasonable
Alternatives Available.

The essential problem with the on-site alternatives considered in the DEIR
is their arbitrariness. Three on-site alternatives, aside from the no project alternative, are
offered. Two of the alternatives reduce the scale of the CVSP, while the third purportedly
redesigns the Project based on Greenbelt Alliance’s “Getting It Right” plan. DEIR at
430- 458. The two reduced scale alternatives offer brief explanations of the reasoning
behind their designs, but there is no indication that the DEIR preparers gave meaningful
consideration to the site and its possibilities and limitations. Indeed, these alternatives
result in unacceptable environmental impacts and therefore do not satisfy CEQA's
mandate that an EIR discuss a reasonable range of alternatives that “offer substantial
environmental advantages over the project proposal.” Citizens of Goleta Valley, 52
Cal.3d at 566.

Thus, rather than select project alternatives with a mind toward avoiding or
substantially lessening environmental impacts, the DEIR preparers selected the two
reduced scale alternatives to mimic the CVSP, albeit on a reduced scale. Although these
reduced scale alternatives have subtle differences, each would allow an equivalent
number of jobs and housing units (i.e., each would allow 20,000 jobs and 10,000 housing
units) with the intent of echoing the proportion of jobs and housing provided by the
CVSP. DEIR at 438. While both alternatives would allow 20,000 jobs, apparently
because of the CVRP entitlements, there are no such entitlements for 10,000 housing
units. The reduced scale alternatives are, therefore, essentially one and the same in that
they both would allow identical levels of development distinguished only by minor
variations in the location of that development. Had the DEIR preparers taken a step back
and assessed the environment constraints associated with the Coyote Valley, they would
have studied variations on the housing component of these alternatives.

Furthermore, we find it particularly disingenuous that the DEIR preparers
made such a rigorous attempt to achieve the project objective of echoing the jobs/housing
ratio identified as a CVSP project objective inasmuch as the CVSP itself does not come
close to meeting so many of its objectives (e.g., transit-based development, preservation
of agricultural lands, adequate public services and utilities, and affordable housing).
Therefore, since the DEIR actually only studies one reduced scale alternative, it fails to
provide a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA. In addition, as discussed
below, the DEIR fails to adequately describe or analyze the environmental effects of these
alternatives.
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B. The DEIR Fails to Provide Sufficient Information About the
Alternatives and Their Environmental Impacts.

The DEIR’s description of the CVSP lacks important substantive detail and,
as a result, neither the public nor decision-makers have an accurate sense of the Project.
As discussed above, information about land use planning, public transportation, public
services and infrastructure, and mechanisms necessary for the preservation of agricultural
and open space lands simply has not been provided. Not surprisingly, the DEIR’s
description of CVSP alternatives is equally lacking in detail. Thus, it is not possible to
compare each alternative’s development scenarios with those of the CVSP.

Using the reduced scale Alternative II (smaller CVSP scenario) as an
example, the DEIR states that a planned community similar in design to the CVSP could
be implemented, in a designated location where uses are integrated to create an urban,
pedestrian, and transit-oriented mixed use community. DEIR at 443. The DEIR never
identifies or explains this “similar design;” it does not identify the “designated location;”
and it fails to provide any explanation as to how the uses could be integrated.

The absence of these development components renders an accurate
evaluation of this alternative’s environmental impacts impossible. Indeed, as regards this
alternative, the DEIR imply states: “[1]ess traffic would be generated both within and
outside of the CVSP Development Area, resulting in fewer traffic impacts at affected
intersections” and “[a]ll other environmental impacts that result from the implementation
of the CVSP would be reduced or avoided by [the alternative] scenarios due to the fact
that less development would occur on fewer acres.” Id. at 446. The public deserves more
than self-evident statements such as these. How would the trip generation of this
alternative, for example, compare to that of the CVSP? What would be the difference in
vehicle miles traveled? How many fewer intersections and freeway segments would be
impacted? How would this alternative specifically compare to the CVSP in terms of
wastewater, solid waste and energy demand and the ability to supply this demand?
Because the DEIR is lacking in substantive detail—both in terms of the description of the
alternative itself and its purported comparative evaluation of impacts—it is not possible to
compare environmental benefits of any of the alternatives to the CVSP.
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C.  The DEIR Fails to Provide an Accurate Comparison of the
“Getting It Right” Alternative to the CVSP.

The DEIR provides a distorted, and therefore inaccurate, analysis of the
Greenbelt Alliance’s Getting It Right Plan alternative (“Getting It Right”). Because the
document does not evaluate the CVSP against an accurate representation of Getting It
Right, it fails to acknowledge the ability of Getting It Right to effectively mitigate many
of the CVSP’s environmental impacts. For example, the DEIR erroneously assumes that
the intensification of land use densities associated with Getting It Right would result in
increased traffic congestion. DEIR at 450. In fact, just the opposite is true; as land use
density declines, automobile travel tends to increase. Moreover, Getting It Right calls for
dissolving the artificial division between North and Mid-Coyote Valley, implementing a
robust transit system, constructing a street network entirely on a grid pattern and
implementing a transportation demand management program, all of which would very
much discourage auto-based travel and facilitate public transportation. Thus the DEIR s
conclusion that Getting It Right’s traffic impacts would be similar to the CVSP’s is
simply wrong. Moreover, to the extent that the DEIR s traffic assumptions inform the air
quality analysis, the DEIR fails to acknowledge that the CVSP’s air quality impacts
would likely be far more severe than those associated with Getting It Right.

Nor does the DEIR correctly compare Getting It Right and the CVSP’s
respective effects on agricultural and open space lands. While, the DEIR does
acknowledge that Getting It Right would result in less loss of Prime and Important
Farmlands in comparison to the CVSP, its analysis understates the true benefit of Getting
It Right because it focuses only on the actual footprint of development. Specifically, the
DEIR identifies the loss of agricultural land lost under the CVSP as 2,400 acres, while the
amount lost under Getting It Right would be 1,875. DEIR at 450. Yet, the DEIR ignores
the fact that Getting It Right calls for the permanent protection of the 2,380 acres of
agricultural lands throughout Coyote Valley. Inasmuch as the CVSP contains no specific
mechanism for protecting these lands and indeed because the DEIR makes clear that the
City has no intention of requiring such mitigation, the CVSP’s impact on agricultural
lands would be far more severe. As for open space impacts, the DEIR’s analysis of
Getting It Right is silent altogether. Here too, Getting it Right calls for the permanent
protection of 3,300 acres of South Coyote Valley as a greenbelt, while the CVSP provides
for nio such protection. '

In addition, Getting It Right calls for the establishment of a Community
Facilities and Services District to help fund and manage infrastructure projects. As
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discussed above, the DEIR provides no mechanism to ensure that necessary infrastructure
and public services would be funded and implemented prior to demand for residential,
commercial, and industrial development. As a result, the CVSP’s impacts would be more
severe than those associated with Getting It Right.

Finally, Getting It Right calls for at least 20 percent of all housing units as
affordable housing for low, very-low, and extremely low-income residents. Furthermore,
the Plan calls for the establishment of inclusionary zoning, a subsidy and an incentive
program to facilitate and create affordable housing. As discussed above, the CVSP
provides no specific program for providing affordable housing and therefore its impacts
in this regard would be substantially more significant.

Because the CVSP’s true consequences are so outside the stated objectives
of this Project, it 1s all the more imperative that the DEIR be revised to provide an
accurate analysis of an alternative that comes far closer to meeting the CVSP’s objectives.
This alternative is the Greenbelt Alliance’s Getting It Right Plan.

D. ‘The DEIR Fails to Adequately Identify and Analyze the No
Project Alternative.

CEQA requires that a “no project” alternative be evaluated as part of the
document’s alternatives analysis. CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (¢)(1). The purpose of
describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare
the impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the project. Id.
Contrary to CEQA’s requirements, the CVSP DEIR fails to identify an adequate no
project alternative because its no project alternative anticipates 50,000 jobs within the
North Coyote Campus Industrial Area. DEIR at 434.

While CEQA does encourage an EIR to include in its no project analysis a
discussion of what is reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project
were not approved (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (€)(2)), such a discussion should
supplement, not replace, the no project analysis that reflects existing conditions. Thus,
rather than present a true no project alternative, the DEIR’s no project alternative includes
a substantial portion of the development contemplated in the CVSP itself and thus does
not reflect existing conditions in the Coyote Valley. Because this no project alternative
includes extensive development with corresponding environmental impacts, it does not
serve CEQA’s purpose of providing decision makers with accurate information needed to
compare the impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the
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project. Indeed, contrary to common sense, the no project alternative would allow 30,000
more jobs than cither one of the reduced scale alternatives. DEIR at 434, 437, 443
(emphasis added).

E. The DEIR’s Alternatives Analysis Must Be Revised to
Comprehensively Evaluate Less Damaging Options.

In sum, rather than imparting serious information about potentially viable
alternatives, the DEIR’s alternatives serve as “straw men” to provide justification for the
Project. Such an approach violates the letter and spirit of CEQA. Therefore, the EIR’s
failure to consider feasible alternatives that sufficiently reduce the Project’s
environmental impacts renders the document inadequate under CEQA. See, e.g., San
Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctr. v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal. App.4th 713,
735-38.

Given the truly enormous environmental consequences of the CVSP, the
consideration of alternatives will not be complete until decision-makers and the public are
presented with a rigorous, good-faith assessment of how much development the Coyote
Valley can sustain. Without this opportunity, the public is merely asked to take on “blind
trust” that the proposed Project is the best alternative. Asking for this sort of faith is not
only unfair to the people of the region, it is unlawful “in light of CEQA’s fundamental
goal that the public be fully informed as to the consequences of action by their public
officials.” Laurel Heights Improvement Association, 47 Cal. 3d at 494, Again, we urge
the DEIR preparers to take a step back and reconsider the Getting It Right alternative
proffered by Greenbelt Alliance.

1I. THE DEIR MUST BE REVISED AND RECIRCULATED.

Given the foregoing deficiencies, the DEIR must be revised and
recirculated. The present DEIR cannot properly form the basis of a final EIR. CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines describe the circumstances which require recirculation of a
draft EIR or circulation of a supplemental draft EIR. Such circumstances include adding
significant new information to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of
the DEIR but before circulation, and where the DEIR is so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded. CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. “Significant new information” includes the
identification of new significant impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of
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identified significant impacts, and the mitigation measures that could reduce Impacts
below a level of significance. /d,

Here, in order to cure the numerous defects described above, the revised
DEIR must necessarily include substantial new information that triggers CEQA’s
recirculation request. Failure to recirculate the revised DEIR would thus violate CEQA.

Very truly yours,

SH{[TE, MINALY & WEINBERGER LLP
.

ROBERT PERLMUTTER
LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICP
Urban Planner

Exhibits:

Exhibit A:  “Setting The Standard in Coyote Valley.”

Exhibit B:  “The Economic Benefits of Parks and Open Space: How Land
Conservation Helps Communities Grow Smart and Protect the Bottom
Line” (1999).

Exhibit C:  “Regional Needs Briefing Book” at 27, Bay Area Conservancy Program.

Exhibit D:  “Saving the Farm: A Handbook for Conserving Agricultural
Land,” American Farmland Trust (Jan. 1990) at 5-4).

Exhibit E:  E-mail correspondence from Darryl Boyd to Brian Schmidt, May 14, 2007.

Exhibit F:  “Facts at a Glance,” Caltrans.

cc:  Michele Beasley, Greenbelt Alliance
Melissa Hippard, Sierra Club
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Setting the Standard in Coyote Valley

A Scenarios for Sustainability (S2) Analysis of
" Preliminary Development Options

Prepared by

Dr. John Talberth*, Frank Gallivan T,
Connie Galambos*, and Karen Wolowicz?

I. Synopsis

Scenarios for Sustainability (S2) is an urban planning tool that provides decision makers with
quantitative information about the degree to which alternative development options achieve
environmental, economic, and social sustainability objectives. S2 combines elements of two
well-known sustainability indicators created by Redefining Progress: the Ecological Footprint
(EF) and the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPT). This report applies S2 to the debate over the
future of San José’s Coyote Valley by providing a preliminary comparison of the City’s Specific
Plan with the Getting it Right (GIR) vision advanced by Greenbelt Alliance.

Coyote Valley is a largely undeveloped tract of agricultural land just south of San José, some of
which lies within the city’s urban growth boundary, some within its sphere of influence. As it is
the largest development project now contemplated in the Bay Area and as issues of sprawl,
pollution, farmland loss, traffic congestion and affordability make daily headlines, all eyes are
focused on how San José develops this sensitive area and if it can achieve a delicate balance
between accommodation of growth and preservation of the Bay Area’s unique quality of life.

The debate over how much and where to develop and what form that development should take is
a debate that is often highly politicized but one that cries out for impartial analysis. S2 meets
this need by addressing mulitifaceted concerns over environmental, economic, and social
sustainability in a quantitative fashion. Here, our quantitative measures include the ecological
footprint, the costs of lost farmland, non-market costs of carbon dioxide emissions, capital
exports needed to pay for oil from afar, and equity in the distribution of housing types and access
to open space. By providing quantitative measures of sustainability that vary as planning
parameters are modified, S2 is a tool the City can use to design a final development plan in
Coyote Valley that minimizes its ecological footprint and maximizes its contribution to genuine
human progress.

* Director, Sustainability Indicators Program, Redefining Progress.
' Research Associate, Redefining Progress.
¥ Coordinator, Regional Sustainability Initiative, Redefining Progress.

¥ Research Associate, Redefining Progress.
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While a complete S2 analysis cannot be completed until the City releases a final Environmental -
Impact Report (EIR) and supporting documentation, our preliminary analysis suggests the
following:

¢ By promoting a more compact urban form, a better mix of jobs and residences, and fewer
vehicle miles traveled and by converting fewer acres of biologically productive land to
impervious surface, GIR’s ecological footprint will be at least 17% less than that of the
Specific Plan.

* By preserving more agricultural land, reducing carbon dioxide emissions damage, and
exporting fewer dollars out of the local economy to pay for imported oil relative to the
Specific Plan, GIR will cost at least $6.4 million less each year in terms of externalized
economic costs to future generdtions.

* GIR represents a 30% improvement in the equitable distribution of housing types as
compared with the distribution envisioned by the Specific Plan.

* GIR would allow 7% more families to have immediate access to open space, thereby
mitigating the tendency for open space to be clustered near high income areas alone.

Thus, in terms of S2 indicators of environmental, economic, and social sustainability, GIR
appears to be a consistently superior approach. The remainder of this report is organized as
follows. In Section II, we provide background information about Coyote Valley, the two
development options we address, and the basic structure of our S2 analysis. In Sections 11, IV,
and V, we describe and report on the results of the environmental, economic, and social
sustainability components of our S2 analysis. We offer conclusions and suggestions for future
refinements in Section VI.

II. Background on Covote Valley Development Options and §2

Coyote Valley is situated at the southernmost edge of the urbanized portion of the San Francisco
Bay region, as shown in Figure 1. The region includes 6,800 acres of primarily rural land,
situated between South San Jos¢ and north Morgan Hill in Santa Clara County. Large-scale
Coyote Valley development plans have been a source of controversy in the region for years, as
the Valley comprises one of few remaining large developable areas in the urbanized San
Francisco Bay Area.

Coyote Valley was once part of the Valley of Heart's Delight, combining fertile soil, a moderate
climate and sufficient water flows to earn the reputation as an “agricultural Eden.” Farmland in
the 6,800-acre valley, especially in its northern two-thirds, have been dwindling steadily in
recent years as the city has changed zoning designations to allow for urban and industrial
development (Najeeb 2003). Now, the dominant agricultural uses for the land are row crops and
forage. Other current uses within the remainder of the valley include orchards, plant nurseries
and greenhouses, a mushroom producing facility, a driving range, a golf course, a county park,
quarry ponds, and single-family residentiai uses. The Hamlet of Coyote includes some
residential, industrial, and commercial uses in northeastern Coyote Valley. An IBM
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research/development facility is located in northwestern Coyote Valley, while the Metcalf
Energy Center.and the Metcalf substation are [ocated along Monterey Road in the northeastern
portion of mid-Coyote Valley (San José 2005).

Coyote Valley encompasses unique natural features, and therefore significant site constraints.
Any development, no matter how well-designed, will result in irrevocable changes to the local
ccosystem. Sections of the valley already have an especially high water table, which could lead
to potential water-quality problems. The valley lics in a flood plain that threatens any potential
development. Development threatens critical habitat for species such as the burrowing owl and
silverspot butterfly as well as farms, ranches, and orchards. ‘

When built out according to current proposals, Coyote Valley would have between 70,000-
80,000 people, more than the combined populations of neighboring Morgan Hill and Gilroy. It
would also support at least 50,000 jobs and 25,000-26,302 homes, exponentially increasing the
need for public services such as schools, police, fire, and healthcare, in addition to the strain
upon natural resources. Silicon Valley’s built environment to date incorporates a traditional mix
of low-density office buildings surrounded by large swaths of impervious parking lots and
strects, all accessed via expressways. With Coyote Valley, the City must choose whether to
continue this type of resource-intensive sprawl in the South Bay or provide a long overdue model
of sustainable large-scale development.

As the largest site currently proposed for development in the San Francisco Bay Area, Coyote
Valley represents a distinct opportunity to shape urban growth in the region. Given the amount
of land affected and the intensity of proposed development, impacts of planning and land use
decisions made in Coyote Valley will reverberate across the San Francisco Bay Area for decades
to come.

The City of San José’s Specific Plan

Coyote Valley has been slated for urban development since 1983 when the San José City
Council amended its General Plan. North Coyote Valley is within the city’s urban boundaries, as
is mid-Coyote Valley. The latter, however, will need to be annexed into San José once the
specific plan is approved by City Council. South Coyote’s greenbelt is outside of the Urban
Growth Boundary, but within the city’s sphere of influence; as such the entire area must comply
with the city’s General Plan. At the time of the General Plan Amendment, the Council also
established “triggers” to ensure that industrial development preceded housing development, and -
that adequate financial resources were available to support quality public services. More
recently, the City’s General Plan was amended to relax these trigger requirements and allow the
preparation of a specific plan. Previously, neither development nor preparation of a specific plan
could begin until these triggers were satisfied. Consistent with this amendment, the City
Council, on August 20, 2002, initiated the Coyote Valley Specific Plan process by approving a
20-member Task Force.

The City Council also adopted a Vision Statement, including 16 expected outcomes as the

guiding principles for the planning of an entirely new community within Coyote Valley. The
principles call for the minimum development of 50,000 industry-driving jobs and 25,000
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dwelling units within the North and Mid-Coyote Valley arcas, while stating that the line
(Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary) between central and southern Coyote Valley remain intact,
in order to preserve the Greenbelt as a nonurban buffer. The plan must develop mechanisms to
ensure that increments of housing may not move forward until the appropriate number of jobs is
in place, in a parallel timeline to. maintain a valley-wide jobs/housing balance. In addition,
twenty percent of developed housing is to remain below market rate.

The City’s Specific Plan as drafted calls for “highly livable” community that is “very urban,
pedestrian and transit-oriented” and that “maximizes land use efficiency” (City of San José
2005). In the Plan, an artificial lake, over fifty acres in size, serves as the focal gathering place -
and commercial center for the valley while parks and open spaces are located throughout. At the
edge of the town center is a transit hub, designed to link the valley's public transit system with
Caltrain. Outside of this town center, the plan separates homes and jobs across the valley, with
access provided through éxpansion of existing roads into a network of multi-lane thoroughfares
(City of San José 2004). It is important to note that at this stage the Specific Plan is undergoing
evaluation, and has not been finalized. Therefore, there is significant room for modifications
should they be deemed appropriate,

The Greenbelt Alliance Getting it Right (GIR) Vision

A vision developed by Greenbelt Alliance in 2003 called Getting it Right (GIR) provides a
distinct alternative to the City’s Specific Plan. Based on the principles of smart growth and
drawing on a range of expertise and stakeholder participation, GIR was developed through a
yearlong process which mirrored the City’s process for developing its Specific Plan. Greenbelt
Alliance’s GIR includes detailed proposals on land use and transportation, as well as policy
recommendations to ensure that Coyote Valley builds community, protects the environment and
agriculture, ensures social equity, and promotes economic vitality.

GIR illustrates a strategy for achieving San José’s objective to develop Coyote Valley into a
major employment center that attracts new jobs and revenue to the City. Rather than creatinga
land use monoculture that caters to a single industry sector, the community will be designed to
accommodate a broad range of businesses and the services needed to support them—generating
employment for a diverse workforce with the full range of education and skill levels. Higher
density will also facilitate the provision of affordable workforce housing by lowering per unit
construction costs and spreading those costs over more market-rate units, Compact, mixed-use
development will locate parks, schools, child care, health care and other community services
near transit to increases access to these resources by all in the community.

GIR addresses hydrology issues by establishing a comprehensive area-wide flood management
system that protects existing and future development from flooding while also preserving natural
habitat, creating recreational amenities, and accommodating agricultural needs. The design of
the new community will preserve the pervious land needed to recharge the groundwater,
maintain sustainable levels in the aquifer underlying the valley, and implement Best
Management Practices. Additionally, the new community will maintain a compact form in order
to preserve as much agricultural land as possible while estabhshmg mechanisms for preventmg
future erosion of agricultural potential in the Valley.
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A Comparison of Development Goals and Basic Design

Before we discuss how GIR and the Specific Plan as drafted differ in terms of RP’s quantitative
sustainability criteria, it is useful to compare the two with respect to development goals and
selected elements of their basic design. Development goals for both alternatives are summarized
in Table I.! Both GIR and the Specific Plan address conservation of natural areas, economic
viability, and equity, but in differing ways. In terms of conservation, GIR places a greater -
emphasis on biological diversity and natural ecosystems, while the Specific Plan has a greater
emphasis on recreational space. In terms of economics, GIR is more concerned with economic
stability as well as profitability while the Specific Plan is concerned with financial feasibility for
developers. In terms of equity, GIR puts a greater emphasis on access to a range of community
amenities including affordable housing, work, and community services, while the Specific Plan
specifies only standards for housing affordability.

In terms of basic design, the GIR vision and the Specific Plan differ in terms of their developed
areas, circulation systems, hydrological systems, and land use organizations. Figures 2 and 3
provide a visual comparison of these elements. Table 2 summarizes key differences. At the
simplest level, GIR envisions a denser development than its counterpart. With residential
densities averaging 28.5 units/acre (versus the City’s 18 units/acre), GIR makes more efficient
use of urban land and therefore preserves more undeveloped land. Most notably, that means the
preservation of land east of Monterey Highway, which the City plans to develop. Higher
densities affect sustainability in 2 number of ways, including reducing vehicle usage, protecting
habitat and open space, and reducing the amount of impervious surfaces.”

The circulation systems of the two plans differ substantially in their emphasis on auto-based
travel. GIR proposes an entirely grid-based road system, with all strects accessible to both
pedestrians and bicyclists. In contrast, the City proposes a central parkway feature that loops
around the main areas of the town, and cannot be crossed on foot except at designated overpasses
and underpasses. Although both plans include a rapid transit system in Coyote Valley, only GIR
directly connects that system to San José’s existing [ight rail system, thus creating a direct transit
link to regional jobs. The City’s only regional transit provision would be Caltrain. As for the
internal transit system, it has not been determined at the time of this publication who will operate
the system and what the nature of it will be.

The City’s most dramatic effort at altering the landscape of Coyote Valley would be the creation
of a central lake as a natural amenity and flood management system. GIR does not include a
lake, but instead relies on the existing creeks within the area to provide the same functions. This
alternative has the significant advantage of lower cost, and it may provide ccological benefits as
well.

Finally, the land use patterns of the two plans are substantially different. The City proposes that
Coyote Valley’s mixed use center be focused around the lake and along Santa Teresa Boulevard,

' Tables and figures appear sequentially in Appendix 1.

* Impervious surfaces are mainly constructed surfaces - rooftops, sidewalks, roads, and parking lots - covered by
impenetrable materials such as asphalt, concrete, brick, and stone. These materials seal surfaces, repel water and
prevent precipitation and meltwater from infiltrating soils.
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the central north-south artery, concentrating employment in the North Coyote Valley area. In
contrast, GIR takes the neighborhood as its basic building block. It establishes a distinct town
center comprised of mixed use and retail, along with six smaller such neighborhood centers.
Employment is concentrated in the east of Coyote Valley. The distinctly multi-centered
approach suggests that residents of Coyote Valley would have to travel less, and that amenities
and essential services would be more widely accessible.

Scenarios for Sustainability Framework

Given that both GIR and the Spemﬁc Plan include implicit or explicit references to sustainability
in their objectives, the GIR vision and the Specific Plan can be compared using sustainability
measures developed by Redefining Progress as part of our Scenarios for Sustainability (S2)
toolkit. The concept of sustainability is commonly understood as balanced attention to the three
core domains: environmental, economic, and social.’ These three domains are interdependent
aspects of human society’s ability to maintain its quality of life into the future. $2 provides a
way to address environmental, economic, and social sustainability in a quantitative fashion. In
performing S2 analysis, RP draws indicators of relevance from each of these domains on a case
by case basis. '

In the context of Coyote Valiey, we selected one key indicator from the environment domain,
three from the economic domain, and two from the social domain. To address environmental
sustainability, we calculate the ecological footprint. As applied in an urban planning framework,
the ecological footprint quantifies the ecological demands of particular development projects in a
single measure. The footprint identifies direct impacts of a proposed development in terms of
average “global” acres of bioproductive space as well as the additional amount of space needed
to absorb pollutants and wastes.

To address economic sustainability, we draw from elements of RP’s Genuine Progress Indicator
(GPI). The GPI provides a more realistic measure of progress than the nationally accepted gross
domestic product because it makes adjustments for income inequality, environmental
degradatlon depletion of non-renewable resources, and expenditures that are purely “defensive”
in nature, such as those needed to clean up toxic waste In this application, we quantify the
economic costs associated with lost farmland, carbon dioxide emissions, and export of income
needed to pay for oil from afar. To address social sustainability, we draw on two measures of
equity. These include measures of equity in the distribution of housing types and equitable
access to open space.

Using these S2 indicators we compare GIR with the Specific Plan. Before we present the
analysis, however, it is important to understand that our scope of analysis is severely limited by
two factors. First, the two proposed developments bear little resemblance to anything that
currently exists in the Coyote Valley area. Thus any analysis must rely on forecasting of
behavioral and consumptive patterns such as patterns in transportation modes and frequencies.
Second, little information is currently available to assist in forecasting. Although GIR has been

* For example, the Key National Indicators Initiative - the nation’s most t prominent effort to develop a consistent set
* of indicators for the nation — is subdivided into the three domains of environment, economy, and people. See
http://keyindicators.org/.
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completed for two years, a more detailed version of the City’s plan is not expected in draft form
for several more months. Preliminary documents provide some guidelines, but information
remains limited. Nonetheless, an analysis at this stage can indicate at least some of the ways that
GIR and Specific Plan differ in their potential for environmental, economic, and social
sustainability. Our analysis follows.

I1I. Environmental Sustainability

In terms of environmental sustainability, the more sustainable plan is that which pollutes less,
uses fewer resources, and preserves more undeveloped, natural‘areas. The ecological footprint
captures these objectives in a single, quantitative measure. This section estimates the direct and
indirect ecological footprint generated by the GIR vision and the Specific Plan, as they are
currently configured. Additional details of the calculations are provided in Appendix 2: Methods
and Sources of Information, and referenced as “MSI” with the numerical references referring to
specific sections in that appendix.

A. Direct footprint acres.

As discussed eatlier, the ecological footprint is a way to quantify both the direct and indirect
ecological impacts of a proposed development project in terms of acres of bioproductive space
on the planet. In terms of direct impacts, the calculations are relatively straightforward. Each of
the development proposals will convert different acreages of one or more biomes used in the
footprint analysis into built space.* These direct impact acreages are converted into acreage of
global bioproductive space by applying equivalence factors that represent the relative
productivity of each particular biome to the global average (MSI 1). So, for example, agricultural
land has been shown to have 2.17 times the biological productivity of the global average, so the
loss of one acre of agricultural land represents a loss of 2.17 acres of global bioproductive space
(Venetoulis and Talberth 20053).

To estimate direct footprint impacts, we used a Geographic Information System (GIS) to overlay
the GIR vision and the Specific Plan (Figures 2 and 3) on a serics of maps produced by the City
of San José depicting existing land uses and sensitive habitats in Coyote Valley.” After
consolidating the different land uses and habitat types illustrated on these maps into four major
“biomes” ~ agricultural land, pasture land, wetlands, and built space — we were able to calculate
the number of acres in each biome allocated to development by each proposal. These acreage
figures were then converted into global bioproductive space by using appropriate equivalence
factors.® Table 3 displays the results.

As shown in Table 3, the direct ecological footprint estimate for the Specific Plan, as currently-
configured, is 5,899 acres, or .22 acres per household for 26,302 households. The direct
ecological footprint estimate for GIR is 5,086, or .20 acres per household for 25,000 households.

* In terms of direct impacts, the most common biomes used in footprint analysis are agricultural land, pasture land,
forest land, wetlands, built space, and marine ecosystems. i

* Those maps can be found at: http://www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/maps. htm!.

¢ Equivalence factors were taken from Venetoulis and Talberth (2005).
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Thus, largely as a result of impacting fewer acres of cropland and pastureland, GIR results in a
direct ecological footprint roughly 17% smaller than the footprint generated by the Specific Plan.

B. Indirect footprint acres — carbon sequestration land.

The ecological footprint also accounts for the amount of global bioproductive space needed to
assimilate wastes. In terms of this application of S2, there are two major waste products to
consider: carbon dioxide emissions and stormwater runoff. Based on the expected magnitude of
the waste stream, S2 provides an estimate of global carbon sequestration land and stormwater
runoff land needed for assimilation.

S2’s estimates of carbon sequestration land demanded by a particular development take into
account carbon dioxide emissions generated by traffic and by residential energy use. Calculating
emissions generated by traffic necessitates assumptions about how vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
differ under each scenario. A brief discussion of how VMT can be expected to differ under the
Specific Plan and GIR and what that means in terms of carbon sequestration land follows.

(1) Carbon sequestration land based on differences in vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

A key benefit of developments designed in accordance with smart growth standards is reduced
travel distances for residents, decreased household resources spent on transportation, and more
time available for leisure. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the most common indicator used to
evaluate the impacts of policy and planning alternatives from a transportation perspective. VMT
is exceedingly complex to predict, with a range of variables as diverse as vehicle ownership,
transit provision, urban design, land use mixes and personal preferences incorporated into
statistical models. Such detailed information is not yet available for Coyote Valley.
Nonetheless, we generate preliminary VMT estimates based in part on the “4D* methodology
developed by Criterion Planners, and in part on the Urban Emissions Model (URBEMIS)
developed by Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.

The 4D methodology converts incremental differences in urban characteristics (density,
diversity, design and destinations) into changes in VMT. Criterion Planners determined the
coefficients used in the conversions by consulting metropolitan studies across the United States
and by incorporating the findings into tailored software packages. Users of the methodology
include the Environmental Protection Agency as well as city and county governments (Criterion
Planners 2005). '

Density is the first variable within the 4D methodology. In calculating the density of a
developed area, open spaces utilized for travel purposes are included while others, particularly
on the periphery, are excluded. Accommodating a projected 80,000 residents and 50,000 jobs,
the Specific Plan calls for 2,766 developed acres, while GIR calls for 2,372 developed acres.
The precise formula for density is:

Measured Density = Percent Change in [(Population + Employment) per Square Mile]
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Applying this formula, we find that GIR results in a density over 26% higher than the Specific
Plan - 31,000 jobs and residents per square mile versus the Specific Plan’s 24,600. That
increase in density results in an overall VMT reduction of 1.31% in Coyote Valley, typical of
denser development in which people have to travel shorter distances between home,
employment, and retail locations (MSI 2).

The second D in the 4D methodology is diversity, addressing the mix of jobs and housing in a
given planning area. Balance between jobs and housing in an area increases opportunities for
people to live and to work in the same area—-thereby reducing VMT. Calculation of the
diversity varjable depends on the boundaries of the areas chosen. Differences between the
Specific Plan and GIR become apparent when the area is broken down into smaller components;
Coyote Valley-wide, the jobs and housing balances between the two plans are similar. At the
suggestion of Criterion Planners and to ensure comparability, we have divided each plan roughly
into quadrants.

Diversity is calculated as:

Percent Change in:
{1 -[ABS(b * population - employment) / (b * population + employment)]}
where: b = regional employment / regional population

Overall, GIR results in a better balance of jobs and housing at the neighborhood level. Tts
diversity factor is nearly 7% higher than the alternative—.55 in GIR as opposed to .51 in
Specific Plan. That margin translates into a roughly .34 % decrease in VMT, achieved through
implementation of GIR’s more community-balanced vision (MSI 3).

The third D, design, is a composite index of three other variables: sidewalk completeness, street
density, and route directness. Sidewalk completeness refers to the proportion of roadsides with
paved sidewalks; street density to the amount of road length per square mile of develogment; and
route directness, the ratio of distances ‘as the crow flies’ to distances in driving routes.” These
three variables interact to create a more or less hospitable pedestrian environment: the former
would result in decreased VMT for a given planning area. Design is calculated through a percent
change in the overall Design Index:

The Design Index = .
0.0195 * street network density + 1.18 * sidewalk completeness + 3.63 * route directness.

In Coyote Valley, we first assume that both the Specific Plan and GIR will have 100% sidewalk
completeness. GIR’s street density is around 30% higher, with more than 94 miles of paved road
across 2,400 urbanized acres; the Specific Plan includes 91 miles of road across 3,100 acres.
GIR’s walking routes tend to be more direct than the Specific Plan, with pedestrians needing to
walk 28% further than the crow flies to reach their destination, and pedestrians in the Specific
Plan walking 44% further. This difference is largely due to Monterey Highway and the
parkway’s presence requiring Specific Plan pedestrians to access overpasses and underpasses.

7 Route directness is based on a sample of 20 routes per plan.
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Overall, GIR boasts an approximate 11% design advantage over Speciﬁc‘Plan, resulting in a
small VMT reduction of about .44% (MSI 4).

The fourth D, destinations, is the only variable that accounts for factors external to the
development. Specifically, this variable measures the accessibility of regional jobs to Coyote
Valley. For the purposes of this analysis, ‘destinations’ would provide an opportunity to
evaluate the impact of improved regional transit provision in GIR versus the Specific Plan.
GIR’s plan'to link the Coyote Valley rapid transit system to San José light rail could potentially
reduce travel times to jobs in San José. Following the 4D methodology, such a reduction would
also reduce VMT. Due to the reality that even a dramatic decrease would be unlikely to
significantly affect ‘destinations’, since few jobs in San José are accessible by transit, and only -
about 3% of commuters in Santa Clara County use transit, we have not at present attempted to
predict by how much the light rail link might shorten commuting times. Thus while Greenbelt
Alliance’s more integrated rapid transit provision would likely help to reduce VMT in Coyote
Valley, we have not yet quantified by how much it might do so.

Those factors that we have quantified through the 4D methodology add up to a 2.1% decrease in
VMT in Coyote Valley if GIR is adopted instead of the Specific Plan. 4D is intended to indicate
how differing land use plans might produce different VMT, but it cannot account for the full
range of human, physical, political, and economic factors that ultimately determine automobile
usage. In this regard, the fact that at least three out of four of:the Ds suggest lower VMT in GIR
speaks positively for that plan. In addition, other non-design related factors, for which 4D does
not account, could also impact the difference in VMT that would result from the two plans.

In addition to the 4D model, we have employed a second analysis tool. Developed by Jones &
Stokes Associates, Inc., the URBEMIS (Urban Emissions Model) software package estimates
emissions associated with California land development projects. URBEMIS allows calculation

~of Coyote Valley VMT differentials for the mix and density of housing types, along with two
key elements omitted by the 4D model: level of transit provision and transit demand
management (TDM). -

URBEMIS estimates the absolute levels of impact of a development, consolidating large
amounts of academic research to produce a single figure for VMT. Because URBEMIS
compiles extensive quantitative data, its inputs and outcomes are not quite as transparent as the
4D methodology. However, URBEMIS provides a valuable alternative, taking into account a
wider range of variables— including some that are explicitly absent from 4D. In particular,
‘URBEMIS accounts for the possibility of shifting personal habits through both design and
policy, whereas 4D does not (ARB 2002). '

According to URBEMIS modeling of Coyote Valley’s housing type variables, unmitigated VMT
figures for the two plans demonstrate that GIR results in nearly 4% less VMT than does the
Specific Plan. The provision of slightly less housing units in GIR (25,000 versus 26,302) gives
GIR a slight advantage due to the fact URBEMIS generates VMT from the number of trips per
housing unit. However, that factor does not account for the entire gap. When supplementary,
mitigating policies to lessen VMT are incorporated, the VMT gap between plans increases
dramatically. We assume that the provision of rapid transit will be equal between the two plans:
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Supplementary bus service, however, is omitted from Specific Plan’s documentation, while GIR
contains suggested routes and service levels. GIR also includes a number of TDM policies,
including pricing of parking, free transit passes, and bike parking facilities. To date the Specific
Plan has made no mention of such policies. The mitigated VMT figures for the two plans, -
accounting for TDM policies, result in GIR achieving a 12% reduction in VMT as compared to
Specific Plan (MSI 5).

Therefore, we may consider the outputs of the 4D and URBEMIS analysis tools to form the
estimated upper (12%) and lower (2.1%) bounds of VMT variances between GIR and the
Specific Plan, with GIR resulting in less VMT by all measures.

Taking the range of values calculated through the 4D and URBEMIS analysis tools, it is possible
to estimate the difference in ecological footprint resulting from variance in VMT carbon
emissions. Based on per capita Bay Area VMT trends, the Specific Plan would result in about
730,000,000 VMT annually, which translates into a total carbon sequestration land footprint of
189,972 acres (MSI 6). GIR, on the other hand, would produce between 642,400,000 and
714,670,000 annual VMT, and a resulting carbon sequestration footprint of between 167 175 and
185,982 global acres.

In addition to the carbon footprint savings revealed through 4D and URBEMIS analysis, two
qualitative aspects of Specific Plan and GIR suggest significant VMT differences resulting from
implementation of the two plans. One of these relates to GIR’s foodbelt concept. Rather than a
traditional greenbelt, GIR includes a fully functioning agricultural area as an urban buffer for
Coyote Valley. The urban community would secure a stable agricultural land base, create new
markets for local goods via local schools and businesses, and reduce farmers’ operational costs
by providing recycled water and compost. This localized food system would result in further
VMT reductions by replacing food that would otherwise travel long distances to Coyote Valléy,
as well as the consumer travel to access those products elsewhere. Also, as mentioned earlier,
GIR makes a stronger commitment to public transit accessibility than does the Specific Plan—
putting forth policy measures to further reduce VMT and increase environmental sustainability in
Coyote Valley.

(2) Carbon sequestration land based on differences in residential energy use.

- Aspects of Coyote Valley’s environmental and economic sustainability may be gauged by the
amount of energy needed to support new development. To project residential energy, we applied
a formula in which average gas and electricity consumption by unit type is applied to the total
number of dwellings in a given area. In this case, the two aggregate study areas are defined by
the Spemﬁc Plan and GIR.

Based on this analysis, residential energy consumption varies significantly under the two
approaches. Specific Plan residents would consume about 371,800 MM British Thermal Units
(MMBTUs) per year, whereas GIR residents would use 291,324, That amounts to an average
difference of 15.7 MMBTUs per household, as opposed to 11.65, annually—over 25% less in
GIR (MSI 7). The higher density in GIR’s community building blocks contributes to this
outcome, as building types with a higher proportion of comimon walls tend to use less energy.
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As with differences in VMT, the expected difference in residential energy consumption
translates into a difference in the carbon sequestration land footprint (MSI 8). We estimate
annual carbon dioxide emissions to be 8,234 metric tons in the Specific Plan while only 5,808 in
GIR. The resulting carbon sequestration footprint difference between the Specific Plan and GIR
is significant: 233,899 global acres versus 164,983, respectively.

B. Indirect footprint acres — stormwater runoff land.

New residential developments use significant quantities of water for consumptive purposes and
landscaping, and discharge polluted water in the form of effluent, grey water, and stormwater
runoff. While there is no widely endorsed method for footprinting water consumption®, one
method is to calculate the energy required to supply clean water to the facility, and transform that
into a CO, footprint. For wastewater, a method analogous to the CO; footprinting method
calculates the wetland area needed to purify effluent, stormwater runoff, and grey water
generated by the facility. For example, federal guidelines for constructed wetlands to mitigate
stormwater runoff suggest a size equivalent to 2% of the impervious surface area drained by a
proposed development (Schueler 1992).

Because both the Specific Plan and the GIR vision are in a preliminary state, we do not have the
data needed to estimate the energy footprint of water consumption, nor the wetland area needed
to filter effluents. We can, however, project the stormwater runoff land based on the amount of
impervious surface created by each of the development options.” For the Specific Plan, the
amount of impervious surface is expected to be 1,293 acres, based on information provided by
the City of San José. For GIR, that figure is 996 acres. Taking the 2% figure as a rough
approximation for the amount of wetlands needed to filter stormwater runoff from these
impervious surfaces yields wetlands demands of 24.5 and 19.9 acres, respectively.

The final step in calculating the stormwater footprint is to translate these figures into global
acres. Wetlands are some of the most productive biomes on the planet. As such, the equivalency
factor for converting wetlands into global acres is quite high at 6.02, meaning that wetlands are
over 6 times more productive than the average acre of bioproductive space on the planet.
Multiplying this factor by our wetlands acreages yields stormwater runoff land demands of 147
acres with the Specific Plan and 120 acres — or 18% less — for GIR.

Given this, and as shown in Table 4, we estimate the total indirect (carbon sequestration and
stormwater runoff land) footprint for the Specific Plan to be 424,018 acres, or 16.12 per
household. Due to the variance in 4D and URBEMIS VMT bounds, the total indirect footprint
for GIR would be between 332,278 and 351,085 total acres, or 13.29-14.04 per household.

® There are studies which calculate water footprints, but those refer to acre feet of water and not global acres as is
the standard for ecological footprinting. . .
? Total impervious area calculations include the major land use categories of residential, commercial, industrial,
retail, and mixed use; roads are not included.
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C. Total footprint acres.

By using the S2 methods discussed above and in Appendix 2, we estimate the total footprint
associated with the Specific Plan to be 429,917 acres of global bioproductive space, with the
largest component by far being carbon sequestration lands. Our footprint estimate for GIR is
356,171 or 17% less. On a per capita basis, the Specific Plan’s footprint is 16.12 global acres per
household while GIR’s is 14.24. Thus, we can say that by promoting density, diversity, and
design factors that reduce vehicle miles traveled and by converting fewer acres of biologically
productive land to impervious surface, GIR’s ecological footprint per houschold will be at least
17% less than that of the Specific Plan. The 17% figure is a lower bound since it is based on the
more conservative 2.1% VMT reduction figure. The footprint reduction would be considerably
more if we used the upper bound figure of 12% VMT reduction.

IV. Economic Sustainability

The second major component of our S2 analysis is to compare the Specific Plan and GIR vision

in terms of economic sustainability. Here, we consider three separate measures: (a) economic

costs associated with lost farmland; (b) damage associated with carbon dioxide emissions, and .
-(¢) export of income needed to pay for oil from afar.

A. Economic costs of lost farmland.

The loss of productive farmland to urban and suburban encroachment is a pressing
environmental and food security concern in California and throughout the United States.
According to the American Farmland Trust, every day we lose more than 3,000 acres of
productive farmland to urban sprawl. More than 75 percent of our fruits and vegetables are
produced near urban areas, directly in the Path of development. Each year, we lose an area of
productive farmland the size of Delaware,'® Loss of this essential form of natural capital
deprives future generations of the ability to grow food and fiber or reap the multiple benefits of
open space. In California, agricultural land loss on a county by county basis is tracked by the
Division of Land Resource Protection. Between 1984 and 2004, Santa Clara County lost 33,288
acres of agricultural land to development, or 1,664 acres per year (CDC 2005a). A Coyote
Valley development would significantly increase this total. The economic costs of lost cropland,
pasture, vineyards, and orchards is a critical issue from the standpoint of economic sustainability
and should be addressed in a rigorous manner as the EIR process continues. :

Economists distinguish between two major types of economic costs associated with [ost farmland
— market and non-market. Market costs are the forgone revenues associated with annual food or
fiber production. These costs are further subdivided into direct costs and indirect costs, where
direct costs represent the value of lost agricultural production from each acre converted and
indirect costs represent the secondary economic costs incurred by businesses that provide
infrastructure and services in support of such production. Direct costs are capitalized into per
acre land values reported by agencies such as the U.S. Department of Agriculture in their

1 See http://\;vww.partnershipsforchange.cé/planningeduco148.asp
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periodic Census of Agriculture reports. Indirect costs are estimated by the product of standard
industry multipliers available on a statewide or county basis times this acreage (Nef 1996).

Non-market costs include the loss of open space, scenery, wildlife habitat, traditional lifestyles,
and local food security as well as ecosystem services such as flood control, water filtration, and
pollination. Such costs are referred to as “non-market” because they are not reflected in the
market prices developers pay for agricultural lands. However, there are techniques for
estimating such costs. These include: (a) actual market transactions by governments or private
non-profits to preserve agricultural land as open space; (b) related market transactions such as
land or housing price differentials that reflect the premium home owners are willing to pay to
live near protected agricultural land, and (c) social science research methods such as contingent
valuation surveys that explore people’s willingness to pay to protect agricultural land in
hypothetical market situations (Loomis et al. 2000).

Both the Specific Plan and GIR will incur market costs by converting existing cropland,
orchards, or pastureland to non-agricultural use. Based on a preliminary geographic information
system (GIS) analysis by Haskins (2005), the Specific Plan will convert approximately 2,537
acres while GIR will convert approximately 2,174 acres or 14% less. In Santa Clara County, the
2002 Census of Agriculture reports a mean agricultural land value of $2,887 per acre, or $3,122
in 2005 dolars (USDA 2002). If we use this average, the direct market cost in terms of lost
agricultural income would be $7,895,144 each year under the Specific Plan and $6,787,228
under the GIR vision. Using the statewide agriculture multiplier provided by the Minnesota
Implan Group (2002), this direct loss of annual agricultural income translates into an additional
loss to businesses that provide infrastructure or support services on the order of $12,316,425
each year for the Specific Plan and $10,588,075 for the GIR vision.!

Here, due to the preliminary nature of our analysis, we base our estimates for non-market costs
on actual market transactions for conservation easements or outright purchases of land for
conservation purposes. Ideally, cost estimated would be calibrated using this method in
conjunction with a hedonic pricing study to quantify the actual market premiums nearby
homeowners are paying to live near Coyote Valley’s open spaces, or an original contingent
valuation survey of nearby residents (L.oomis et al. 2000).

Easement costs reflect the difference between the current market value of developed land and its
value in permanent agricultural use. Of course, easement costs vary significantly depending on
the proximity of the agricultural parcel to urban centers or amenities such as coastlines, the
relative productivity of the parcel, types of crops, immanency of development, and other factors.
Machado et al. (2003) developed an econometric model to account for these factors, Their
model predicted a total easement value of $113 million for 31,000 acres of farmland in the Bay
Area bioregion, or an average of $3,650 per acre. In addition to this model, actual market data is
available for casement transactions from the California Departiment of Conservation (CDC).
According to the latest tabulations, the average per acre easement value for agricultural lands in
California is $6,482 (CDC 2005b). If we assume that average easement values in Coyote Valley
fall within the range bounded by Machado et al. (2003) and CDC, we can take the midpoint as a
rough approximation of the non-market costs associated with lost agricultural land in Coyote

" These are preliminary estimates using average agricultural land values for the whole county.
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Valley.'> Applying a midpoint value of $5,066, we can then estimate non-market costs of '
$12,852,442 per year for the Specific Plan and $11,013,484 for GIR.

Taken together, we estimate the market and non-market costs of lost farmland in Coyote Valley
to be $33,064,011 under the Speclﬁo Plan and $28,388,787 — or 14% less — for GIR. These
results are summarized in Table 5

B. Carbon dioxide emissions damage.

There is now widespread scientific consensus that anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions are
contributing to global warming and increasing the risk of killer heat waves and droughts, raging
wildfires, collapsing ecosystems, tropical disease epidemics, devastating storms and inundated
coastlines. Of'course, these disastrous outcomes come at a very steep price. Given this, and
given the ongoing urgency of adopting effective but efficient climate policy at the global level,
there has been a profusion of studies over the past 15 years to estimate the expected value of both
market and non-market damages.caused by carbon emissions on a per ton basis. Of particular
importance are two recent meta- analyses completed by Clarkson and Deyes (2002) and Tol
(2005).

Clarkson and Deyes (2002) limited their review to cight of the most sophisticated published
models and, after calibration, concluded that using a marginal damage figure of approximately
$119 USD per ton is a pragmatic approach given the current range of uncertainties. Tol (2005)
evaluated and calibrated 103 estimates published in 28 separate studies and reported a mean of
$93 per ton. To be conservative, we use Tol’s value.

Any development in Coyote Valley will increase carbon dioxide emissions from both vehicles
and residential energy use. The Specific Plan and GIR differ, however, in the amount of such
emissions and, consequently, in the amount of annual carbon dioxide damage. In terms of
vehicle miles traveled, we previously estimated that the Specific Plan would generate 730
million VMT annually and GIR would generate between 642 and 715 depending upon whether
VMT is reduced by 2.1% (the high VMT scenario) or 12% (the low VMT scenario). By
incorporating local fuel efficiency data and standard conversion factors, we estimate that VMT
under the Specific Plan would generate 340,667 tons of carbon dioxide annually and under GIR
would generate between 299,787 and 333,513 tons. In terms of residential energy consumption,
we previously found that the Specific Plan could be expected to generate 8,234 metric tons of
carbon dioxide each year while GIR would generate roughly 5,808 metric tons. In terms of short
tons, these figures are 9,076 and 6,402.

Combining emissions generated by VMT as well as residential energy use, we can expect the:
Specific Plan to generate 349,852 short tons of carbon dioxide each year and GIR between
306,189 and 339,915 tons. Applying the Tol (2005) figure, we estimate the social costs of
carbon emissions under the Specific Plan to be $32,536,236 and under GIR to range between
$28,475,577 and $31,612,095 or between 3 .and 13% less depending on the VMT scenario
chosen.

12 Since proiimity to urban encroachment and immanency of developmént are two key factors driving; up easement
value, it is reasonable to expect that Coyote Valley’s agricultural lands would exceed the Bay Area average.
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‘C. Export of income for oil purchases.

Throughout the United States there is growing concern over the degree to which our
communities are dependent upon imports of energy, manufactured goods, food, and services
from abroad or from distant regions within the country. As communities become highly
dependent on distant places, they also become highly vulnerable to supply disruptions.
Moreover, money spent on imports is not recycled locally and, thus, deprives communities of the
multiple beneficial effects generated by purchases from local establishments. In response to
these concerns, economists are increasingly engaged in “leakage” studies which assess just how
much local income is exported and how to keep more of that income in the local economy.

One major leakage is money spent on gasoline made from imported oil. Urban planning — by
increasing or decreasing VMT — indirectly determines the magnitude of this cost. Since we have
already estimated VMT for the Specific Plan and GIR, we can approximate these costs for
Coyote Valley. To do this, we take VMT figures and translate them into annual gallons of
gasoline consumed under each scenario using local fuel efficiency data provided by the
Environmental Protection Agency. Using California Energy Commission (CEC) data, these
figures are converted into raw expenditures on gasoline, then to expenditures on oil, using an
appropriate gas to oil conversion factor. Again using CEC data, we estimate the share of these
expenditures exported. Our results indicate that gasoline expenditures under the Specific Plan
will result in $35,965,243 of income exported, while expenditures under the GIR vision will
result in $31,649,413 to $35,209,972 depending on whether the low or high VMT scenario
occurs. A detailed methodology is included in Appendix 2 (MSI 9).

D. Total environmental deficit.

All tolled, we can think of the costs of lost farmland, carbon dioxide damages, and the export of
capital needed to pay for oil imports as an environmental deficit passed on to future generations
in the form of lost ecosystem services and lost economic capital available for productive
investments in the local economy. The total environmental deficit associated with the Specific

~ Plan and GIR is displayed in Table 6. As shown in Table 6, we estimate the total environmental
deficit of the Specific Plan to be $101,565,490 per year, and the environmental deficit of GIR to
be $95,210,854, or roughly 7% less using the conservative figures for VMT reduction discussed
earlier. :

Therefore, by preserving more productive agricultural land, reducing carbon dioxide emissions
damage, and exporting fewer dollars out of the local economy to pay for imported oil, the GIR
vision will cost at least $6.4 million less each year than the Specific Plan in terms of externalized
economic costs to future generations,

V. Social Sustainability

In terms of social sustainability, we selected two measures of equity: equity in the distribution of
housing types and equity in access to open space. The relationship between equity and
" sustainability has been well documented. Stated simply, a more equitable community is more
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stable and more cohesive. In contrast, an inequitable community — e.g., one dominated by
exclusionary housing patterns or one where the poor are exposed to a disproportionate share of
toxic pollutants — suffers from a number of social pathologies and economic inefficiencies that
undermines its ability to sustain its quality of life over the long run. Thus, equity is a necessary
component of sustainability (Daly 1990; Templet 1994).

Exclusionary housing patterns are a quintessential example of social inequity. Whether they
evolve through conscious planning and zoning decisions or by market fiat, exclusionary housing
patterns exclude affordable housing from the most desirable portions of an urban area. An
exclusionary housing pattern segregates a city into regions of high-cost housing near good
schools, jobs, parks, open space, arts and cultural events, and other municipal amenities, and
low- cost housing in areas nearly devoid of these quality of life elements. As noted by
Clingermayer (2004) “[tJhose excluded are virtually always poor and quite often non-white.”
Exclusionary housing patterns adversely impact a local economy in a number of ways:

» Segregated housing erodes a community’s social capital — the social links and networks
which help to create a cohesive, productive society (Putnam 1998).

¢ Tourism depends on the image and substance of a city or region as diverse, multi-
cultural, equitable, and tolerant. As noted by Berry (2002) “[t]he reality — or even the
public perception — of communities rent by polarizing differences, visible poverty and
homelessness, souring crime and an impoverished public realm raises strong barriers to
the influx of investors and key workers.”

* Valuable service workers such as police officers, bus drivers, sales persons, nurses, and
teachers are forced to live far away from jobs and community attractions. This spatial
separation increases their cost of living, diminishes their quality of life, and creates labor
shortages that undermine regional economic efficiency (Berry 2002; EPS 2002).

To insure that future development does not promote exclusionary housing patterns, some index
of equality in the distribution of new housing units should be used. S2 contains such a measure.
It is a housing variant of the popular “GINI” coefficient, a figure used to gauge the extent to
which a nation’s wealth is concentrated in the hands of a few. The GINI coefficient divides a ,
nation’s population into income quintiles, then calculates the share of wealth owned by all
persons in each quintile and compares that with an ideal distribution where each quintile owns
20%. The GINI measures the degree of deviation from this ideal distribution. A GINI close tol
indicates severe concentration of wealth, while a GINI close to 0 indicates almost perfect

equality.

In a similar vein, $2’s housing GINI measures the deviation of a proposed distribution in the
number of housing units affordable to each income quintile from an ideal distribution in which

~ the same number of units are made available to each quintile. In this way, the housing GINI
measures the degree to which a proposed housing development is exclusionary (largely catering
to just one or two income strata) or inclusionary (catering to a balanced mix of incomes). To
calculate the housing GINI, we would need to estimate how many units under the Specific Plan
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and GIR will be affordable to each quintile. Since development plans are still in their
preliminary stage, this complete analysis is not possible at this time.

In lieu of this, we can use the proposed distribution of housing units by density type as a proxy
under the assumption that housing prices will vary with density — i.e. units sold in areas where
the density is 100 units per acre will be less expensive than those selling in areas where the
density is 25 units per acre or less. Tables 7 and 8 provide a breakdown of units by density class
under GIR and the Specific Plan. To approximate GINI with this data, we use a simple metric
known as the “Index of Dissimilarity” or ID. The ID represents the sum of the absolute value of
differences between the proportion of housing units in each density class and the “ideal”
distribution based on 1/8 shares (since there are 8 density classes listed here), all divided by two.

Tables 7 and 8 summarize the results. Using the density classes under GIR as a basis for
comparison, we estimate the Index of Dissimilarity (ID) for the Specific Plan to be .312 and the
ID for the GIR vision to be .220. Thus the GIR vision represents a 30% improvement in the
equitable distribution of housing types as compared with the distribution envisioned by the
Specific Plan. This is because GIR does a better job of distributing housing units amongst all
eight density classes while the Specific Plan is skewed towards lower densities and, presumably,
less affordable housing. In fact, over 57% of the units proposed under the Specific Plan fall into
the bottom three density classes.

Another dimension of equity involves access to environmental and cultural amenities, which are
often concentrated in wealthier neighborhoods and neglected in poorer communities. In a land
use planning framework, physical accessibility (as opposed to ¢conomic or cultural) is one
measure that can be quantified with relative ease. Physical accessibility measures how well
people can reach key features such as jobs, transit, retail, and open space. For example,
Sustainable Seattle takes as one of its key indicators of sustainability the amount of residential
acreage within a certain distance of open space. Based on analysis of the preliminary Specific
Plan and GIR maps, we estimated that 205 acres of purely residential area in the Specific Plan
would be further than 1/8 mile from open space. In GIR only 112 acres, or 7% less, would be
further than 1/3 mile from open space. Coupled with its better mix of affordable housing, GIR is
more likely to provide equitable access to open space to a broader range of socioeconomic
groups. :

Although not yet fully measurable for this comparison, access to transit is another aspect of
social equity in which GIR is likely to exceed the Specific Plan. GIR’s incorporation of multiple
public transit options suggests that low-income residents would be more likely able to commute
to work without the expense of a car. : :

VI. Conclusion and Future Refinements
In this analysis, we compare two preliminary development scenarios for Coyote Valley using six
quantitative measures of environmental, economic, and social sustainability taken from RP’s

Scenarios for Sustainability (S2) toolkit. These included the ecological footprint, the economic
costs of lost farmland, carbon dioxide damage costs, export of income needed to pay for
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imported oil, a measure of equity in the distribution of housing types, and a measure of equitable
access to open space.

Under each measure, the Getting it Right (GIR) vision advanced by the Greenbelt Alliance is
superior to the City of San José Specific Plan. These differences initially suggest that GIR
would preserve more open space, discourage unnecessary trips by automobile, foster energy
conservation, and create a more livable local and regional environment than would the City’s
plan. By promoting a more compact urban form, a better mix of jobs and residences, and fewer
vehicle miles traveled, and by converting fewer acres of biologically productive land to
impervious surface, GIR’s ecological footprint will be at least 17% smaller than that of the
Specific Plan. By preserving more productive agricultural land, reducing carbon dioxide
emissions damage, and exporting fewer dollars out of the local economy to pay for imported oil
relative to the Specific Plan, the GIR vision will cost at least $6.4 million less each year in terms
of externalized economic costs to future generations. GIR represents a 30% improvement in the
equitable distribution of housing types as compared with the distribution envisioned by the
Specific Plan. In addition, GIR would allow 7% more families to have easy access to open
space, thereby mitigating the tendency for open space to be clustered near high income areas
alone. :

With the City of San José Specific Plan still under development and subject to change, and with
a large amount of information still to emerge from the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
process, an updated assessment will likely be needed to insure that the findings presented here
hold true. For example, more refined GIS analyses will yield better estimates needed for
calculating both the direct and indirect footprints. More precise information on the configuration
of the development proposals will improve the VMT analysis and the analyses based on VMT
differentials. Better housing type distribution data coupled with affordability data from the local
market will improve the housing GINI calculations. ‘

This report is intended as an exploratory analysis at the pre-EIR stage before these data are made
available. As such, it highlights important differences between the two plans, with significant
implications for the sustainability of Coyote Valley’s development and the entire Bay Area
region. These nuances may become even more apparent as the EIR process unfolds over the
coming months,
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Appendix 1: Tables and Figures

Table 1
~Selected Excerpts from Development Alternatives
Sustainability Domain  Getting it Right San José Specific Plan
Environment Integrate development with Secure South Coyote Valley
the natural environment ina  as a permanent greenbelt and
manner that preserves create a rich system of parks,
ecosystem function and trails, and recreation areas.

protects the biological
diversity and productivity of

Coyote Valley.
Economics Promote long tertn economic  Maximize efficient land usage
stability and profitability. and be financially feasible for
private development.
Social Provide broad and equitable =~ Make 20 percent of all units
access to meaningful work, affordable housing.
affordable housing,

community services, and an
attractive and healthy living
environment.

Social Create a distinct and Create an urban, pedestrian
identifiable community that  and transit oriented
nurtures pride of place among community with a mixture of
those who live and work housing densities, supportive
there. businesses and services and
campus industrial uses.
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Table 2
Comparison of Selected Elements

Element Getting it Right Specific Plan
Minimum assumptions 80,000 Residents 80,000 Residents

25,000 Housing units 26,302 Housing units

50,000 jobs 50,000 jobs
Residential density 28.5 units per acre 18 units per acre
Developed area (inc. urban 2,400 acres 3,100 acres
parks)
Average Employment Floorto 1 .55
Area Ratio™ ‘
Circulation system Grid-based Parkway with underlying

neighborhood grids

Main hydrological feature Existing streams Artificial lake

Land use pattern

Multiple neighborhood centers

Single center

Regional transit links

Caltrain and other rapid transit

Caltrain only

Greenbelt agricultural policies  Food belt No specific policies
Table 3
Direct Footprint Results
Biome Getting it Right Specific Plan
(global acres) {global acres)
Agricultural land 3,654 4,142
Pasture land 1,205 1,520
Wetlands 169 157
Built space 58 81
Total: 5,086 5,899
Total per household: .20 22

L2 1Ll ]

A ratio of the gross floor area of a building or study area to the total area of the site.
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Table 4

Indirect Footprint Results
Biome Getting it Right Specific Plan
(global acres) {(global acres)

Carbon sequestration land 167,175 -185,982 189,972
(vehicles miles traveled)

Carbon sequestration land 164,983 233,899
(household energy use) '
Stormwater runoff land 120 147

Total: 332,278351,085 424018
Total per household: 13.29-14.04 16.12
Table 5
Economic Costs of Lost Farmland in Coyote Valley
Cost Component - Annual Costs Annual Costs
Getting it Right Specific Plan
Market value of lost $6,787,228 $7,895,144
farmland :
Secondary costs incurred by : $10,588,075 $12,316,425
support businesses
Non-market costs $11,013,484 $12,852,442
Total: $28,388,787 $33,064,011
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Table 6
Annual Environmental Deficit
Deficit Component : Annual Deficit Annual Deficit
Getting it Right Specific Plan
Market value of lost farmland $6,787,228 $7.895,144
Secondary costs incurred by $10,588,075 $12,316,425
agricultural support businesses
Non-market costs of lost farmland $11,013,484 $12,852,442
Carbon dioxide emissions damage $31,612,095 $32,536,236
Export of capital to pay for oil imports $35,209,972 $35,965,243

Total environmental deficit: $95,210,854
Environmental deficit per household: $3,808

$101,565,490
$3,862

Table 7

Index of Dissimilarity or “Housing GINI” for GIR

Density class GIR _ % by class % by class Abs (x-y)
Distribution GIR (x) Equality (v)

10 units or less per acre 1,000 0.040 0.125 0.085
11-20 units per acre 2,500 0.100 0.125 - 0.025
21-25 units per acre 6,250 0.,‘250 0.125 0.125
26-30 units per acre 3,500 0.140 0.125 0.015
31-35 units per acre 3,250 0.130 0.125 0.005
36-45 units per acre 5,000 0.200 0.125 0.075
46-75 units per acre 2,500 0.100 0.125 0.025

75 units or greater per acre 1,000 0.040 0.125 © 0.085
Total: 25,000 1.0 1.0 0.440

Total/2(D): 0220
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‘ Table 8
Index of Dissimilarity or “Housing GINT” for the Specific Plan
Density class Specific Plan % by class % byclass  Abs (x-y)
Distribution GIR (x) Equality (y)

10 units or less per acre 2003 0.076 0.125 0.049
11-20 units per acre 5057 0.192 0.125 0.067
21-25 units per acre 7269 0.276 0.125 0.151
26-30 units per acre 2382 0.091 ©0.125 0.034
31-35 units per acre 279 0.011 0.125 0.114
36-45 units per acre 5746 0218 0.125 0.093
46-75 units per acre 2088 0.114 0.125 0.011

75 units or greater per acre 578 0.022 0.125 0.103
Total: 26302 1.000 1.0 0.624
Total/2 (ID): 0.312
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Figure 1
Coyote Valley Basec Map
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Figure 3
Getting it Right Vision Conceptual Map
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Appendix 2: Methods & Sources of Information

MSI 1: Global Acre Conversions

The common unit used to compare areas with different biological productivity is called a
global acre. A global acre is a measure equivalent to one acre with world-average
productivity. To calculate a global acre of impact, acres directly impacted are multiplied
by the following equivalency factors:

Equivalence
: Biome Factors
Agricultural land developed 2.18
Pasture land developed . 242
Wetlands developed 2.06
Built space 0.50

MSI 2: Density

To extrapolate the impact of higher density on vehicle miles traveled (VMT), the 26%
density increase achieved through implementation of GIR’s vision is multiplied by a -.05
VMT density elasticity coefficient. Elasticity is a measure of the percentage change that
occurs in a dependent variable, such as VMT, resulting from a percentage change in an
influential variable, such as density. For example, if vehicle trips decrease by 0.05% for
each 1% increase in density, then vehicle trips are said to have an elasticity of -.05 with
respect to density. The elasticity rate used is based on analysis of over forty studies done
by Criterion Planners. Taken as a group, the studies indicate how changes in land-use
characteristics, such as density, relate to changes in travel generation as measured by
vehicle trips and vehicle miles of travel (Criterion Planners 2005).

VMT baseline travel forecasts are based on the Association of Bay Area Governments’
2003 series of demographic / economic / land use forecasts, and MTC interpolations for
2006 (ABAG 2002, MTC 2005). The projected growth rate is extended out to 2050, and
Coyote’s proportional share of Bay Area travel is applied.

MSI 3: Diversity

The impact of higher diversity on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is calculated by
multiplying the 7% community diversity increase by a -.05 VMT diversity elasticity
coefficient (see Density methodology, above).
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MSI 4: Design

The coefficients and definitions utilized in calculating the design index are as follows
(Criterion Planners 2005):

Street network density = length of street in miles/area of neighborhood in square miles
0.0195 = coefficient applied to street network density, expressing the relative
weighting of this variable relative to the other variables in the Design Index
formula;

Sidewalk completeness = total sidewalk centerline distance/total street centerline distance
1.18 = coefficient applied to sidewalk completeness, expressing the relative
weighting of this variable relative to the other variables in the Design Index
formula;

Route directness = average airline distance to center/average road distance to center
3.63 = coefficient applied to route directness, expressing the relative weighting of
this variable relative to other variables in the Design Index formula;

The impact of design on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is calculated by multiplying the
11% change in the design index by a -0.05 VMT design elasticity coefficient (see Density
methodology, above).

MSI 5: URBEMIS

URBEMIS calculates VMT in two main steps (JSA 2003). First, URBEMIS turns land
use data into trips and VMT by applying average trip generation rates to different land
use types. For example, an average single family housing unit generates 9.57 trips per
day. Second, the program reduces the resulting figures by applying mitigation factors
based on policy changes. These include mix of uses, local serving retail, pedestrian
environment, transit provision and TDM (ARB 2002).

MSI 6: Ecological footprint of vehicle miles traveled

In order to calculate the annual carbon footprint of VMT in a given area, daily VMT is
first annualized. The annualized amounts are then divided by the average miles per
gallon of vehicles in the United States according to the Energy Information
Administration, multiplied by the amount of carbon dioxide (CO,) emitted per gallon,
and divided by the number of pounds per metric ton. Carbon is then converted to land
area using standard conversion factors for tons of carbon absorption per hectare, percent
of carbon not absorbed by oceans, global hectares acres per hectare, and hectares per
acre. '
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MSTI 7: Residential Energy Footprints

Energy use footprints are based on local consumption of electricity and natural gas. The
data source for the amount of energy consumed is based on numbers found in the Final
Report of the California Statewide Residential Appliance Saturation Study Volume 2,
completed by Kema-Xenergy, Itron, and Roperasw in June 2004 (CEC 2004).
Specifically, the electricity data in Table 2-3, along with the natural gas data found in
Table 2-21 for single family and multi-family homes, was applied to the data found in the
Specific Plan and GIR.

Fossil-fuel based electricity generation is converted to carbon emissions using conversion
factors developed by Lawrence Berkeley National Lab based on PG&E’s mix of sources
in 1999. This was described by a scientist as a conservative estimate because sources
have become more numerous and further flung as energy provision is deregulated in the
state. Carbon is then converted to land area using standard conversion factors for tons of
carbon absorption per hectare, percent of carbon not absorbed by oceans, global hectares
acres per hectare, and hectares per acre.

Natural gas consumption is converted to carbon emissions using emissions factors
developed by the Bay Area Alliance. This is then converted to area using the same
method as fossil-fuel based electricity.

MSI 8: Income exports for oil purchases

Income exports for oil purchases begin with VMT figures described above for the
Specific Plan and the GIR low and high scenarios. Assuming U.S. average fuel
efficiency for cars and light duty trucks of 21 mpg according to the EPA, we estimate
gallons of gas consumed, then translate these figures into barrels of oil using standard
conversion factors. Money spent on encrgy imports is calculated using estimates for
imports from foreign origins (36%) and Alaska (21%). We then apply a price of $36.40
price per barrel of oil based on 2004 data.

MSI 9: Housing GINI
ID = .sip(,. -7
1

Where # is the number of classes, X the percentage of units falling into class 7, and ¥ the
percentage based on equal shares. As with GINI, an ID close to 1 indicates a skewed
distribution while an ID close to 0 indicates an equitable distribution.
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4. 00 often we hear that communities cannot afford to “grow By
smart” by conserving open space. But accumulating evidence -Will Rogers
indicates that open space conservation is not an expense but President
an investment that produces important economic benefits. Trust for Public Land

Some of this evidence comes from academic studies and eco-
nomic analysis. Other evidence is from the firsthand experi-
ence of community leaders and government officials who have
found that open space protection does not “cost” but “pays.”
This casebook presents data and examples that can help
leaders and concerned citizens make the economic case for
parks and open space conservation. Some communities pro-
tect open space as a way to guide growth and avert the costs of
urban and suburban sprawl. In others, new parks have invigor-
ated downtown businesses and neighborhood economies,
Some communities work to conserve economically
important landscapes, such as watersheds and farmland, or

. PH SCI[M]’STER
they preserve open space as a way to attract tourists and new TPL President Will Rogers.

business. And many communities are learning that conserved

open space contributes to the quality of life and community
character that supports economic well-being.

Too many community leaders feel they must choose
between economic growth and open space protection. But no
such choice is necessary. Open space protection is good for a
community’s health, stability, beauty, and quality of life. It is
also good for the bottom line.

Opposite: Chattanooga Riverwalk,
Chattanooga, Tennessee,

BrLLy Weeks

Introduction

%



Increased density saves
in infrastructure costs and
contains sprawl.

The Costs of Sprawl Outpace Tax Revenues
Sprawl development not only consumes more land than high-
density development, it requires more tax-supported infra-
structure such asroads and sewer lines. Police and fire services
and schools also must be distributed over a wider area.

One study found that New Jersey communities would save
$1.3 billion in infrastructure costs over 20 years by avoiding
unplanned sprawl development.?

Another predicted that even 2 modest implementation of
higher-density development would save the state of South
Carolina $2.7 billion in infrastructure costs over 20 years.4 And
a third found that jncreasing housing density from 1.8 units per
acre to 5 units per acre in the Minneapolis/St. Paul area would
slash $3 billion in capital infrastructure costs over 20 years. 5

Many community leaders expect that the taxes generated
by growth will pay for the increased costs of sprawl, but in
many instances this is not the case.

» In theisland community of Nantucket, Massachusetts, each
housing unit was found to cost taxpayers an average of $265 a
year more than the unit contributed in taxes. “Simply stated,
new dwellings do not carry their own weight on the tax rolls,”
a town report concluded. ®

* And in Loudoun County, Virginia—the fastest growing coun-
ty in the Washington, D.C. area—costs to service 1,000 new
development units exceeded their tax contribution by as much
as $2.3 million.”

* Studies in DuPage County, Illinois, and Morris County, New
Jersey, suggest-that even commercial development may fail to
pay its own way. In addition to making its own demands on
community resources, commercial development can attract
costly residential sprawl® >

Many communities are saving money and land
by encouraging——or even mandating—clus-
tered housing.

In a typlcal clustered development, homes

“are built closer together on smaller lots and

surrounded by protected open space or con-
servation land.

Clustered housing is cheaper for a commu-
nity to service than houses on targer lots,
largely because it consumes less land and
requires shorter roads, shorter utility lines
and less Infrastructure of other types.

But do people really want to live in clus-
tered housing?

A 1990 study attempted to answer this
question for two communities in New England,
where sprawl is rapldly overwhelming the orig-
Inal clustered development pattern of houses
gathered around a village green and surround-
ed by farms, forests, and other open space.

Researchers used the rate of real estate
appreciation as a measure of consumer
demand for komes In two clustered develop-
ments in Concord and Amherst, Massachusetts.
In both communities the average clustered
home appreclated faster than comparable
homes on conventional lots. )

Clustered housing can allow a community
to meet its land protection goals without
endangering property'values or the tax base
while allowing construction of the same num-
ber of units, the report suggests.

“The home-buyer, speaking . . . through the
marketplace, appears to have demonstrated a
greater desire for a home with access. .. to
permanently protected land, than for one
located on a bigger lot, but without the open-
space amenity."9

Growing Smart 7
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In the early 1900s, engineers in San Antonio,

Texas, planned to bury the San Antonio River
to prevent recurrent flooding. But citizens en-
visloning a riverfront park stopped the project.

Eventually a channel was cut, and flood-
gates were added to control flooding. Trees
and shrubs were planted, and a mile and a half
of walkways were added along the shore.
Stairways connected the walkways to city
streets, and 21 pedestrian bridges spanned
the river. Riverside bulldings, which had long
faced away from the waterway, were given
new entrances facing the park.

Created for $425,000, the park has been
enlarged twice, including the addition of new
canals and walkways. Today, Paseo del Rio is
lined with outdoor cafés, shops, bars, art gal-
leries, and hotels—an irreplaceable retreat for
city residents and workers. The Riverwalk has
also overtaken the Alamo as the single most
popular attraction for the city's $3.5-blllion
tourist industry. 55

26 Tue EcoNoMic BENEFITS OF PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

Laura A. McELrROY

The San Antonio
Riverwalk is the most
popul ar attraction in
the city’s $3.5-billion
tourist industry.

“The lake frontage, river frontage, hillsides and ridges—
those are the places people want to build homes,” says Tom
Steinbach, the AMC’s director of conservation. “But if com-
munities don’t preserve these lands, they will lose their future
economic base.” '

The Impact of Trails and Wildlife Tourism

Hiking and biking trails can also stimulate tourism. Each year
100,000 people come to ride the farnous Slickrock Mountain
Bike Trail near Moalb, Utah. The trail generates $1.3 million in
annual receipts for Moab, part of $86 million spent by visitors
to nearby desert attractions that include Arches and Canyon-
lands National Parks. In 1995, tourism in Moab supported
1,75 0 jobs, generated nearly $1.7 million in taxes, and account-
ed for 78 percent of the local economy.%®

Trails along former railroad corridors also pay handsome
dividends. In recent years the federal government has invested
more than $300 million in more than 9,500 miles of rail trails
in 48 states, and this investment is already paying off.%* For
example, in Dunedin, Florida, store vacancy rates tumbled
from 35 percent to zero after the Pinellas Trail was built through
town beginning in 1990.521In 19§4 fhe Maryland Greenway
Commission authorized a study of the 20-mile Noerthern
Central Rail Trail near Baltimore. Researchers found that
whereas the trail cost $191,893 to maintain and operate in 1993,
that same year it returned $304,000 in state and local taxes.5?
In another study, the National Park Service found that three
rail trails—in Iowa, Florida, and California—contributed
between $1.2 million and $1.9 million per year to their home
communities. 5 ]

Natural open space supports fishing, hunting, and other
wildlife-based tourism. Sport fishing alone boosted the
nation’s economy by $108.4 billion in 1996, supporting 1.2 mil-
lion jobs and generating household income of $28.3 billion.



Atpresentratesof growth, thetourism/

leisure industrywill soon become theleading

U.S. fndustry Of any kind. * Annuat contribution of river-rafting and
kayaking to the economy of Colorado:
—NATIONAL PARK SERVICE $50 million 70

» Amount outdoor recreation adds to the

economy of Arkansas each year: $1.5 hillion 71

» Amount of this figure contributed by canoe-
Sport fishing added $2.4 billion to state tax coffers—nearly ing: $20.1 miltion 72

1 percent of all state tax receipts—while contributing $3.1 bil-

lion in federal income taxes.5% Another $85.4 billion is generat-
ed for the U.S. economy each year by people who feed birds or
observe and photograph wildlife. 7

Funding Resources for Tourists

Recognizing the connection between open space and tourism,
soine communities have begun taxing tourists to raise funds
for park and open space preservation. In 1985 the Montana leg-
islature authorized some small communities that derive a large

portion of their income from tourism to levy a sales tax of up
to 3 percent on tourist-related goods and services to pay for
infrastructure and tourist services, including parks and recre-
ational services, Using receipts from this tax, the town of
Whitefish, Montana is building a bike path.%®

Flagstaff, Arizona, is another community that supports

parks and land acquisition using funds generated by tourists.
Two million tourists visit this community of 50,000 people
each year, attracted by nearby Indian ruins, skiing, national
forests and Grand Canyon National Park. In 1988, the city
passed a 2 percent “bed, board, and booze" tax (known locally
as the BBB tax), which currently raises $3.3 million each year.
A third of the money goes to city park improvements, and an
additional portion goes to city beautification and land acquisi-
tion. The funds are helping to build a 27.5-mile urban trail sys-
tem connecting neighborhoods, commercial areas, and
national forest lands.%°

As travel and tourism swells to become the nation’s lead-
ing industry within the next few years, communities from
coast to coast are coming to see their parks and open lands in
anew light. Long appreciated as resources for residents, in-
creasingly they are being appreciated for their attraction to

In 19986, sport fishing
visitors and as economic engines for the next millennium. ¥  contributed $7.1. billion

to California's econo-
my. East Walker River,
Bridgeport, California.
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About this Publication...

This Briefing Book has been prepared by the Bay Area Open Space Courncil, a cooperative
effort of nearly 40 public agencies and land trusts with responsibilities to acquire, preserve,
restore and manage permanently protected opex space lands in the San Francisco Bay Area.
The purpose of the Briefing Book is to provide an overview of the preservation themes and
needs of the nine-county region. The information contained in this publication is derived from
adopted plans and policies, published reports, and discussions with key professionals. This
Briefing Book is thus a compilation and interpretation of the individual plans and policies of
numerous agencies and organizations, and does not replace or modify the plans and policies of
any individual agency or organization. Financial support for the preparation and distribution
of this Briefing Book has been provided by the Walter and Elise Haas Fund and the members
of the Council. Questions or comments regarding this publication should be directed to John
Woodbury, Program Director, Bay Area Open Space Council at the address below.
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All maps, with the exception of the Ridge Trail map, are the work of the Bay Area

Open Space Council and its members, working in cooperation with Greenlnfo
Network.
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Bob Walker/IDG Films, and the Oakland Museum
David Hansen
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Greenbelt Alliance
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
Santa Clara County Department of Parks and Recreation
Solano County Farmlands and Open Space Foundation
" South Livermore Valley Agricultural Land Trust
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District

UJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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OPEN 5PACE
COUNCIL

530 Bush Street, Room 303, San Francisco, CA 94108
PHone: (510) 654-6591 Fax: (510) 654-5673  EMalL: driohnw(@ix netcom.com



What We've Learned...

Through a combination of low-tech data collection, high-tech computervmappil-lg, and
analysis and review by the best professional expertise in the region, we now know some very
powerful facts about the San Francisco Bay Area:

We’ve Done a Lot. _ : ——

The Bay Area currently has about 950,000 acres of permanently protected open space,
ranging from city parks to natural habitats to cultivated farmland. That’s about 20 percent of
the total land area of the nine counties.

The Old Ways Are Changing.

Conservation easements (both purchased and donated) now account for about 8 percent of all
permanently protected open space. That’s up from about 5 percent in 1992. Most signifi-
cantly, during the 1990°s ease-
ments have accounted for about
half of all new acres protected.
Most of these easements have
had protection of agriculture as a
primary purpose, though many
are also designed to preserve
habitat, water quality, viewsheds,
and community open space
buffers.

Despite Our Best Efforts,
We’re Not Keeping Up.

During the 1990°s we’ve been

adding permanent protection to open space lands at a rate of about 10,000 to 15,000 acres per
year. That represents an increase of between 1.1 and 1.6 percent per year. By contrast the
‘population of the Bay Area has been increasing at a rate of nearly 2 percent per year. Bottom
line: Our recent efforts to permanently protect open space are not keeping pace with popula-
tion growth. Stated another way: The amount of permanent open space per person is declin-
ing.

It’s Getting Harder to Get Away From It AIL

Considering that most agricultural and conservation easements have limited or no public
access, and that many of the wetlands and other critical habitats which we have been acquiring
also have little or no public access, the rate at which we’ve been adding publicly-accessible
open space protection is only about one-third the rate of population growth.
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Goal

Complete the

‘Bay Area Ridge Trail
and the system of
connecting trails

The non-profit Bay Area
Ridge Trail Council is the
prime advocate for a continuous trail system circling the bay and linking the main ridges rising
from the bay. Most segments of the trail which pass through existing public lands have been
designated and identified through signage by the respective public agency owners. Where
private property is involved, broad corridors through which the trail would pass have been
identified, and most of the relevant public agencies have conceptually adopted these corridors.

In many of the areas where gaps in the trail remain, the race is on between threats of develop-
ment and efforts to protect needed open space lands and secure trail right of ways. Although
there is broad public support for the Ridge Trail, property owners have in some cases sought
to block efforts to secure trail right of ways. Also, the SF Public Utilities Commission has so
far refused to permit location of the Ridge Trail along the most attractive alignment in their
Crystal Springs Reservoir watershed, citing water quality concerns

Numerous local park and recreation agencies, cities and counties have endorsed the concept
of the Ridge Trail, and are actively working to close remaining gaps.

The establishment of the
Bay Area Conservancy
Program within the
Coastal Conservancy
means there is now an
institutional structure for
implementing the Ridge
Trail in those areas ‘
where there is no local
agency to do the job.

L g
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Preserve and restore
bay area streams and
watersheds

After 150 years of urbaniza-
tion, channelization,
culverting and misuse, bay
area streams have lost much
of their habitat, recreational
and aesthetic value. Many streams today function as little more than storm water conveyarce
systems, effective only at transporting water runoff, sediments, toxic chemicals and other
pollutants to the bay and ocean. '

Amazingly, however, salmon can still be found struggling up Coyote Creek in the heart of San
Jose, up Walnut Creek past oil refineries , and up many other less impacted streams. Qur
riparian corridors still provide crucial habitat and habitat linkages, and streamside trails give
many city residents their one remaining taste of nature close to home .

Most exciting of all, there are today numerous homegrown creek protection groups, and what
were once single-purpose flood control agencies are joining forces with these citizen groups
and with regulatory agencies to preserve and restore the water quality, habitat and recreational
benefits of our bay area streams. This new watershed management approach is encouraged by
the federal Clean Water Act and other énvironmental laws.

Some restoration and
protection can be accom-
plished through the proper
design of new developments
and through mitigation
requirements.

However, new sources of
funding are needed to be
able to comprehensively
correct past mistakes,
restore habitat and provide
trails that reconnect the
urban population to our
streams.
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( ' Chapter 5 (f

Mitigation of Farmiand Conversion

Local governments can also require that meas-
ures to mitigate a proposed project’s conversion

of agricultural land be discussed in the EIR.

There are three basic types of mitigation meas-

ures, those that require 1) modification of the
development project to reduce the effect of
farmland conversion, 2) replacement of lost
farmland by protecting farmland in another
location, and 3) a fee or exaction paid by the

developer or by homeowners within the devel-
opment project area. Examples of measures that
local governments in California can implement
to mitigate the loss of farmland are summarized

below.

Mitigation Measures for Farmland
Conversion

Project Modifications

* Require a reduction in the proposed number

of developed units.

* Require development projects to include a
surrounding buffer of or for agricultural
land.

»  Establish agricultural buffer area.

* Require clustering of devel - pment units to

reduce the amount of farmland converted,

* Require the consideration of alternate sites if

significant farmland would be affected by
development.

Replacement or Protection of Farmland

* Enact a right-to-farm ordinance.

*  Require that remaining farmland, or an
equal or greater amount of farmland be
placed under Williamson Act contract.

* Require a conservation easement to be
placed on remaining or alternate farmland.

* Require new agricultural land to be brought

into production. -

Deweloper Fees

Require a per-acre mitigation foe on devel-
opment projects to be used for the acquisi-
tion of development rights on farmland in
another location.

Require developer to establish and provide
initial funding for a Mello-Roos District for
the purpose of conserving farmland.
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From: Boyd Darryl [ mailto:Darryl.Boyd@sanjoseca. qov]
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 3:26 PM '

To: 'Brian’; ‘Michele Beasley'; melissa.hippard@sierraclub.org
Cc: Jodi Starbird'; Ketchum, Stan; Hart, Jared

.Subject: RE: Follow-up clarification on farmland preservation as mitigation for farmiand loss in the

Coyote Valley DEIR

Your understanding of our comments is correct. We will clarify the explanation in the FEIR
with a text amendment. Thank you for bringing this to our attention.

Darryl D. Boyd, AICP
Principal Planner

Dept. of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
Voice mail: (408) 535-7898
Fax: (408) 292-6055

. email: darryl.boyd@sanjoseca.gov

City of San Jose
200 East Santa Clara Street
San Jose, CA 95113-1905

From: Brian [ mailto: brian@greenfoothills.org]

Sent: Monday, May 14, 2007 6:01 PM

To: 'Boyd, Darryl'; 'Michele Beasley'; melissa. hlppard@5|erraclub org

Subject: Follow-up clarification on farmland preservation as mitigation for farmland Ioss in the
Coyote Valley DEIR

Dear Darryl,

I want to thank you fof the information you gave verbally at the last Coyote Valley TAC

- meeting about the DEIR’s “Protection of Existing Farmland” on page 115 of the DEIR. I

recently learned that a lawyer besides myself, one with even more experience than I have in

CEQA and reading DEIRs, interpreted that section in the same way I had described at the

TAC meeting. Our combined 20-year plus experience told us that the section stating that
“protection of existing farmland...is not considered by the City of San Jose as adequate

- mitigation under CEQA™ meant that the City was rejecting protection of existing farmland as

6/28/2007 -

a feasible mitigation. This reading was reinforced by the explanation in the DEIR that
preservation was supposedly inadequate “because the net result of such actions would still be
a loss of farmland acreage.” The City used a virtually-identical explanation to justify doing
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no farmland mitigation at all for the Coyote Valley Research Park, so our reading seems
reasonable. '

'[’m attempting to confirm with this email what I understood from your comments on behalf
of the City at the TAC meeting. I understood you to say that the City Staff’s position is that
farmland preservation is in fact a feasible mitigation for the loss of agricultural land, and the
reference to preservation as not being adequate only meant that preservatlon by itself, would
not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

If you could reply to this email confirming that I understood you correctly, it would be very
helpful.

Best,
Brian

Brian Schmidt, Legislative Advocaie

Committee for Green Foothills

(650) 968-7243, brian@greenfoothills.org
http://www.greenfoothills.org

We’re blogging! hitp://www.greenfoothilis.org/blog

. Michele Beasley
South Bay Field Representative
Greenbelt Alliance -

1922 The Alameda, Suite 213
San Jose, CA 95126

Ph: 408.983.0856

Fx: 408.983.1001

SF.main: 415.543.6771
wwwy.greenbelt,org

Greenbelt Alliance protects open space and promotes livable
communities in the San Francisco Bay Area.

Join us today at www.greenbeit.org . Your donation helps make the Bay
Area a great place to live, work, and play.

6/28/2007
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THE SAN FRANCISCO/OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE

FACTS AT A GLANCE

Location: Interstate 80 between San Francisco and Alameda Counties.
Length: 23,000 feet (4.5 miles), total project: structural and roadway including approaches, toll plaza, etc.,
8.4 miles.

Sfructure: Suspension, tunnel, cantilever and truss

West Bay Suspensiqn Bridge:

Length 9260 feet (2822 meters)

Vertical clearance 229 feet

Span Length 2,310 feét

Tower Height 526 feet (from water level)

East Bay Cantilever Bridge: - |

Length 10,176 feet

hitp:/fwww.dot.ca.gov/hg/esc/tollbridge/SFOBB/Sfobbfacts.html 6/28/2007
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Vertical clearance 191 feet

Span length 1,400 feet

Deepest Bridge Pier: 242 feet below water level - 396 feet high

Tunnel: Largest bore tunnel in the world: 76' wide, 58" high (546 meters (1700") long)
Opened: Nox}ember 12, 1936

Cost: $77 million (Including Transbay Transit Terminal)

Traffic Lanes: Upper level: five lanes westbound

Lower level: five lane eastbound

Avg. Daily Traffic: 270,000 vehicles

CONSTRUCTING THE IMPOSSIBLE

Conceived in the Gold Rush Days, a bridge spanning the San Francisco Bay linking The cities of San Francisco
and Oakland always seemed like an engineering and financial impossibility. The water separating the cities was
too deep and wide. In fact, in 1921 a transbay underwater tube crossing was recommended as the best way of
crossing the bay. However this idea was soon deemed inappropriate for automobile traffic.

Practical and economic concerns would make the bridge a reality. Oakland streetcar lines were laid out to feed
passengers to a fleet of ferry boats traversing the bay. In 1928, ferries carried over 46 million passengers
between the two shorelines. Finally, with the popularity and mass production of the automobile, it was
determined that a bridge was necessary and such a structure could support itself with tolls.

In 1926, the California Legislature created the Toll Bridge Authority, a policy-making body charged with the
responsibility for bridging San Francisco and Alameda County.

The challenges facing the Toll Bridge Authority were monumental. California State Highway Engineer Charles
C. Purcell was put in charge of organizing the design and construction of the Bay Bridge. Fortunately, between
the two shorelines was a mountain of shale rock rising above the Bay: Yerba Buena Island. The island divides
the Bay into two sections allowing for two crossings, which would meet at the island. Permission was granted
from the Army and Navy, tenants of the island, to use it as an anchorage.

Yet spanning the 1.78 miles between the San Francisco and Yerba Buena Island required ingenuity on a grand
scale. The water, 100 fect deep at some points, and the underlying soil conditions required new techniques for
placing bridge foundations. The solution: build two suspension bridges.

Using plans conceived by Daniel E. Moran of New York, the nation's top expert on deep-water foundations,
Purcell decided to build a center anchorage between the shoreline and Yerba Buena Island. The anchorage
would be a monolithic concrete pier supporting one end of each of the two suspension bridges connecting Yerba
Buena Island with San Francisco. ' ; ) '

New techniques were implemented in the construction of the center anchorage. Fifty-five steel tubes, each 15

feet in diameter were filled with compressed air, bound within a caisson and towed via tugboat to the middle of
the channel. Anchors were installed on the bay bottom and cables from the anchors were used o guide the

http://Www.dot.ca.govmq/esc/tollbridge/SF OBB/Sfobbfacts.html A/IR/INNT
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caisson into place. The stecl pipes were sunk through the water into the Bay mud. Clamshells, a digging
apparatus lowered by chain, were dropped through the huge pipes to excavate the bay mud. Water jets were
used to clear the mud in the spaces between the pipes. As one pipe was lowered to a desired depth it was capped
and filled with compressed air, while the next pipe was lowered. Through this process the caisson was lowered
over 100 feet through the bay mud and clay until it sat on bedrock 220 feet below the water at low tide.

The west bay's first suspension tower was installed using coffer dams to provide a dry work area for the
foundation. Steel sheet piles were driven into the bay floor, eventually forming a water tight coffer dam. The
sea water was then pumped out and the suspension bridge tower's foundation was laid. Hammerhead cranes,
rising from atop the tower itself, were used to raise the steel structure. Four suspension towers were constructed
in this manner, two on each side of the center anchorage.

A total of 17,464 wires, each 0.195 inches in diameter, were spun in each of the two cables supporting each
bridge. A shuttle wheel took a loop of wires from one anchorage and carried it over the towers to the other
anchorage, hooking it to anchored eyebars. The shuitle then picked up another loop of wire and shuttled it back,
hooking this loop on an eyebar at the other end. In this manner the cables were spun, forming a cable which is
28.75 inches in diameter. Each cable exerts a pull of 37,million pounds of dead and live load on its anchorage.

THE EAST BAY CROSSING

The crossing from the Oakland shoreline to Yerba Bucna Island was an immense feat of engineering, although
less difficult than the deep water crossing on the other side. It was spanned by a 10,176 foot cantilever bridge,
the longest bridge of its kind at the time. This bridge employs the world's deepest bridge pier, sunk 242 feet
below the water level.

The cantilever and suspension bridges meet at Yerba Buena Island via a tunnel through the shale hill on the
island. The Yerba Buena Tunnel is listed in the Guinness book of World Records as the largest diameter bore
tunnel in the world, measuring 76 feet wide by 56 feet high. ‘

Construction took three years, and was completed six months ahead of schedule. The bridge had consumed over
six percent of the total steel output of the nation in 1933. Total costs were $77 million, including the
construction of the Transbay Transit Terminal.

UNFORSEEN EXPANSION

Almost as soon as the bridge was opened in 1936, traffic on the Bay Bridge exceeded levels predicted for 1950.
This was partly due to the lack of other bridges crossing the bay, but also because passengers abandoned the
ferry services and chose to cross via the bridge. The bridge operators lowered tolls in an attempt to lure ferry
users. The strategy was successful.

In the early years, the bridge carried three lanes of auto traffic in each direction on the upper deck. The lower
deck was reserved for truck traffic and the inter-urban railway, including the Key System street cars that ran
through the East Bay. '

Auto traffic increased greatly. In 1958, $49 million was allocated to re-configure the bridge. The railway system
was remeoved and the upper deck was re-aligned to carry five lanes of westbound truck and auto traffic. The
lower deck carried five lanes of eastbound traffic..The road deck through Yerba Buena Island had to be lowered
- to accommodate the large trucks that would now be allowed on the upper lanes. This work was done while
traffic continued to use the bridge. ‘

IMPROVEMENTS/INNOVATIONS

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/esc/tollbridge/SFOBB/Sfobbfacts.html 6/28/2007
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Increasing traffic volumes have made additional innovations necessary.

In 1971, tolls were reduced in priority lanes for high occupancy vehicles (HOV), encouraging bus and carpool
use. By 1973, more than half the 50,000 commuters entering the toll plaza between the commute hours of 6
a.m. and 9 a.m. used the HOV lanes. In March of 1975 the tolls for these lanes were dropped entirely.

One of the most important innovations on the Bay Bridge was the installation of a signal system to regulate
traffic on the bridge. The traffic metering system functions through roadway sensors linked to a main computer
which activates signals that rhythmically merge 15 lanes into five and allows carpools and buses to bypass any
backup before entering the bridge itself.

Traffic accidents were reduced 15 percent after the metering system was installed . As many as 500 more
vehicles per hour can cross the bridge during peak periods due to metering.

EARTHQUAKE RETROFITTING

A section of the bridge was damaged in the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake which measured 7.1 on the Richter
scale. Bolts holding a section of the upper deck on the truss section sheared causing a portion of the deck to
unhinge and fall onto the lower deck. The earthquake demonstrated that despite the Bay Bridge's behemoth
stature and deep piers, it was vulnerable to damage during strong quakes.

Retrofit work to prevent any future failures has begun.
Financing

Construction of the Bay Bridge was financed through a series of bonds. Net revenues from the Bay Bridge have
been combined with funds generated from the San Mateo-Hayward and Dumbarton Bridges.

This fund financed the Bay Bridge reconstruction in 1958, the new San Mateo-Hayward Bridge ($ 70 million),
and the new Dumbarton Bridge ($70 million). The bulk of toll revenues currently are turned over to the regional
transportation planning agency The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and redistributed to the Bay Area
Rapid Transit District (BART), San Francisco Municipal Railway and Alameda County Transit.

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/esc/tollbridge/SFOBB/Sfobbfacts. html 6RIINNT



