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GENERAL PLAN MASTER FILE INDEX 
BY NUMBER 
Revised March 10, 2010 
 
General Plan Amendment Number 14: Revise text, some policies and the land 
use map of the Plan. 
 
(Changing Parkway School and the west end of Curtis School from Educational 
to Residential Garden Apartments; increasing the density of the vacant land 
north of Agnew Village, changing the Lick Mill property from Heavy Industrial to 
Medium Density Residential and Increasing the density of the townhouse 
designation from 6 - 10 dwellings per acre to eight dwelling units per acre. 
 
General Plan Amendment #15:  Revision of the Housing Element 
 
General Plan Amendment #16:  Revision of Land Use Element changing 
designation of the Jefferson School from Education to Medium Density 
Residential; and the District offices from Institutional to Medium Density 
Residential and making related text changes. 
 
General Plan Amendment #17: 
 
General Plan Amendment #18: Change Land Use designation for about 175 
acres of publicly owned property (GA on the west; Hwy 237 on the north; 
Guadalupe River and Lafayette Street on the east and Tasman Drive on the 
south). 
 
General Plan Amendment #19: Incorporate the Bayshore North 
Redevelopment Plan as an Element of the General Plan of the City of Santa 
Clara. 
 
General Plan Amendment #20: General Plan Amendment which proposes 
changing the Land Use of the following school sites as well as the Sobrato 
Property (35 acres north of Mission College Blvd., east of Great America) and the 
Esperanca Property (45 acres north of Agnew Village, west of Lafayette Street): 
1) Agnew; 2) Brown; and 3) Montgomery. 
 
General Plan Amendment #21: To change the land use designation of 
approximately 76 acres of the 154 acre Mission College site. 
 
General Plan Amendment #22: To change land use designation of the former 
Earl Warren and Karem College sites from Education to Townhouse Density 
Residential. 
 
General Plan Amendment #23: Change General Plan to show single family 
residential use on the former Earl Warren School Site. 
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General Plan Amendment #24: Regarding Draft Housing Element 
 
General Plan Amendment 243A: To change 5 acres of the North side of  
Newhall Street west of Washington Street known as “Youth Village” from 
Institutional to Garden Apartments - 10 to 24 dwelling units per acre. 
 
General Plan Amendment #25: For Walden Hotel for General Plan Change 
from Urban Reserve to Tourist Commercial. 
 
General Plan Amendment #26: Update of City’s General Plan to bring it into 
consistency with the Housing element, accomplish a boundary exchange with the 
City of San Jose (Airport property 24.11 acres) and Santa Clara University 
property located south of Campbell Avenue 
 
General Plan Amendment #27: Amendment to the Old Quad General Plan - 
reflecting the Prometheus Development and the needs of Santa Clara University. 
 
General Plan Amendment #28: EIR, rezone and development of the Fairway 
Glen Golf Course from B Public-Quasi Public to R3-36 (High Density Residential) 
 
General Plan Amendment #29: FMC Corporation: regarding to change from 
Heavy Industrial to Tourist. 
 
General Plan Amendment #30: To change the designation of 9.43 acre parcel 
at the southwest corner of Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive from 
Industrial Park to Mixed Use to allow a residential and retail commercial 
development up to 50 dwelling units per acre and significant retail commercial 
space. 
 
General Plan Amendment #31: To amend General Plan to Townhouse 
Residential  (eight to sixteen dwelling units) - Esperanca Property 
 
General Plan Amendment #32: Enumerating the Goals of the City of Santa 
Clara, incorporate the Land Use, Housing, Transportation, Environmental 
Quality, Public Facilities and Service Elements.  Includes land use 
changes/expresses current City policies to guide future development, establishes 
programs to implement these policies through the year 2005. 
 
General Plan Amendment #33:   Mixed Use Development 
Northeast corner of Lawrence Expressway and Stevens Creek Boulevard.  
Specific Amendment for Mixed Use Designation for the Construction of 
Retail/Residential Structure. 
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General Plan Amendment #34:   Old Quad Area 
Addressed a number of defined areas within the Old Quad Area of the City where 
there were proposed changes from the existing General Plan Land Use 
Designations which were primarily higher density residential uses, to Single 
Family Detached Designation. 
 
General Plan Amendment #35: Merchese/Kaiser Hospital 
Southwest corner of Lawrence Expressway and Homestead (approx. 40acres).  
Land Use designation from Mixed Use and Light Industrial to Public Facilities – 
Institutional. 
 
General Plan Amendment #36: Hope Rehabilitation/State of California 
1196 Hope Drive (97-08-041 & 042) Land Use Designation from Institution to 
Multi-Family Detached to Single Family Attached and Public Facilities – Parks & 
Recreation. 
Adopted December 19, 1995. 
 
General Plan Amendment #37: Esperanca/Citation Homes (30 acres plus) 
North of 3rd, West of Lafayette, South of City Santa Clara Electric Utility area, 
West of Fuller.  Land Use Designation from Urban Reserve and Single Family 
Detached to Single Family Attached and Public Facilities – Parks & Recreation.  
Adopted December 19, 1995. 
 
General Plan Amendment #38: Souza/Core Development (1.71 acres) 2170 
Agnews Road (104-13-064) Land Use designation from Light Industrial to Single 
Family Attached.  Adopted October 24, 1995. 
 
General Plan Amendment #39: State of California Agnews State Development 
Center West Campus (approx. 300 acres) N.E. corner of Lafayette & Montague 
Expressway (97-8-0223).  Land Use Designation from Public Facilities to Mixed 
Use Industrial – Office/Research & Development.  Adopted September 30, 1997. 

General Plan Amendment #40: 3Com Southwest corner of State Highway 237 
and Great America parkway (104-52-001 & 002) Land Use Designation from 
Tourist Commercial to Light Industrial – Office/Research & Development.  
Adopted April 8, 1997.  

General Plan Amendment #41: City of Santa Clara  Update of General Plan 
Text.  Status:  Housing Element, Land Use and Transportation Elements Update 
Study Sessions start in July 2000. (03/8/00). 

General Plan Amendment #42: City of Santa Clara El Camino Gateway 
Thoroughfare Land Use Designation and Text Amendment (from Mixed Use, 
General Office, Commercial Thoroughfare, Neighborhood Commercial and Light 
Industrial) adopted June 10, 1997. 
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General Plan Amendment #43: City of Santa Clara/PAL site                             
Status: amendment is dead/combined with GPA #45 for Bayshore North. 

General Plan Amendment #44: North Valley Baptist Church                              
3520 De La Cruz Blvd. Land Use Designation from Industrial Transition to 
Education adopted June 29, 1999.  

General Plan Amendment #45: City of Santa Clara Bayshore North and 
Historic Resources Land Use Designation(s) and Text Changes.  Approved 
September 14, 1999. 

General Plan Amendment #46: City of Santa Clara SRO/Family Housing site 
Southwest corner of Lick Mill Blvd, and Tasman –4.3 acres.  (Western portion of 
97-02-104).  Land Use Designation from Community Commercial to Residential.  
Adopted July 18, 2000. 

General Plan Amendment #47: City of Santa Clara City Council 1212 & 1123 
Reed St. (224-23-016 & 017).    Land Use Designation from Single Family 
Detached to Single Family Attached.  Adopted April 21, 1999. 

General Plan Amendment #48:  HOK Program Management 4555 Great 
America Parkway from Tourist Commercial to Office/R&D.  Approved June 27, 
2000. [KR] 

General Plan Amendment #49:  French Unit 42 – Unit high density, Transit 
Oriented Development, change from Neighborhood Commercial and Moderate 
Density Residential to High Density Residential.  Approved July 11, 2000. [KR] 

General Plan Amendment #50:  2002 General Plan Update of Housing and 
Land Use Element.  Adopted July 23, 2002 [CITYWIDE] 

General Plan Amendment #51: Agnews Rivermark Master Community Plan to 
change a portion of site from Office/R&D to Mixed Use to allow additional 
housing and to designate public facilities that are a part of the master plan. 
Approved September 29, 2000. [GG] 

General Plan Amendment #52:  1000 Scott Boulevard 6.1 acres from Office to 
Single Family attached (included existing adjacent development).    Approved 
December 5, 2000. [?] 

General Plan Amendment #53:  3600 Flora Vista Moderate Density Residential 
to Medium Ddensity Residential for 6.3 acres.  Adopted November 27, 2001. 
[JAS] 

General Plan Amendment #54:  1100 Hope Drive Industrial-Office/Research & 
Development to Mixed Use.  16 acres located at the northeast corner of Agnew 
Road and Lafayette Street (State of CA and Citation Homes – PLN2003-03427).   
Adopted September 16, 2003. [JAS] 
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General Plan Amendment #55:  3951 Stevens Creek Blvd. Thoroughfare 
Commercial to Mixed Use, 2.9 acres at the northwest corner of Stevens Creek 
Blvd. And Buckingham Dr. (Dorcich/Vidovich).  Adopted December 2, 2003. [DH] 

General Plan Amendment #56:  State of California/BAREC (PLN2003-03744) 
90 N. Winchester at Forest, 17 acres from Moderate Density Residential to 
Single Family Residential Attached and Park. Approved June 19, 2007. [GS] 

General Plan Amendment #57:  Application withdrawn 

General Plan Amendment #58:  (PLN2003-03896)  435 El Camino Real from 
Gateway Thoroughfare to Transit Oriented Mixed Use for 6.8 acre portion of 13.6 
acre parcel (Sobrato) [301 d.u./apts). Approved January 27, 2004. [DF] 

General Plan Amendment #59:  (PLN2003-03898) 445 El Camino Real from 
Gateway Thoroughfare to Institutional for 6.8 acre portion of 13.6 acre parcel 
(Santa Clara University sports field].  Approved January 27, 2004. [DF] 
 
General Plan Amendment #60:  Amendment to Housing Element Program #16 
to delete the wording identified by italics: 

“Require developers of residential developments of 10 or more units to 
provide at least 10 percent of their units at rents or prices affordable to low 
and moderate income households, provided Redevelopment Agency 
housing funds are available.” 

Adopted July 20, 2004. [DH]  
 
General Plan Amendment #61  (PLN2004-04630) 900 Pomeroy from Single 
Family Detached to Single Family Attached for .82 acre site at northwest corner 
of Pomeroy and Brookdale.  Approved February 22, 2005. [DH] 
 
General Plan Amendment #62  (PLN2004-04707) 3600 Pruneridge from Single 
Family Detached to Single Family Attached for 2.43 acre site at southwest corner 
of Lawrence Expressway and Pruneridge.  Approved March 22, 2005. [JuS] 
 
General Plan Amendment #63 (PLN2005-05260) 2250 El Camino Real, from 
Mixed Use to High Density Residential for one acre site located on the southside 
of El Camino Real mid-block between McCormick and Las Padres.  Approved 
May 9, 2006. [DF] 
 
General Plan Amendment #64 (PLN2006-06121) 3301 Homestead Road from 
Moderate Density Residential to Medium Density Residential for 1.1 acre site at 
northwest corner of Homestead and Pomeroy Avenue.  Approved March 6, 2007. 
[DH] 
 
General Plan Amendment #65 (PLN2006-05960) 1460 Monroe Street from 
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Gateway Thoroughfare Mixed Use to Transit-Oriented Mixed Use for 19,130 
square foot site at southwest corner of El Camino Real and Monroe Street.  
Approved September 25, 2007. [DF] 
 
General Plan Amendment #66 General Plan Text Amendment to Sanitary 
Sewer section of Public Facilities Element. Adopted June 5, 2007. 
 
General Plan Amendment #67  (PLN2007-06524, PLN2007-06347, CEQ2007-
01040) 1828-1878 Main Street from Single Family Detached and Convenience 
Commercial to Medium Density Residential for 25,000 square foot site at 
northwest corner of Warburton Avenue and Main Street.  Approved August 21, 
2007. [EO] 
 
General Plan Amendment #68  (PLN2007-06419) 2585 El Camino Real from 
Mixed Use to Transit-Oriented Mixed Use for 1.5 acre site on the north side of El 
Camino Real just east of Saratoga Creek.  Withdrawn. [DF] 
 
General Plan Amendment #69   (PLN2008-06858) Both sides of Augustine, 
east of Bowers, from 101 to Scott Blvd. Light Industrial to Office/Research & 
Development (30.6 acres).  Approved May 5, 2009. [YC] 
 
General Plan Amendment #70   Comprehensive Update of the General Plan.  
Pending December 2010. [CITYWIDE] 
 
General Plan Amendment #71   (PLN2008-07176) San Tomas Business Park 
Campus. 2600, 2800 San Tomas Expressway and 2400 Condensa Street 
located on both sides of San Tomas Aquino Creek, south of Central Expressway. 
Light Industrial to Office/Research & Development for 35.6-acre site on three 
parcels. Approved December 2, 2008. [YC] 
 
General Plan Amendment #72  (PLN2008-06947) San Francisco 49ers 
Stadium. 4900 Centennial Blvd. Pending. [JS] 
 
 
 

I:\PLANNING\PLANDOCS\General Plan\Log of Amendments\3-03-10 update.doc 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 

 

City of Santa Clara Water Supply Forecast for General Plan Update 
 

Subject:  Water Supply Forecast for General Plan Update 2035 
To:   Kevin Riley, Director of Planning and Inspection  
From:   Chris de Groot, Assistant Director of Water & Sewer Utilities  
Date:   April 27, 2010 
 

 
This Technical Memorandum summarizes the methodology and results of the water supply 
forecast for the City of Santa Clara General Plan Update, addressing the water supply necessary 
to accommodate the projected development associated with the General Plan Update. 
 
The Technical Memorandum is organized as follows: 
 

Executive Summary 

1  Background 

2  Water supply 

3  Water demands 

4 Comparison of water demand and water supply 

5 Conclusion 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The results of the Water Supply Forecast and related analysis for the City of Santa Clara General 
Plan Update 2035 are summarized below. 
 
Phase 1: 2010-2015 
The results of the Water Supply Forecast indicate sufficient water supply is available to meet the 
estimated water demand for Phase 1.  Table 1 summarizes the square footage and dwelling units 
for the draft General Plan Update Phase 1 (2010-2015).  The square footage and dwelling units 
are based on population projections from the draft General Plan Update 2035.  In addition to the 
square footages and dwelling units listed in Table 1, Phase 1 will also entail 4.32 acres of open 
space. The population projections for the draft General Plan Update Phase 1 varies by 2.8% from 
the ABAG 2007 population projections.  The Water Supply Forecast is based on the ABAG 2007 
population projections, therefore a slight difference in water demand applies for Phase 1.  
However, this slight population difference is negligible for the analysis completed in this Water 
Supply Forecast. 
 

Table 1: City of Santa Clara General Plan Update  - Phase 1 (2010-2015) 

Proposed Land Use 
Square 

Feet 
Dwelling Units 

Mixed Use Medium Density Residential/Commercial 86,869 510 

Mixed Use High Density Residential/Commercial 546,365 1,309 

Commercial 48,765 N/A 

Office/R&D 4,106,620 N/A 

Total 4,788,619 1,819 

 
 
Phase 2: 2015-2025 
The results of the Water Supply Forecast indicate sufficient water supply is available to meet the 
estimated water demand for Phase 2.  Table 2 summarizes the square footage and dwelling units 
for the General Plan Update Phase 2 (2015-2025).  The square footage and dwelling units are 
based on population projections from the draft General Plan Update 2035.  In addition to the 
square footages and dwelling units listed in Table 2, Phase 2 will also entail 13.69 acres of open 
space.  The population projections for the draft General Plan Update Phase 2 varies by 3.2% from 
the ABAG 2007 population projections.  The Water Supply Forecast is based on the ABAG 2007 
population projections, therefore a slight difference in water demand applies for Phase 2.  
However, this slight population difference is negligible for the analysis completed in this Water 
Supply Forecast. 

 
Table 2: City of Santa Clara General Plan Update - Phase 2 (2015-2025) 

Proposed Land Use 
Square 

Feet 
Dwelling Units 

Mixed Use Medium Density Residential/Commercial 173,736 1,020 

Mixed Use High Density Residential/Commercial 1,092,776 2,617 

Commercial 97,530 N/A 

Office/R&D 8,459,480 N/A 

Medium Density Residential N/A 448 

High Density Residential N/A 760 

Total 9,823,522 4,845 
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Phase 3: 2025-2035 
The results of the Water Supply Forecast indicate sufficient water supply is available to meet the 
estimated water demand for Phase 3.  Table 3 summarizes the square footage and dwelling units 
for the General Plan Update Phase 3 (2025-2035).  The square footage and dwelling units are 
based on population projections from the draft General Plan Update 2035.  In addition to the 
square footages and dwelling units listed in Table 3, Phase 3 will also entail 47.89 acres of open 
space.  The population projections for the draft General Plan Update Phase 3 varies by 4.2% from 
the ABAG 2007 population projections.  The Water Supply Forecast is based on the ABAG 2007 
population projections, therefore a slight difference in estimated water demand applies for Phase 
3.  However, this slight population difference is negligible for the analysis completed in this 
Water Supply Forecast. 
 

Table 3: City of Santa Clara General Plan Update - Phase 3 (2025-2035) 

Proposed Land Use Square Feet 
Dwelling 

Units 

Mixed Use Medium Density Residential/Commercial 173,736 1,020 

Mixed Use High Density Residential/Commercial 1,092,776 2,294 

Commercial 97,530 N/A 

Office/R&D 8,459,480 N/A 

High Density Residential N/A 2,297 

Medium Density Residential N/A 1,101 

Total 9,823,522 6,712 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The City of Santa Clara (“City”) is currently preparing an update of its General Plan.  The 
proposed General Plan Update includes three planning phases: 2010-2015, 2015-2025 and 2025-
2035, in which changes to land uses have been identified for specific areas of the City.  As part of 
the General Plan Update process, a study was conducted to evaluate the impacts of the proposed 
General Plan developments on the City’s water supply and the City’s ability to supply adequate 
quantities of water for the proposed developments.  
 
 
WATER SUPPLY 
 
The City of Santa Clara has four sources of water.  These sources include two treated water 
sources, groundwater, and recycled water.  The two treated water sources are the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District (“SCVWD” or “District”) and the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (“SFPUC”).  The City also owns and operates 28 groundwater wells 
(“Groundwater”) located within the City’s boundaries.  The City purchases recycled water from 
South Bay Water Recycling (“SBWR”). Recycled water use is limited by the availability of 
acceptable uses and proximity to the recycled water distribution system.  The use of treated 
surface water from SCVWD and SFPUC is limited by contracts with the District and SFPUC.   
 
Potable Water Supply 
The Santa Clara potable water system is separated into four interconnected pressure zones in 
order to provide optimum pressures throughout the City.  The four pressure zones in the City are 
shown in Figure 3.  Figure 4 shows the water source by area.  As shown in Figure 3, water 
purchased from SFPUC is used to supply water north of Highway 101.  Treated surface water 
purchased from the SCVWD is used in conjunction with groundwater to supply water to the 
southern portion of the City. 
 
Groundwater 
The City of Santa Clara is supplied by groundwater from the Santa Clara Valley Groundwater 
Basin.  The Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin extends from the Coyote Narrows at Metcalf 
Road in South San Jose to Santa Clara County’s northern boundary.  The basin is bounded on the 
west and east by the Santa Cruz and Diablo Ranges, respectively.  The mountain ranges converge 
at Coyote Narrows to form a sub basin.  The sub basin is 22 miles long and 15 miles wide, at its 
widest point, and has a 225 mile surface area.  District staff estimates that the operational storage 
capacity of the sub basin is 350,000 acre feet with an estimated maximum annual withdrawal of 
200,000 acre feet.1  The Santa Clara Valley groundwater basin is not adjudicated.  The allowable 
withdrawal or safe yield of groundwater by the City of Santa Clara is dependent upon a number 
of factors including: withdrawals by other water agencies, quantity of water recharged and the 
carry over storage from the previous year.  In April of each year, when the quantity of imported 
water available to the District by contract and the local water yield can be estimated fairly 
accurately, the District estimates the carryover storage.  Based on the calculated carryover 
capacity and the anticipated customer demands, the District reviews and modifies its groundwater 
management strategy in order to maintain adequate water in the basin to avoid subsidence.2  
 
The City has constructed and currently operates 28 wells for extracting potable groundwater from 
the basin.  The City’s wells are strategically distributed around the City.  The exact location of the 
wells is not included in this document for security reasons.  This distribution of wells adds to the 

                                                 
1 City of Santa Clara Urban Water Management Plan, p 11 
2 Santa Clara Valley Water District, Draft Urban Water Management Plan, August 2005 
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reliability of the water system and minimizes the possibility of localized subsidence due to 
localized over-drafting.  The 2005 UWMP contained a detailed analysis of the historic pumping 
rates and the depth to water at each well.  Minor seasonal fluctuations in the depth to water were 
noted in the analysis but there is no evidence of declining water table or over-drafting.  
 
The City has well capacity that is not currently being used.3  The water utility analyzes the 
capacity of the wells by dividing the actual groundwater production by the theoretical 
groundwater production if all wells were run at their rated capacity.  This calculation yields a 
“utilization factor” which approximates the percentage of time the wells are run or the percentage 
of the total groundwater production capacity that is utilized.  The utilization factor for the City’s 
wells is currently 22% with several wells being used at less than 10% of their rated capacity.  The 
individual well utilizations are shown in Figure 6.  The District has not determined a resource 
limit to the City’s use of groundwater; rather it has represented its ability to obtain sufficient 
quantities of water supply for the overall water requirements as stated in the City’s 2005 UWMP.  
The amount of groundwater pumped over the period from FY1985/86 to FY2008/09 is shown in 
Figure 1 below.   
 
 

 
Figure 1 

City of Santa Clara
Historic Groundwater Pumping
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The most recent information from DWR indicates that neither the Santa Clara Valley Basin, nor 
the Santa Clara Sub Basin, is currently listed as over-drafted.4   As shown in Figure 2, even when 
the City was at the historic peak for groundwater production FY1986/87, the basin was not 
approaching overdraft. 

 

                                                 
3 City of Santa Clara 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, Appendix H 
4 Department of Water Resources, California’s Groundwater Update 2003, DWR Bulletin 118 
www.groundwater.water.ca.gov/bulletin118/update2003/ 
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Figure 2 
Hydrograph for Santa Clara Valley Sub Basin Index Well (07S01E07R013)5 

 
 
Recycled Water Supply  
The recycled water available in the City is provided by SBWR and meets current State Title 22 
regulations of the California Department of Public Health for unrestricted use. This designation 
allows for the use of recycled water for irrigation and industrial use within specific guidelines.  
As noted in the 2005 UWMP there is ample capacity within the recycled water system to meet 
substantial additional demands.  The San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant 
currently produces approximately 100 million gallons per day of water that meets recycled water 
standards, however system-wide recycled water sales are approximately 10 million gallons per 
day.  The recycled water distribution system is shown in Figure 5. 
 
The recycled water system has operated since 1989 with minimal interruptions in service. SBWR 
strives to reduce the number of instances, duration, and magnitude of any service interruptions. 
The use of recycled water at any site is contingent upon the completion of the necessary 
improvements in accordance with SBWR, City of Santa Clara and California Department of 
Public Health rules and regulations regarding the use of recycled water.  
 
Figure 5 also shows the expansion of the recycled water distribution system that is currently 
being constructed.  A total 6.6 miles of distribution piping is being added to the system in Santa 
Clara, which will allow for a greater number of sites to have access to recycled water.  Several 
large irrigation customers are located along the routes of the pipeline extensions.  It is estimated 
that the expansion will allow for the potential connection of 44 customers and increased recycled 
water annual sales totaling an estimated 1,487 acre-ft.   
 
 
 

                                                 
5 Santa Clara Valley Water District, Groundwater Conditions 2002/2003, January 2005 
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Effect of Climate Change on Future Water Supplies  
Several reports that were reviewed in detail on the potential effects of climate change on water 
supply6,7,8,9 share common recurring themes with regards to water supply reliability: 

 Climate change may result in changes in patterns of precipitation.  The majority of 
reports note potentially reduced snowpack, earlier spring runoff, and more rainfall. 

 Warmer temperatures could lead to longer growing seasons and increased need for 
irrigation, and changes in evapotranspiration rates. 

 Rising sea levels could influence groundwater and San Francisco Delta operations due to 
saltwater intrusion. 

 The reservoir system within California may not be adequate to handle the change in 
precipitation patterns. 

 Prior to 1980, historic data was a good predictor of rainfall amounts.  Since 1980 historic 
data is not as reliable a predictor. 

 Droughts may occur more frequently. 

 Climatic Models yield inconsistent results.  Some models indicate precipitation will 
increase, others that it will decrease.10 

 Operational adaptation may be necessary if precipitation patterns change.  For example if 
spring runoff occurs earlier, additional groundwater recharge or reservoir storage may be 
needed. 

However, these reports also share several other common themes.  The report are generally 
making projections over a much longer period of 50 to 100 years, than is covered by this 
technical memorandum.  Climatic Models also yield varying results based on the assumptions of 
the individual modelers.  Some model predict more precipitation, others predict less.  In general, 
the reports lack specific data that can be used to adjust or plan for supply reliability.  The reports 
contain generalizations and most contain disclaimers such as: 

“It should be emphasized that these model results are not intended as specific 
predictions, but rather are scenarios based on potential climatic variability and 
change driven by both natural variability and human induced changes”11  

Water resource planning requires accepting and planning for a certain amount of variability both 
in water supply and water demand projections.  As an example, this technical memorandum 
analyzes the potential impacts of single and multiple dry year scenarios.  Conservative supply and 
demand assumptions have historically been used in order to increase the probability of an 
adequate supply.  This Memorandum is based on a number of noted conservative assumptions.  
The information currently available on the potential effects of climate change indicates a potential 
increase in variability of supply that may require adaptation at the State level.  However, the 
potential effects of climate change over the 25-year planning period covered by this 

                                                 
6 Climate Change and California Water Resources: A Survey and Summary of Literature, Pacific Institute, July 2003 
7 Draft The State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2009, State of California Department of Water Resources, 
December 2009 
8 Using Future Climate Projections to Support Water Resources Decision Making in California, California Climate Action 
Center, May 2009 
9 Managing an Uncertain Future Climate Change Adaptation for California’s Water, State of California Department of 
Water Resources Oct. 2008 
10 Pacific Institute, July 2003, Page 5 
11 Pacific Institute, July 2003 Page 5 
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Memorandum are not quantified in the literature to a degree of specificity that allows for the 
adjustment of the water demand or supply calculations. 

Prior Water Planning  
The City has projected meeting anticipated future water demands using the City’s four existing 
water supplies and water conservation.  The City’s analysis of future water demand and available 
supply, which will be discussed later in this Memorandum, indicates that additional water 
supplies are not necessary to meet current projected demands for the General Plan 2035 update.  
 
The 2005 UWMP projected water supplies through 2030 as was required by the Department of 
Water Resources.  Table 4 shows the projected water supply by source, including conservation, 
found in the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)12 from 2010 through 2030.   
 

Table 4: 2005 UMWP Water Supply Projections by Water Source (acre-f/yr)1 

Source 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Groundwater 16,298 17,257 18,346 19,340 20,387 

SFPUC 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 

SCVWD 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 

Recycled Water 3,700 4,000 4,300 4,500 4,500 

Conservation 918 1,232 1,288 1,344 1,380 

Total 30,986 32,559 34,004 35,254 36,337 

 
Several changes have occurred since the 2005 UWMP was written including the renegotiation of 
the contract with SFPUC and restrictions being placed on the pumping of water from the Delta.  
The impact of these changes will be described in detail later in this Memorandum. 
 
The 2005 UWMP projected the potential water demand for each 5 year planning period.  Then 
calculations were made as to how that water demand would be met with the supply portfolio 
available to the City.  Therefore, the figures in Table 4 do not necessarily represent the maximum 
quantity available from that source in the noted planning time period.  For example, 17,257 acre-
ft of groundwater is shown for the year 2015, however this is an indication that 17,257 acre-ft of 
was necessary to meet the projected demand at that time not that maximum groundwater 
available.   
 
In order to analyze the potential for the City to supply water for the developments in the General 
Plan several assumptions had to be made.  Table 5a and 5b, show the water supply projections 
based on 2005 UWMP water supply projections added for 2035. The tables also incorporate 
several water source changes outlined in detail below.  Due to a requirement in the new 
agreement with SFPUC two scenarios were analyzed.  For the purposes of this water supply 
forecast, the two scenarios are  

1) Maintaining 4.5 MGD of SFPUC water supply through 2035 (Table 5a) and  
2) Loss of 4.5 MGD from SFPUC water supply by 2018 (Table 5b).   

 
Table 5a and 5b are based on Table 4 with the following adjustments or assumptions; 

 A constant supply of 4.5 MGD (5,040 acre-ft/yr) from SFPUC from 2010- 2035 is 
assumed.  This is slightly lower than the UWMP’s projection of 4.91 million gallons per 
day (MGD) or 5,500 acre-ft/yr through 2030.  This 0.41 MGD decrease lowers the total 
SFPUC water supplies from 2010 through 2035 by 460 acre-ft/yr.  This decrease in 
SFPUC water supply has been incorporated to acknowledge recent SFPUC contractual 

                                                 
12 City of Santa Clara Water Utility 2005 Urban water Management Plan, page 41 
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agreement13 which notes that the total water supplied to the City of San Jose and City of 
Santa Clara collectively shall not exceed 9 MGD.  Based on the Individual Water Sales 
Contract, City of Santa Clara would take up to 4.5 MGD, half of the total allocation 
between both Cities.14.  

 Groundwater pumping will not exceed the volume that has been historically pumped 
from the basin without negatively affecting the basin.  Historically, the City has 
extracted up to 23,048 acre-ft of groundwater in a year (FY86/87) without causing 
subsidence.  The City has installed two additional wells in a previous untapped area of 
the City, which could reasonably be expected to increase the groundwater supply 
available to the City without adverse impact to the basin.  However, the additional 
potential supply has not been included due to a lack of historical data on the impact of 
these wells and to allow for a more conservative estimate of groundwater supply. 

 Recycled water supply amounts have been left unchanged.  Recycled water usage is 
dependent on the availability of suitable uses and their proximity to the distribution 
system.  The increases noted in the 2005 UWMP were based on expected expansion of 
the recycled water distribution system and the resulting conversion of customers over to 
recycled water service.  The volumes noted are conservative because the recycled water 
system is currently undergoing a large expansion of the system that was not foreseen 
when the 2005 UWMP was written.  This assumption results in a more conservative 
estimate of supply. 

 The amount of supply from water conservation has not been changed from the amounts 
shown in the 2005 UWMP.  The amounts increases over the planning period based on 
the assumption that changes are made to existing building stock resulting in more water 
efficient plumbing fixtures being installed. 

 
Table 5a: Updated Water Supply Projections by Water Source (acre-f/yr)1,2 

Source 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Groundwater 23,048 23,048 23,048 23,048 23,048 23,048 

SFPUC 5,040 5,040 5,040 5,040 5,040 5,040 

SCVWD 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 

Recycled Water 3,700 4,000 4,300 4,500 4,500 4,500 

Conservation 918 1,232 1,288 1,344 1,380 1,380 

Total 37,276 37,890 38,246 38,502 38,538 38,538 

 
 
The current contract with SFPUC indicates that if certain conditions are met, the City may be 
required to reduce or eliminate its take from SFPUC.  Table 5b incorporates all of the 
assumptions listed above and the additional assumption that the SFPUC supply is unavailable for 
2018 and beyond.  In a worse case scenario, the City of Santa Clara could lose its anticipated 4.5 
MGD (5,040 acre-ft/yr) supply from SFPUC, reducing the total water supply projections by 5,040 
acre-ft/yr from 2018 through 2035.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
13 Water Supply Agreement between The City and County of San Francisco and Wholesale Customers in Alameda County, 
San Mateo County and Santa Clara County, July 2009 
14 Page 89 of Master agreement notes “The allocation of that total amount (9 MGD) between San Jose and Santa Clara 
shall be as set forth in their individual Water Sales Contract” Santa Clara portion of the 9 mgd is half. 
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Table 5b: Updated Water Supply Projections by Water Source  (acre-f/yr)1,2,3 
Source 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Groundwater 23,048 23,048 23,048 23,048 23,048 23,048 

SFPUC 5,040 5,040 0 0 0 0 

SCVWD 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 4,570 

Recycled Water 3,700 4,000 4,300 4,500 4,500 4,500 

Conservation 918 1,232 1,288 1,344 1,380 1,380 

Total 37,276 37,890 33,206 33,462 33,498 33,498 
 

 
If the City was required to eliminate the usage of water from SFPUC, the City would consider 
maintaining its existing 2005 UWMP total water supply projections by increasing groundwater 
utilization, increase (SCVWD) imported surface water supply, or a combination of the two 
supplies.15  
 
The City of Santa Clara’s 2002 Water Master Plan examined possible mitigation measures to be 
taken in the event that the supply from SFPUC was lost either temporarily or long term.  These 
mitigations included the increased use of groundwater and treated water from the District.  As a 
result of the analysis in the 2002 Master Plan two new wells were installed in the area north of 
Highway 101 in a previously untapped area of the basin.  In the last 10 years, the City of Santa 
Clara has pumped between  14,513 acre-ft and 20,533 acre-ft of groundwater annually. These 
volumes are lower than the amount that has historically been pumped.  The historic high for 
groundwater utilization occurred in FY1986/87 when 23,048 acre-ft was extracted.  The historic 
high for groundwater production also occurred prior to the installation of two new wells, wells 32 
and 34, in a previously untapped portion of the City.  Each of these wells has a production rating 
of 1,000 gpm or 1,613 acre-ft/year from each well.  Therefore, the use of 23,048 acre-ft/yr as a 
supply for groundwater is conservative based on the availability of the two new wells. 
 
Increased use of recycled water could also be used to mitigate a portion of the loss of other 
supplies.  Construction is underway to expand the recycled water distribution system from 20 
miles to 26.6 miles with that construction to be completed by September of 2011.   
 
 
WATER DEMANDS 

The projected increases in water demand were determined by an “End Use” model.  Two main 
steps are involved in developing an End Use model: (1) establishing base year water demand at 
the end-use level (such as toilets, showers) and calibrating the model to initial conditions and (2) 
forecasting future water demand based on future demands of existing water service accounts and 
future growth in the number of water service accounts.  The calculations assumed that the density 
of residential housing would increase over the study period and that redevelopment changes 
would result in water demand increases in other sectors.   
 
After establishing the base year, the water demand at the end-use is calculated by breaking down 
total historical water use for each type of water service account (single family, multifamily, 

                                                 
15 City of Santa Clara 2002 Water Master Plan, 2002 
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commercial, irrigation, etc.) to specific end uses (such as toilets, faucets, showers, industrial 
processes and irrigation).16   
 
The basic methodology of the model is to break down water usage into an average consumption 
per account type.  Projections are made regarding potential reductions in average consumption 
based on water conservation programs, and natural replacement of less water efficient processes 
with more efficient processes.  These projections were used to adjust the future average 
consumption per account figures.  Projections of the future number of accounts for each user type 
are also calculated, typically based on other technical studies such as Association of Bay Area 
Governments (“ABAG”) Projections or Census data from 2007.  The projected number of 
accounts is based on the projected number of residential housing units or the projected number of 
jobs in the case of the industrial and commercial categories.  Job projections were taken from the 
ABAG publication, Silicon Valley Projections.  Once both the number of accounts and the 
average consumption per account are calculated, the number of accounts for each future year was 
multiplied by the average consumption per account for that year to arrive at a total water demand 
for each user type. The projected increases for each user category for the three phases of the 
General Plan Update are found below.   
 

Table 6: Projected Water Demand (Deliveries) by Category Use for General Plan Update 2035 (Acre- ft/yr)17 

Category Use 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Single Family 6,576 6,483 6,379 6,283 6,209 6,197 

Multi-family 6,800 7,613 8,322 8,851 9,406 10,093 

Commercial 4,404 4,726 5,070 5,450 5,867 5,955 

Industrial 4,621 4,967 5,321 5,696 6,096 6,530 

Institutional 864 914 960 996 1,032 1,071 

Municipal 657 696 731 758 786 815 

System Losses 718 762 803 841 882 920 

Total 24,640 26,162 27,586 28,875 30,278 31,581 

 
The End Use Model uses water demand calculated by “category use” as single family, multi-
family, commercial, industrial, institutional, and municipal as seen in Table 6.  The End Use 
model does not differentiate between mixed used density housing units as described in the 
General Plan, therefore additional comparison between population projection differences between 
the End Use Model and the General Plan population projections is necessary to account for this 
difference.  
 
The General Plan Update 2035 population projections are based on ABAG 2007 Projections with 
slight variances due to additional localized growth within the City of Santa Clara.  The 
differences between the General Plan 2035 Update population projections when compared to the 
ABAG 2007 Projections are minimal.  The percent differences are captured in the table below.  
All population projections between the water demand model and General Plan Update 2035 are 
less than ±5% difference.  However, the residential water demand is only a portion of the total 
water demand as noted in Table 8 below.  Therefore, the population differences are negligible for 
purposes of this water supply forecast.  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
16 For purposes of this Assessment, office space is a subset of a commercial end-use. 
17 Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency, City of Santa Clara  DSS Model (End Use Model), April 2009 



Table 7: Population Projections Comparison between General Plan and ABAG 2007 
Year 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

ABAG 2007 118,459 125,397 131,732 136,660 141,587 146,917 

General Plan 122,853 128,955 135,057 141,159 147,261 153,363 

% Difference 3.6% 2.8% 2.5% 3.2% 3.9% 4.2% 

 
Table 8: Demand Projections Adjusted for General Plan Populations 

Year 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

% Population Difference 3.58% 2.76% 2.46% 3.19% 3.85% 4.20% 

Acre-ft /yr  Difference (residential) 478 389 362 482 602 685 

Adjusted Demand (acre-ft/yr) 25,118 26,551 27,948 29,358 30,880 32,266 

% Difference in total demand 1.9% 1.5% 1.3% 1.6% 1.9% 2.1% 

 
Comparison of Actual Water Sales to Projected Water Demand 
The current overall system demand is significantly lower than was projected by the 2005 UWMP. 
According to the modeling performed for the 2005 UWMP, the 2009 total water demand for the 
City was projected to be 30,552 acre-ft/yr. The actual water demand for 2009 was 24,148 acre-ft, 
or 6,404 acre-ft less than projected and planned for in the UWMP.  The significant difference 
between the projected and actual demand is due in part to the recent economic downturn.  This 
information is not being used to alter the projected water demands because a portion of the 
demand reduction may be temporary and if the demand reduction is not temporary, it results in a 
more conservative demand estimate. 
 
COMPARISON OF WATER SUPPLY AND WATER DEMAND 
 
Normal Water Year 
Table 9a compares the Total Water Supply found in Table 5a with the adjusted water demand 
found in Table 8.  This analysis assumes a normal water year and that water from SFPUC is 
available in 2018 and beyond.  The table shows adequate water supplies to meet the projected 
demands in the 2010 to 2035 planning period. 
 

Table 9a: Projected Supply versus Demand Comparison – Normal Year (Acre-ft/yr) 
Year 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply Totals 37,276 37,890 38,246 38,502 38,538 38,538 

Demand Totals 25,118 26,551 27,948 29,358 30,880 32,266 

Difference as % of Supply 32.6% 29.9% 26.9% 23.7% 19.9% 16.3% 

Difference as % of Demand 50.4% 42.7% 36.8% 31.1% 24.8% 19.4% 

 
Table 9b compares the total water supply found in Table 5b with the adjusted water demand 
found in Table 8.  This analysis assumes a normal water year and the loss of the supply from 
SFPUC in 2018.  The table shows adequate supplies to meet the projected demands in the 2010 to 
2035 planning period. 
 

Table 9b: Projected Supply versus Demand Comparison – Normal Year without SFPUC supply (Acre-ft/yr) 
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Year 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply Totals 37,276 37,890 33,206 33,462 33,498 33,498 

Demand Totals 25,118 26,551 27,948 29,358 30,880 32,266 

Difference as % of Supply 32.6% 29.9% 15.8% 12.3% 7.8% 3.7% 

Difference as % of Demand 50.4% 42.7% 18.8% 13.9% 8.5% 3.8% 
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Single Dry Year Event 
The UWMP 2005 projects no reduction in supplies from groundwater and SCVWD treated 
surface water, during a single dry year of drought.  However, SFPUC indicated that during a 
single critical dry year the City might expect a maximum reduction of water supplies of 30% in 
water deliveries (1,512 acre-ft/yr of the 5,040 acre-ft/yr) in 2030.18  For the purposes of this 
forecast, it is assumed the same reduction would apply for 2035, a conservative estimate and 
consistent with the extended 2035 supply being the same in 2030.  Analysis conducted for the 
2005 UWMP indicates that during a single dry year event, there would be no reduction in water 
deliveries in 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025.  Additionally, conservation and recycled water 
deliveries are projected to remain unchanged from the volumes shown in Table 4 during a critical 
dry year.  Tables 10a and 10b below indicate that during a single critical dry year the water 
supplies would still be sufficient to meet demands even if the water supply from SFPUC is 
unavailable after 2018. 
 

Table 10a: Projected Supply versus Demand Comparison – Single Dry Year (Acre-ft/yr) 
Year 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply Totals 35,764 36,378 36,734 36,990 37,026 37,026 

Demand Totals 25,118 26,551 27,948 29,358 30,880 32,266 

Difference as % of Supply 29.8% 27.0% 23.9% 20.6% 16.6% 12.9% 

Difference as % of Demand 42.4% 37.0% 31.4% 26.0% 19.9% 14.8% 
 

Table 10b: Projected Supply versus Demand Comparison – Single Dry Year Without SFPUC Supply (Acre-ft/yr) 
Year 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply Totals 35,764 36,378 33,206 33,462 33,498 33,498 

Demand Totals 25,118 26,551 27,948 29,358 30,880 32,266 

Difference as % of Supply 29.8% 27.0% 15.8% 12.3% 7.8% 3.7% 

Difference as % of Demand 42.4% 37.0% 18.8% 13.9% 8.5% 3.8% 

 
 
Multiple Dry Year Event 
During a multiple dry year event, the City projects no reduction in supplies from groundwater and 
SCVWD treated surface water based on analysis provided by the District at the time the 2005 
UWMP was prepared.  In December 2008, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
issued a Biological Opinion on Delta smelt and have imposed Delta export pumping rules, in an 
effort to protect Delta smelt, a Federal and State threatened species.  The Delta export pumping 
rules currently restrict water supply pumped through the Delta. 
 
In dry years, SCVWD has estimated a potential 15% to 30% reductions to their water supplies 
from the Delta.  This reduction will primarily affect treated surface water availability.  Treated 
surface water supplied from SCVWD only accounts for approximately 15% of the City’s total 
water supply; this minimizes the overall effect of the potential decrease in supply.  The table 
below assume a worst-case scenario of a 30% reduction (1,425 acre-ft) of treated surface water 
supplied by SCVWD as a result of pumping restrictions and diminished water availability during 
a multiple dry year event. 
 
SFWD has indicated that during multiple critical dry years the City can expect a maximum 
reduction of SFWD water supplies of 54%.  
 
Tables 11a and 11b assumes a worst-case scenario based on a replication of the 1987-1992 
multiple dry year event with the volume shown being the supply available in the final year of the 
                                                 
18 City of Santa Clara Water Utility 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, page 42-43 



multiple dry year event.  Table 11a assumes the water supply from SFPUC will be reduced by 
54% and available after 2018.  Table 11b assumes the water supply from SFPUC is reduced by 
54% in 2015 and unavailable after 2018.  
 
 

Table 11a: Projected Supply versus Demand Comparison – Multiple Dry Year (Acre-ft/yr) 
Year 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply Totals 33,797 34,153 34,409 34,445 34,445 

Demand Totals 26,551 27,948 29,358 30,880 32,266 

Difference as % of Supply 21.4% 18.1% 14.7% 10.3% 6.3% 

Difference as % of Demand 27.3% 22.2% 17.2% 11.5% 6.7% 
 

Table 11b: Projected Supply versus Demand Comparison – Multiple Dry Year Without SFPUC Supply (Acre-ft/yr) 
Year 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Supply Totals 33,797 31,781 32,037 32,073 32,073 

Demand Totals 26,551 27,948 29,358 30,880 32,266 

Difference as % of Supply 21.4% 12.1% 8.4% 3.7% -0.6% 

Difference as % of Demand 27.3% 13.7% 9.1% 3.9% -0.6% 

 
The tables indicate that the water supplies would still be sufficient to meet demands during a 
multiple dry year event in each planning period with the exception of 2035 in the event of the 
total loss of water purchased from SFPUC.  However, the noted shortfall in supply is only 0.6% 
or 193 acre-ft.  This amount is well within the margin of error related to the projections and 
therefore is negligible.  The tables above assume no increase in conservation or recycled water 
use.  These assumptions yield a more conservative estimate since during a critical multiple dry 
year event, mandatory conservation measure and increased recycled water usage would be 
expected to reduce potable water demand.   
 
CONCLUSION  
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The General Plan Update 2035 for the City of Santa Clara is projected to increase water demand 
within the City.  However, based on the analysis contained in this Technical Memorandum, the 
City of Santa Clara Water Utility has determined that there are sufficient water supplies to 
provide service to the City of Santa Clara for the General Plan Update 2035 under normal and 
single critical dry year scenarios.  In the event of a multiple dry year event and the loss of supply 
from SFPUC, there is a projected shortfall of 0.6% or 193 acre-ft in the year 2035.  However, this 
minimal shortfall is well within the margin of error for this type of projection.  As noted above, 
numerous conservative assumptions were made regarding both water supply and demand.  
Therefore, it is the conclusion of the Water Utility that adequate water supplies are available to 
meet the water demand projected for the 2035 General Plan update. 



Figure 3 
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Figure 6 

 
Well Utilization Calculation 
 
ZONE I Well No. Capacity 

(gpm) 
Production AF/Y 

FY08/09 
Utilization Factor 

 
 1-  02 0 0 Inactive 
 2-  02 2,089 703 21% 
 3-  02* 1,707 311 11% 
 4  1,036 674 40% 
 5-  02 1,594 195 8% 
 7  1,207 891 46% 
 12   1,433 16 1% 
 13  -02 1,689 1068 39% 
 14   1,111 467 26% 
 16  -02 1,104 239 13% 
 18  -02 1,292 669 32% 
 19   0 0 Inactive 
 21  * 1,583 1,168 46% 
 22  -02 1,198 440 23% 
 25   929 137 9% 
 26   908 278 19% 
 28  * 2,018 212 7% 
 30   1,474 279 12% 
 32   950 0 pending approval 

 34   950 937 61% 
      
ZONE II Well No.        
 6  1,634 0 0% 
 8  1,076 606 35% 
 9-  02 1,157 489 26% 
 10   1,733 1600 57% 
 11  ** 1,799 138 5% 
 17  -02* 2,096 427 13% 

 23   1,789 812 28% 
 24   1,481 652 27% 
 29   1,975 328 10% 
    

ZONE IIa Well No.       
 

 15   778 68 5% 
      
 To  tal 39,790 13,804 22% 
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Draft Technical Memorandum 
City of Santa Clara Sanitary Sewer Hydraulic Modeling Support for General Plan Update 

Subject: Sanitary Sewer Capacity Assessment for General Plan Update 

Prepared For: Carol Ann Painter (City of Santa Clara) 

Prepared by: Winola Cheong (RMC) 

Reviewed by: Gisa Ju (RMC) 

Date: Updated September 1, 2009 

Reference: 149-004  

 

This Technical Memorandum (TM) summarizes the methodology and results of the sanitary sewer 
capacity assessment conducted for the City of Santa Clara General Plan Update, and presents the 
estimated cost of sanitary sewer improvements needed to accommodate the projected development 
associated with the General Plan Update.  

The TM is organized as follows: 

Executive Summary 

1 Background 

2 Hydraulic Model Development 

3 Capacity Assessment Results  

4 Project Cost Estimates 

Executive Summary 
The results of the Sanitary Sewer Capacity Assessment for the City of Santa Clara General Plan Update 
are summarized below. 

Phase 1: 2010-2015 
The results of the capacity assessment for Phase 1 are similar to the results from the prior assessment 
completed as part of the City’s 2007 Sanitary Sewer Capacity Assessment.  As identified in the 2007 
Capacity Assessment, much of the insufficient capacity for peak wet weather flow (PWWF) exists in the 
northwestern portion of the City.  In particular the sewers in the following areas show potential 
surcharges from “throttle” conditions or backwater from a downstream capacity deficiency. 

• Great America Parkway from the north side of Highway 101 to the Hetch Hetchy crossing 
• Bowers Avenue from Chromite Drive to the north side of Highway 101 
• Chromite Drive and Monroe Street from Machado Avenue to west of Bowers Avenue 
• Machado Avenue from Calabazas Boulevard to Monroe Street 
• Monroe Street from Fordham Drive to Chromite Drive 
• Nobili Avenue and Machado Avenue from Flora Vista Avenue to Calabazas Boulevard 
• Scott Boulevard from Serra Avenue to Homestead Road 
• Park Avenue south of Bellomy Street 
• Parallel to Calabazas Creek from Kifer Road to Central Expressway 

Water andEnvironment
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Phase 2: 2012-2025 
Pending all improvements made in Phase 1, no deficiencies exist in Phase 2. 

 

Phase 3: 2025-2035 
Phase 3 did show some intensified capacity deficiencies where improvements (i.e., increase in the pipe 
size required for Phase 1) would be required. The areas are: 

• Great America Parkway from Mission College Boulevard to the Hetch Hetchy crossing 
• Machado Avenue between Calabazas Boulevard and Monroe Street 
• Nobili Avenue and Machado Avenue from Flora Vista Avenue to Calabazas Boulevard 

 

Project Cost Estimates 
The 2007 Capacity Assessment explored the idea that a new trunk sewer line along Walsh Avenue from 
Chromite Drive to De la Cruz Boulevard would eliminate the deficiencies and the need for major 
improvement projects along Bowers Avenue and Great America Parkway. Since the total design PWWF 
predicted for Phase 3 of the General Plan Update is virtually the same as that predicted for future 
conditions in the 2007 Capacity Assessment, it can be assumed that the Walsh project would provide 
sufficient relief capacity for the General Plan Update flows as well. The City has already recommended 
implementation of this alternative, and the design has been completed with the intention of construction 
starting in 2010. Below are the estimated costs for the improvements: 

• Walsh Avenue Sewer Project   $14,000,000 
• 7 other smaller projects   $  8,264,000 
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1 Background 
The City of Santa Clara (City) is currently preparing an update of its General Plan. The proposed General 
Plan Update includes three planning horizons (phases): 2010 to 2015, 2015 to 2025, and 2025 to 2035, in 
which specific areas of the City have been identified for changed or intensified land uses. As part of the 
General Plan Update process, a study was conducted to (1) evaluate the impacts of the proposed General 
Plan developments on the City’s existing sanitary sewer system, and (2) to identify necessary sewer 
infrastructure improvements to accommodate the development proposed under the General Plan Update. 

2 Hydraulic Model Development 
A sanitary sewer hydraulic model (model) was used in this study.  The model was originally developed 
and used as part of the City’s Sanitary Sewer Capacity Assessment completed in 2007.  The model is 
comprised of primarily 10-inch and larger sewers and a portion of smaller diameter pipes, collectively 
referred to as the trunk sewer system.  The trunk sewer system conveys flows generated from the City’s 
service area (plus a portion of the Cupertino Sanitary District) to the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution 
Control Plant (SJ/SC WPCP).  

The sewer service area is divided into sewer subbasins, each with a specific “load manhole” in the 
modeled sewer network.  The sewer subbasins represent the smaller areas of the collection system that 
contribute wastewater flows to the trunk system.  A map of the City’s trunk sewer network and sewer 
subbasins is included in Appendix A of this TM. 

Establishing Baseline Condition 
Wastewater flows from the 2007 Capacity Assessment were used as the starting point for this study.  The 
baseline flows for that study represent conditions in 2006, when flow monitoring for the study was 
performed.  Based on information provided by the City, the baseline flows were updated for 
developments that occurred between 2006 and 2008.  Development anticipated between 2008 and 2010 
was relatively minor and was captured in the projections to 2035.  The resulting data was used in this 
study as the baseline flow condition of the General Plan Update.  

Wastewater Flow Development 
Wastewater flows include three components: base wastewater flow (BWF), groundwater infiltration 
(GWI), and rainfall-dependent infiltration/inflow (RDI/I). For this study, BWF for the proposed General 
Plan Update development was computed and added to the model. No increase in infiltration/inflow flows 
was assumed to result from the new developments, since the proposed development is primarily 
intensification of existing land uses rather than development of new areas. The land-use appropriate 
diurnal wastewater flow profiles (e.g. residential, commercial, industrial) from the 2007 Capacity 
Assessment were used to simulate the time-varying BWF in the model. 

The BWF for each proposed area of development was computed based on parcel-based land use data in 
GIS format provided by the City’s Planning Department consultant, Dyett and Bhatia Associates.  BWF 
was computed by applying the appropriate unit flow factor to the specific proposed land use. The flow 
factor used depended on the type of land use and the units (e.g., residential dwelling units, square footage 
of building floor space, parcel size in acres) that were provided in the GIS file to quantify the land use.  
Table 2-1 presents a list of land use types included in this study and their associated unit flow factors.  
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Table 2-1: Base Wastewater Unit Flow Factors 

Land Use Unit Flow Factor Basis 
Low Density Residential 245 gpd/DUa 2007 Capacity Assessment 
Medium Density Residential 154 gpd/DU 2007 Capacity Assessment 
High Density Residential 154 gpd/DU 2007 Capacity Assessment 
Retail & Residential b 154 gpd/DU 2007 Capacity Assessment  
Commercial c 0.1 gpd/sq. ft.d 2007 Capacity Assessment 
Hotel 0.48 gpd/sq. ft. Standard Unit Flow Factor per SJ/SC WPCPe 
Industrial/Office/R&Df  (higher intensity) 0.15 gpd/sq. ft. 2007 Capacity Assessment 
Warehouse Manufacturing 0.052 gpd/sq. ft. Standard Unit Flow Factor per SJ/SC WPCP 
Public/Institutional 0.15 gpd/sq.ft Assumed to be similar to Office/R&D uses 
Parks/Recreation -- Assumed to generate little or no flow 

 
a. gpd/DU = gallons per day per dwelling unit 
b. Flow assumed to be primarily residential 
c. Including neighborhood and regional commercial services, retail, office, and auto sales 
d. gpd/sq. ft. = gallons per day per square foot of building floor space 
e. SJ/SC WPCP = San Jose / Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant 
f. R&D = Research & Development 

 

In some cases, the demolition of existing development was identified by City staff.  In these cases, the 
estimated flow from the existing development was subtracted out from the model baseline flow.   

In general, the BWF generated by a development parcel was calculated as follow: 
BWF = (Size of New Development x Unit Flow Factor) – (Demolition of Existing Development x Unit Flow Factor) 

A table of the computed BWF for each sewer subbasin can be found in Appendix B.  

Table 2-2 shows the estimated average dry weather flow (ADWF), peak dry weather flow (PDWF), and 
peak wet weather flow (PWWF) for each of the three General Plan Update phases.  As per the 2007 
Capacity Assessment, flows from Cupertino Sanitary District were included in the model up to the 
District’s contracted maximum capacity in the City’s sewer system. 

 

Table 2-2: Summary of Wastewater Flow Estimates 

Scenario ADWF a 
(MGD) 

PDWF a 
(MGD) 

PWWF b 
(MGD) 

Phase 1 26.8 34.9 53.5 
Phase 2 28.7 37.2 56.0 
Phase 3 30.6 39.5 57.8 

 
a. ADWF and PDWF represent a non-rainfall wintertime condition and include groundwater infiltration. 
b. PWWF represents peak flow for a 10-year frequency design storm. 
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3 Capacity Assessment Results  
Capacity requirements in the sanitary sewer system are based on the ability to convey the peak wet 
weather flow (PWWF) that would be expected in the system under a 10-year design storm event.  For 
each General Plan Update phase, the model was run to identify areas of the system that may have 
insufficient capacity to convey the design PWWF, as evidenced by pipe surcharge (water level above the 
top of the pipes).   

The results of model runs for Phase 1 are shown in Figure 3-1. The figure shows pipes that are predicted 
to surcharge under design PWWF due to “throttle” conditions (generally indicative of a capacity 
deficiency) or backwater from a downstream capacity deficiency.  Note that pipes that are designed to 
flow under pressure (e.g., inverted siphons) also show up as “throttled” in this figure, although they may 
not necessarily be capacity deficiencies.   

In accordance with the criteria established for the 2007 Capacity Assessment, pipes were considered to be 
capacity deficient if the PWWF resulted in more than about 1 foot of surcharge. To identify these pipes, 
hydraulic profiles were generated using the model software for all areas of the system identified as being 
surcharged.  The profiles were reviewed to identify areas of surcharge higher than 1 foot and to identify 
where relief capacity would be required to eliminate surcharged conditions or reduce surcharge to an 
acceptable level. At this stage in the analysis, relief capacity was considered to be provided by replacing 
the deficient pipes with larger pipes in the same alignment, and did not consider any alternative 
improvements such as diversions, new sewer alignments, or parallel pipes.   In accordance with the City’s 
design criteria, replacement pipes were sized to flow no more than about 0.75 full at design PWWF.  
Table 3-1 summarizes the identified capacity deficiencies and the required improvements. The 
preliminary improvement projects are also shown in Figure 3-2. 
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Table 3-1: Phase 1 Capacity Deficiencies and Required Improvements 

Proj. 
No.a 

Location US 
MH 

DS 
MH 

Length 
(ft.) 

Design Flowb 

(mgd) 
Exist. 

Dia. (in.) 
Req’d 

Dia. (in.)

1A 
Great America Pkwy. from 
Mission College Blvd. to Hetch 
Hetchy crossing 

S83-12 S93-57 1,900 19.3 36 39 

1B 
Great America Pkwy. from north 
side of US 101 to Mission 
College Blvd. 

S73-1 S83-12 1,800 18.5 33 39 

2A Bowers Ave. from Kifer Rd. to 
north side of US 101 S63-20 S73-1 5,000 17.2-18.5 30-33 36-39 

2B Bowers Ave. from Chromite Dr. 
to Kifer Rd. S53-34 S63-20 2,600 15.8-16.5 27 33 

4A 
Chromite Dr. and Monroe St. 
from Machado Ave. to west of 
Bowers Ave. 

S52-80 S53-41 2,200 4.7-6.4 18 24-27 

4B Machado Ave. from Calabazas 
Blvd. to Monroe St. S52-102 S52-80 1,600 3.5 15 

12(siphon) 
18-21 

15 (siphon) 

5 Monroe St. from Fordham Dr. to 
Chromite Dr. S51-22 S52-65 2,500 0.82 10 

8 (siphon) 
12 

10 (siphon) 

6 
Nobili Ave. and Machado Ave. 
from Flora Vista Ave. to 
Calabazas Blvd. 

S41-53 S52-101 3,100 1.1-3.5 10-15 15-18 

9 Scott Blvd. from Serra Ave. to 
Homestead Rd. S25-37 S35-98 800 0.54 8 10 

10 Park Ave. south of Bellomy St. S38-75 S38-66 250 0.83 10 12 

11 Parallel to Calabazas Creek from 
Kifer Rd. to Central Expwy. S62-38 S62-10 1,200 8.9 24 27 

 
a. Refers to project ID from the 2007 Sanitary Sewer Capacity Assessment, except Project 11. 
b. Design flow is peak wet weather flow for 10-year design storm.  
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Building upon the required improvement projects for Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3 wastewater flows 
were loaded into the model to evaluate the need for any additional system improvements. The model did 
not show any deficiencies necessitating improvements in Phase 2, but there were a few areas with 
intensified capacity deficiencies under Phase 3 loads.  

Table 3-2 summarizes the additional identified capacity deficiencies and the required improvements. 
These improvement projects are also shown in Figure 3-3. 

 
Table 3-2: Phase 3 Additional Capacity Deficiencies and Required Improvements 

Proj. 
No.a 

Location UP 
MH 

DS 
MH 

Length 
(ft.) 

Design Flowb 

(mgd) 
Phase 1 

Dia. (in.) 
Req’d 

Dia. (in.)

1A 
Great America Pkwy. From 
Mission College Blvd. to 
Hetch Hetchy crossing 

S83-12 S93-57 1,900 20.8 39 42 

4B 
Machado Ave. between 
Calabazas Blvd. and Monroe 
St. 

S52-86 S52-87 400 3.8 18 21 

6 
Nobili Ave. and Machado Ave. 
from Bella Vista Ave. to 
Calabazas Blvd. 

S41-37 S52-101 2,900 1.2-3.7 15-18 18-21 

 
a. Refers to project ID from the 2007 Sanitary Sewer Capacity Assessment. 
b. Design flow is peak wet weather flow for 10-year design storm.   
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4 Project Cost Estimates 
The capacity assessment presented in the previous section of this TM identifies the capacity deficiencies 
and associated sewer capacity improvements that the City would need to implement in order to 
accommodate the increased wastewater flows anticipated as a result of the General Plan Update 
developments.  

The 2007 Capacity Assessment explored alterative solutions to relieve deficiencies along Bowers Avenue 
and Great America Parkway (i.e. deficiencies associated with Projects 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B in this study). 
The assessment showed that a new trunk sewer along Walsh Avenue from Chromite Drive to De la Cruz 
Boulevard could adequately relieve the deficiencies and hence eliminate the need for Projects 1A, 1B, 2A, 
and 2B. The City subsequently adopted the recommendation to implement this alternative, and design of 
the Walsh Avenue Sewer Project was recently completed, with construction anticipated to begin in 2010.  
Since the total design PWWF predicted for Phase 3 of the General Plan Update is virtually the same as 
that predicted for future conditions in the 2007 Capacity Assessment, it can be assumed that the Walsh 
project would provide sufficient relief capacity for the General Plan Update flows as well.  Therefore, this 
project would replace the previously identified Projects 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B. 

Preliminary level cost estimates have been prepared or updated for the other identified projects, using the 
following criteria and assumption:  

1. Estimates are based on the cost criteria developed for the 2007 Capacity Assessment and updated 
to current costs based on the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI). 

2. It is assumed that when implementing projects required for Phase 1, the City would size the new 
pipes such that they could accommodate the full Phase 3 flows.  

In some cases, refinements to the preliminary improvements have been made in developing these 
estimates (e.g., paralleling rather than replacing an undersized inverted siphon).  Table 4-1 summarizes 
the estimated costs of the required projects. These projects are also shown in Figure 3-4. Itemized 
estimates and project descriptions are presented in Appendix C.  It should be noted that all projects 
identified in this TM should be verified with detailed predesign analyses, including topographic surveys, 
geotechnical investigations, utility research, constructability reviews, and additional flow monitoring and 
hydraulic modeling if warranted.  The decision to parallel or replace existing sewers should consider the 
physical condition and remaining useful life of the existing pipelines; the availability of pipeline corridors 
for new sewer construction; and operation and maintenance concerns. 
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Table 4-1:  Project Cost Estimates 

Proj. 
No. Location Project Description Estimated 

Capital Cost 
Phase 
Req’d.

-- a Walsh Avenue Install 11,200 feet of 30- and 33-inch 
new pipe. $14,000,000 1 

4A 
Chromite Dr. and Monroe St. 
from Machado Ave. to west of 
Bowers Ave. 

Replace 600 feet of 18-inch pipe with 
24-inch pipe.  Replace 1,600 feet of 18-
inch pipe with 27-inch pipe. 

$2,048,000 1 

4B Machado Ave. from Calabazas 
Blvd. to Monroe St. 

Replace 700 feet of 15-inch pipe with 
18-inch pipe, and 800 feet of 15-inch 
pipe with 21-inch pipe. Parallel 12-inch 
siphon with new 12-inch siphon. 

$1,871,000 1 

5 Monroe St. from Fordham Dr. 
to Chromite Dr. 

Replace 2,400 feet of 10-inch pipe with 
12-inch pipe. Parallel 8-inch siphon 
with new 8-inch siphon. 

$1,447,000 1 

6 
Nobili Ave. and Machado Ave. 
from Flora Vista Ave. to 
Calabazas Blvd. 

Replace existing 10-inch, 12-inch and 
15-inch pipe with 700 feet of 18-inch 
pipe and 2,400 feet of 21-inch pipe. 

$1,689,000 1 

9 Scott Blvd. from Serra Ave. to 
Homestead Rd. 

Replace 800 feet of 8-inch pipe with 
10-inch pipe. $388,000 1 

10 Park Ave. south of Bellomy St. Replace 250 feet of 10-inch pipe with 
12-inch pipe. $116,000 1 

11 
Parallel to Calabazas Creek 
from Kifer Rd. to Central 
Expwy. 

Replace 1,200 feet of 24-inch pipe with 
27-inch pipe. $705,000 1 

Total $22,264,000  

 

a. Replaces Projects 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B.  Estimated capital cost is based on Engineer’s Cost Estimate at 
100% design ($13,100,000) plus an allowance for construction administration and inspection. 
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Appendix A – Sewer Subbasin Map
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Appendix B – Sewer Subbasin Base Wastewater Flows 
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Sewer Basin ID 
Total Phase 1 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 2 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 3 Flow 

(MGD) 
C1 0.009 0.058 0.106 

C2A 0.007 0.009 0.011 
C2B 0.018 0.018 0.018 
C2C 0.092 0.116 0.141 
C3 0.031 0.031 0.031 
C4 0.086 0.086 0.086 

C5A 0.077 0.077 0.077 
C5B 0.075 0.075 0.075 
C6 0.090 0.090 0.090 
C7 0.098 0.098 0.098 

C8A 0.050 0.050 0.050 
C8B 0.147 0.147 0.147 
C8C 0.092 0.092 0.092 
C9A 0.016 0.038 0.059 
C9B 0.050 0.067 0.083 
C9C 0.058 0.058 0.058 

C10A 0.031 0.045 0.059 
C10B 0.015 0.015 0.016 
C10C 0.024 0.038 0.052 
C11 0.202 0.202 0.202 
C12 0.030 0.081 0.132 
C13 0.076 0.099 0.122 
C14 0.101 0.101 0.101 
C15 0.166 0.166 0.166 
C16 0.064 0.064 0.064 
C17 0.046 0.046 0.046 

C18A 0.067 0.118 0.169 
C18B 0.024 0.048 0.071 
C18C 0.059 0.085 0.112 
C19 0.119 0.119 0.119 

C20A 0.057 0.057 0.057 
C20B 0.058 0.058 0.058 
C21 0.088 0.155 0.230 

C22A 0.165 0.192 0.219 
C22B 0.013 0.026 0.040 
C23A 0.028 0.028 0.028 
C23B 0.034 0.052 0.070 
C24A 0.030 0.046 0.062 
C24B 0.068 0.145 0.221 
C25A 0.059 0.059 0.059 
C25B 0.060 0.060 0.060 
C26A 0.052 0.052 0.052 
C26B 0.027 0.027 0.027 
C27 0.149 0.175 0.200 
C28 0.109 0.109 0.109 
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Sewer Basin ID 
Total Phase 1 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 2 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 3 Flow 

(MGD) 
C29 0.068 0.075 0.082 
C30 0.108 0.108 0.108 
C31 0.095 0.109 0.123 

C32A 0.111 0.139 0.167 
C32B 0.050 0.053 0.057 
C33 0.135 0.189 0.243 
C34 0.047 0.047 0.047 
C35 0.170 0.170 0.170 
C36 0.079 0.079 0.079 
C37 0.053 0.053 0.053 
C38 0.080 0.081 0.087 
C39 0.034 0.034 0.034 
C40 0.144 0.163 0.182 
C42 0.079 0.079 0.079 
C43 0.045 0.045 0.045 
C44 0.061 0.061 0.061 

C45A 0.189 0.189 0.189 
C45B 0.094 0.095 0.095 
C46 0.035 0.035 0.035 
C48 0.063 0.063 0.063 
C49 0.029 0.029 0.029 
C50 0.157 0.157 0.157 
C52 0.078 0.087 0.101 
C53 0.065 0.065 0.065 
C54 0.195 0.223 0.266 
E1 0.057 0.076 0.095 
E2 0.003 0.003 0.003 
E3 0.040 0.040 0.040 

E4A 0.025 0.029 0.032 
E4B 0.032 0.037 0.042 
E5 0.177 0.177 0.177 

E6A 0.034 0.034 0.034 
E6B 0.033 0.033 0.033 
E7 0.130 0.130 0.130 
E8 0.012 0.012 0.012 

E9A 0.025 0.025 0.025 
E9B 0.069 0.143 0.217 
E10 0.112 0.112 0.112 
E11 0.094 0.094 0.094 
E12 0.071 0.071 0.071 
E13 0.045 0.045 0.045 
E14 0.020 0.020 0.020 
E15 0.056 0.104 0.151 
E16 0.148 0.149 0.194 
E17 0.073 0.076 0.100 
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Sewer Basin ID 
Total Phase 1 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 2 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 3 Flow 

(MGD) 
E18 0.065 0.067 0.076 
E19 0.048 0.048 0.053 
E20 0.084 0.089 0.094 

E21A 0.097 0.265 0.434 
E21B 0.035 0.067 0.099 
E22 0.055 0.061 0.054 
E23 0.074 0.074 0.074 
E24 0.101 0.148 0.081 
E25 0.119 0.119 0.119 
E26 0.057 0.073 0.086 
E27 0.122 0.122 0.122 

E29A 0.140 0.140 0.140 
E29B 0.107 0.107 0.107 
E31 0.046 0.046 0.046 
E35 0.112 0.112 0.112 
W1 0.106 0.117 0.128 

W2A 0.000 0.000 0.000 
W2B 0.000 0.000 0.000 
W3 0.051 0.051 0.051 

W4A 0.069 0.084 0.099 
W4B 0.051 0.051 0.051 
W5 0.021 0.021 0.024 
W6 0.021 0.021 0.021 
W7 0.026 0.026 0.026 
W8 0.084 0.084 0.084 
W9 0.058 0.058 0.061 

W10 0.060 0.097 0.133 
W11 0.078 0.113 0.147 
W12 0.140 0.207 0.275 
W13 0.013 0.013 0.013 
W14 0.016 0.016 0.016 
W15 0.091 0.145 0.200 
W16 0.061 0.116 0.171 

W17A 0.055 0.102 0.149 
W17B 0.053 0.110 0.174 
W19A 0.032 0.054 0.075 
W19B 0.077 0.094 0.111 
W20 0.034 0.073 0.112 
W21 0.030 0.031 0.035 
W22 0.097 0.113 0.128 
W23 0.129 0.145 0.161 
W24 0.060 0.060 0.060 
W25 0.117 0.117 0.117 
W27 0.143 0.165 0.187 
W28 0.227 0.227 0.227 
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Sewer Basin ID 
Total Phase 1 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 2 Flow 

(MGD) 
Total Phase 3 Flow 

(MGD) 
W29 0.122 0.122 0.122 
W30 0.195 0.223 0.251 
W31 0.075 0.075 0.075 
W33 0.179 0.208 0.238 
W34 0.014 0.018 0.021 
W35 0.171 0.192 0.213 

W37A 0.072 0.085 0.098 
W37B 0.086 0.086 0.086 
W39 0.304 0.315 0.326 
W40 0.115 0.115 0.115 
W41 0.164 0.169 0.175 
W42 0.013 0.013 0.013 
W43 0.189 0.206 0.222 
W44 0.040 0.040 0.040 
W45 0.078 0.078 0.078 
W46 0.094 0.094 0.094 
W47 0.092 0.097 0.103 
W48 0.188 0.199 0.210 
W49 0.142 0.142 0.142 
W50 0.026 0.026 0.026 
W51 0.072 0.079 0.086 
W52 0.038 0.038 0.038 

W53A 0.049 0.051 0.054 
W53B 0.037 0.037 0.037 
W54 0.070 0.070 0.070 
W55 0.050 0.050 0.050 

W56A 0.056 0.056 0.056 
W56B 0.073 0.076 0.080 
W57A 0.065 0.074 0.083 
W57B 0.080 0.080 0.080 
W58 0.093 0.093 0.093 

W59A 0.053 0.053 0.053 
W59B 0.052 0.053 0.055 
W60 0.083 0.083 0.083 
W61 0.162 0.162 0.162 
W62 0.023 0.023 0.023 

W63A 0.046 0.046 0.046 
W63B 0.052 0.052 0.052 

Large Users 3.168 3.168 3.168 
Total BWF (MGD)a 16.5 18.3 20.1 

 
a. Not including flows from Cupertino Sanitary District 
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Toxic Air Contaminants and Odor Producing Facilities 1  
City of Santa Clara   June 2010 

 
 
TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS AND ODOR PRODUCING FACILITIES IN AND WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF DEFINED FOCUS AREAS IN 
THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA1 
Company Location Pollutant Distance from Nearest 

Focus Area 
De La Cruz Focus Area 
Accurate Finishing 361 Laurelwood Road Butyl cellosolve 

Isopropyl Alcohol 
De La Cruz Focus Area 

Advanced Printed Circuit 
Technology, Inc. 

3495 De La Cruz 
Boulevard 

Ammonia 
Butyl cellosolve 

De La Cruz Focus Area 

Gilbert Spray Coat 300 Laurelwood Road Butyl cellosolve De La Cruz Focus Area 
Hill Mfg, LLC 3363 Edward Avenue Benzene 

Xylene 
De La Cruz Focus Area 

Huizar Refinishing 333 Laurelwood Road Butyl Cellosolve De La Cruz Focus Area 
International Spray 
Painting 

3380 Edward Avenue Benzene 
Toluene 

De La Cruz Focus Area 

Proto Paint 3323 Edward Avenue 
 

Benzene 
Butyl Cellosolve 

De La Cruz Focus Area 

Top Gun Industrial 
Finishing 

3314 Edward Avenue Benzene De La Cruz Focus Area 

BR&F Spray, Inc 3380 De La Cruz 
Boulevard 

Benzene 100 feet west of De La Cruz 
focus area 

Amex Planting Incorp. 3333 Woodward 
Avenue 

Isopropyl alcohol 420 feet west of De La Cruz 
focus area 

SJ Valley Plating, Inc.  491 Perry Court Chromium 500 feet west of the De La 
Cruz Focus Area 

San José Delta 
Associates, Inc.  

482 Sapena Court Beryllium  750 feet west of the De La 
Cruz Focus Area 

Central Expressway Focus Area 
Cable & Wireless USA 
C/O Stearns & Wheler, 
LLC 

2505 Augustine Drive Arsenic  
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 

Central Expressway Focus 
Area 

Celeritek Inc. 3236 Scott Boulevard Hyrdochloric acid mist  
Isopropyl alcohol 
Sulfuric acid mist 
Toluene 
Xylene 

Central Expressway Focus 
Area 

Integrated Device 
Technology 

3001 Stender Way Arsenic 
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 

Central Expressway Focus 
Area 

                                                 
1 Bay Area Air Quality Management District.  Toxic Air Contaminant Inventory.  2004.  Accessed April 27, 2010. < 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Engineering/Air-Toxics/Toxic-Air-Contaminant-Control-Program-Annual-
Report.aspx> 
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Company Location Pollutant Distance from Nearest 
Focus Area 

Isopropyl alcohol 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Sulfuric acid mist 

Intel Corporation 2625 Walsh Avenue Hydrochloric acid mist 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Methyl alcohol 
Sulfuric acid mist 

Central Expressway Focus 
Area 

DuPont Photomasks, Inc.  2920 Coronado Drive Benzene 
Formaldehyde 
Sulfuric acid mist  

Central Expressway Focus 
Area 

Coherent 2400 Condensa Street Arsenic         
Benzene   
Beryllium  
Cadmium      
Chromium  
Formaldehyde        
Lead  
Manganese           
Mercury (all) pollutant      
Nickel pollutant    

113 feet north of Central 
Expressway Focus Area 

NVIDIA 2701 San Tomas 
Expressway 

Arsenic 
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 

Approximately 1,000 feet 
east of the Central 
Expressway Focus Area 

CTS Electronic 
Manufacturing Solutions 

3240 Scott Boulevard Isopropyl alcohol 500 feet west of Central 
Expressway Focus Area 

Chip Express Corporation 2323 Owen Street Isopropyl alcohol 
Xylene 

629 feet east of the Central 
Expressway Focus Area 

Intel Corporation 3065 Bowers Avenue Arsenic 
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Hydrochloric acid mist 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Methyl alcohol 
Nickel 
Sulfuric acid mist 

856 feet west of Central 
Expressway Focus Area 

Siliconix, Incorporated 2201 Laurelwood Drive Hydrochloric Acid Mist  
Isopropyl Alcohol 
Sulfuric Acid Mist  

860 feet northeast of 
Central Expressway Focus 
Area 
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Company Location Pollutant Distance from Nearest 
Focus Area 

Trichloroethane 
Xylene 

Teledyne Microwave, 
Teledyne Wireless, Inc. 

3251 Olcott Street Isopropyl Alcohol 702 feet east of the Central 
Expressway Focus Area 

Lawrence Station Focus Area 
EPZ Incorporated 3002 Copper Road Isopropyl alcohol Lawrence Station Focus 

Area 
National Semiconductor 
Corporation 

2900 Semiconductor 
Dr. 

Benzene  
Formaldehyde 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Trichloroethylene 

Lawrence Station Focus 
Area 

Nanostructures, Inc. 3070 Lawrence 
Expressway 

Isopropyl alcohol Lawrence Station Focus 
Area 

Hunter Technology Corp 3305 Kifer Road Ammonia 
Isopropyl alcohol 

Lawrence Station Focus 
Area 

Great America Parkway Focus Areas 
Savvis Communications 4700 Old Ironsides Benzene 

Formaldehyde 
Great America Parkway 
Focus Area  

Tasman East Focus Area 
Alzeta Corporation 2343 Calle Del Mundo Benzene 

Methyl methacrylate 
Tasman East Focus Area 

Coatek, Inc. 2272 Calle De Luna Ethylbenzene 
Xylene 

Tasman East Focus Area 

Italix Company 
Incorporated 

2232 Calle Del Mundo Hydrochloric acid mist 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Methyl alcohol 
Sulfuric acid mist 

Tasman East Focus Area 

City of Santa Clara 5401 Lafayette Street Benzene 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chloroform 
Ethyl chloride           
Ethylbenzene   
Ethylene dichloride         
Hexane        
Hydrogen Sulfide  
Methyl ethyl ketone  
Methylene chloride   
Perchloroethylene       
Toluene   
Trichloroethane, 1,1,1-   
Trichloroethylene       
Trichlorofluoromethane       
Vinyl chloride    
Vinylidene chloride   
Xylene        

Adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the Tasman 
East Focus Area 

Pacific Recovery 
Corporation 

5401 Lafayette Street Benzene 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chloroform 
Ethylbenzene 
Ethylene dichloride 
Formaldehyde 
Hexane 
Hydrogen sulfide 

Adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the Tasman 
East Focus Area 
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Company Location Pollutant Distance from Nearest 
Focus Area 

Methylene chloride 
Perchloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane, 1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Vinylidene chloride 
Xylene 

El Camino Real Focus Area 
Albertson’s, LLC. 3705 El Camino Real Benzene El Camino Real Focus Are 
All City Auto Body 3459 El Camino Real Toluene 

Xylene 
El Camino Real Focus Area 

B&B Saab 2985 El Camino Real Methyl ethyl ketone (MEK) 
Propylene glycol 
monomethylet 

El Camino Real Focus Area 

Champion Auto Body 
Repair 

1486 Jefferson Street Butyl cellosolve 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Xylene 

El Camino Real Focus Area 

El Camino Real Body 
Shop, Inc.  

3160 El Camino Real Benzene 
Methyl ethyl ketone 
Toluene 
Xylene 

El Camino Real Focus Area 

F&S Auto Body Ltd Co. 3100 El Camino Real, 
Suites I & J 

Butyl cellosolve 
Xylene 

El Camino Real Focus Area 

One Hour Mart Cleaners 2334 El Camino Real Perchloroethylene El Camino Real Focus Area 
San José Refinishing 
Company 

3245 El Camino Real Xylene El Camino Real Focus Area 

Santa Clara Auto Center 2517B El Camino Real Toluene El Camino Real Focus Area 
Target Corporation- 
Mervyn’s 

2010 El Camino Real Benzene 
Formaldehyde 

El Camino Real Focus Area 

Tiffany Cleaners 3004 El Camino Real Perchloroethylene El Camino Real Focus Area 
Perfect Cleaners 1520 Kiely Boulevard Perchloroethylene El Camino Real Focus Area 
SRS Gilbert Industrial 
Coatings Inc.  

1597 Grant Street 
 

Benzene 
Butyl Cellosolve 

210 feet northeast of the El 
Camino Real Focus Area 

Works Auto Body 1640 Grant Street Toluene 
Xylene 

247 feet northeast of the El 
Camino Real Focus Area 

ECS Refining 705 Reed Street Benzene 
Copper 
Formaldehyde 

850 feet north of El Camino 
Real Focus Area 

Santa Clara Station Focus Area 
United Defense Corp 
Technology Center 

1205 Coleman Avenue Isopropyl alcohol Santa Clara Station Focus 
Area 

Santa Clara University 500 El Camino Real Arsenic 
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 

Immediately southwest of 
the Santa Clara Station 
Focus Area and 
immediately East of the 
Downtown Focus Area. 
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Company Location Pollutant Distance from Nearest 
Focus Area 

Nickel 
Hiller’s Advanced Auto 
Body 

319 Brokaw Road Benzene 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Toluene 
Xylene 

390 feet north of the Santa 
Clara Station Focus Area 

SRS Gilbert Industrial 
Coatings Inc.  

1597 Grant Street 
 

Benzene 
Butyl Cellosolve 

568 feet northwest of the 
Santa Clara Station Focus 
Area 

Works Auto Body 1640 Grant Street Toluene 
Xylene 

560 feet northwest of the 
Santa Clara Station Focus 
Area 

The Paint Shop 307 Mathew Street Xylene 825 feet northeast of the 
Santa Clara Station Focus 
Area 

Downtown Focus Area 
Santa Clara University 500 El Camino Real Arsenic 

Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 

Immediately southwest of 
the Santa Clara Station 
Focus Area and 
immediately East of the 
Downtown Focus Area. 

Steven’s Creek Boulevard Focus Area 
Dry Clean 4 U 3787 Steven’s Creek 

Boulevard, #101 
Perchloroethylene Steven’s Creek Boulevard 

Focus Area 
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TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANT AND ODOR PRODUCING FACILITIES WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF THE  
SANTA CLARA/SUNNYVALE BORDER 
Company Location Pollutant Distance from Nearest Focus 

Area 
Lawrence Station Focus Area 
Level 3 Communications, 
LLC 

1320 Kifer Road Benzene Formaldehyde 50 feet south of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 

Qwest Communications 
Corporation 

1400 Kifer Road Arsenic 
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 

50 feet south of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 

Core Systems, Inc. 1050 Kifer Road Isopropyl alcohol 190 feet south of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 

Hewlett Packard 1272 Kifer Road Benxene 
Formaldehyde 

190 feet south of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 

Fairchild Semiconductor c/c 
Source Group 

974 E. Arques Avenue Perchloroethylene 
Trichloroethylene 

250 feet north of the Lawrence 
Expressway Focus Area 

Applied Materials 974 E. Arqes Avenue Arsenic 
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Hydrochloric acid mist 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Sulfuric acid mist 

430 feet north of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 

Fujitsu America, Inc. 1250 E. Arques Avenue Isopropyl alcohol 485 feet north of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 

Proto Engineering 
Corporation 

183 Commercial Street Ammonia 
Butyl cellosolve 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Methyl alcohol 
Toluene 

800 feet west of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 

Novalux Inc 1170 Sonora Ct. Arsenic 
Benzene 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Formaldehyde 
Hydrochloric acid mist 
Isopropyl alcohol 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 

1000 feet south of the Lawrence 
Station Focus Area 
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Company Location Pollutant Distance from Nearest Focus 
Area 

Vander-Bend 123 Uranium Road Isopropyl alcohol 1000 feet southeast of the 
Lawrence Station Focus Area 

El Camino Real Focus Area 
Excel Cleaners 1082 E El Camino Real, 

#1 
Perchloroethylene 300 feet west of the El Camino 

Real Focus Area 
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Index for Historic Properties. 
Address Common Name Approx. 

Yr. Built 
Source OHP Information 2010 General Plan Information 

 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

2086 Agnew Rd. Agnew School 1890 OHP 099422 7R    

1065 Alviso St. Larder House/ The German 
Colony House 

1860 OHP 013836 7N    

1260 Alviso St. -- 1880 OHP 013838 5S2    

1309 Alviso St.  Martin House 1890 OHP 013839 5S2    

4100 Bassett St. Romer Residence 1906 OHP 099428 7R    

4120 Bassett St. -- 1906 OHP 099429 7R    

4150 Bassett St -- 1910 OHP 099431 7R    

4160 Bassett St -- 1920 OHP 099432 7R    

4170 Bassett St --  OHP 099433 7R    

4190 Bassett St -- 1900 OHP 099434 7R    

947 Bellomy St. -- 1895 OHP 013841 5S2    

950 Bellomy St. George and Lavina Roll 
House 

1888 OHP 013482 5S2    

966 Bellomy St. Pfister House 1895 OHP 013483 5S2    

1341 Bellomy St. -- 1902 OHP 013485 5S2    

1456 Bellomy St. -- 1916 OHP 013486 5S2    

536 Benton St. Cronin House 1880 2010 GP   26938063 Pioneer Vernacular -- 

1075 Benton St. Dr. Saxe Home, Cottle Home 1870 OHP 013849 7N    

1161 Benton St. -- 1880 OHP      

1191 Benton St. Menzel House 1895 OHP 013851     

1215 Benton St. -- 1926 2010 GP   26915086 California Bungalow 
with Prairie Accents 

MA 

1291 Benton St. -- 1870 2010 GP      



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

1415 Benton St. -- 1895 OHP 013852 5S2    

1450 Benton St. -- -- 2010 GP      

1470 Benton St. -- -- 2010 GP      

1681 Benton St. Toro House 1918 2010 GP   26912049 Vernacular Craftsman 
Bungalow 

MA/SP 

1737 Benton St. -- 1910 2010 GP   26912053 Vernacular Craftsman 
Bungalow 

MA 

1751 Benton St. Donovan House (Cowboy Jim 
Donovan) 

1910 2010 GP   26912061 Craftsman Bungalow MA/BP 

4350 Benton St. Floyd Jamison House 1918 2010 GP      

1646 Catherine St. Trogden House 1925-
1927 

2010 GP   26902068 Vernacular Cottage -- 

1669 Catherine St. -- 1870 2010 GP   26902071 Pioneer Vernacular SP 

1786 Catherine St. Juan Fatjo House 1860 2010 GP   26902063 Greek Revisal with later 
Victorian alteration 

BP 

1895 Catherine St. School House, Armstrong 
House 

1885 OHP 013854 7N    

4334 Cheeney St. -- 1905 OHP 099435 7R    

4433 Cheeney St. -- 1905 OHP 099436 7R    

4362 Davis St. --  OHP 099468 7R    

4321 Davis St. --  OHP 099439 7R    

980 El Camino Real (formerly 1475 Washington) 1885 2010 GP   26905093 Pioneer Vernacular with
 Italianate Details 

-- 

1515 El Camino Real St. Clare 1965 2010 GP   22448015 Statue HT/MA 

4406 Fillmore Street J.M. Williamson House 1925 2010 GP   10410068 Colonial Revival 
Cottage 

-- 

741 Franklin St. -- 1890 OHP 013858 2S    

741 Franklin St. --  OHP 069597 2S    



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

743 Franklin St. -- 1890 OHP 013859 5S2    

1313 Franklin St. -- -- 2010 GP   26920078 Veterans Memorial 
Plaque 

BP 

1464 Franklin St. Oscar Eberhard House 1912 OHP 013860 7N    

1488 Franklin St. -- 1916 OHP 013861 7N    

1525 Franklin St. Henry Roth House 1915 OHP 013863 5S2    

1526 Franklin St. -- 1915 OHP 013864 5S2    

1543 Franklin St. -- 1912 OHP 013865 S52    

1565 Franklin St. -- 1901 OHP 013866 5S2    

908 Fremont St. Nuttman Residence 1939 OHP 099442 7R    

936 Fremont St. Gould House 1937 2010 GP   26916031 Spanish Eclectic 
Cottage 

MA/SP 

981 Fremont St. Charles Copeland Morse 
House/Morse 

1892 OHP 013867 1S    

1061 Fremont St. Mrs. Pinkhams 1918 OHP 013868 5S2    

1091 Fremont St. Peebles/Hichborn House 1866 OHP 013869 3S    

1159 Fremont St. -- 1885 OHP 013870 5S2    

1191 Fremont St. H.L. Warburton House 1889 OHP 013871 5S2    

1194 Fremont St. -- 1878 OHP 099443 7R    

1460 Fremont St. William Hayward House 1878 OHP 013872 5S2    

1700 Fremont. St -- 1910 OHP 013873 5S2    

1756 Fremont St. Vasquez House 1870 OHP 099444 7R    

610 Harrison St. -- 1890 OHP 013874 5S2    

640 Harrison St. -- 1902 OHP 013875 5S2    

755 Harrison St. Swain House 1900 2010 GP   26906061 Four Square MA 

891 Harrison St. Frank Neuis House 1915 OHP 013876 5S2    

895 Harrison St. -- 1895 2010 GP   26906041 Queen Anne Cottage -- 



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

946 Harrison St. -- 1920 2010 GP   26916004 Bungalow MA 

985 Harrison St. -- 1925 2010 GP   26905076 Normandy MA/SP 

1025 Harrison St. -- 1890 OHP 013878 7N    

1009 Harrison St. -- 1890 OHP 013879 7N    

1037 Harrison St. -- 1900 OHP 013880 7N    

1051 Harrison St. Zibeon O. Field House 1890 OHP 013881 7N    

1060 Harrison St. -- 1895 OHP 013886 5S2    

1065 Harrison St. -- 1890 OHP 013882 7N    

1077 Harrison St. -- 1895 OHP 013883 7N    

1091 Harrison St. -- 1890 OHP 013884 7N    

1111 Harrison St. -- 1892 OHP 013887 7N    

1217 Harrison St. Charles Parker Residence 1880 OHP 013888 5S2    

1511 Harrison St. -- 1880 OHP 013889 5S3    

1050 Harrison St. Madan House 1866 2010 GP   26915016 Queen Anne Cottage MA/SP 

1395 Harrison St. LaFon Residence 1860 2010 GP   26903112 Pioneer -- 

530 Hilmar St. -- 1935 OHP 013890 5D2    

540 Hilmar St. -- 1935 OHP 013891 5D2    

550 Hilmar St. -- 1935 OHP 013892 5D2    

560 Hilmar St. -- 1935 OHP 013893 5D2    

715 Hilmar St. Pasetta House 1940 2010 GP   26950031 French Eclectic MA 

1258 Homestead Rd. -- 1901 OHP 013896 5S2    

1298 Homestead Rd. Advent Christian Church, 
German 

1900 OHP 013897 7N    

1310 Homestead Rd. Morrison House 1910 OHP 013898 5S2    

1440 Homestead Rd. -- 1885 OHP 013899 5D2    

1044 Homestead Rd. Luis G. “George” Fatjo House 1913 2010 GP   26928015 Prairie School Eclectic MA 



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

1445 Homestead Rd. -- 1890 OHP 013900 5D2    

1474 Homestead Rd -- 1890 OHP 013902 5D2    

1494 Homestead Rd. -- 1895 OHP 013903 5D2    

1516 Homestead Rd. -- 1909 OHP 013905 5S2    

1540 Homestead Rd. -- 1911 OHP 013906 5S2    

1560 Homestead Rd. -- 1880 OHP 013907 5S2    

1588 Homestead Rd. Hyland Home, Kiely House 1889 OHP 013908 7N    

1591 Homestead Rd. William Parwar House 1895 OHP 013909 5S2    

1770 Homestead Rd. -- 1920 OHP 013910 5S2    

1780 Homestead Rd. -- 1920 OHP 013911 5S2    

         

3023 Homestead Rd. Azzarello Residence 1920 2010 GP   29025073 Craftsman -- 

610 Jackson St. -- 1935 OHP 013914 5S2    

690 Jackson St. Budde House 1926 2010 GP   26936056 Spanish Eclectic SP 

796 Jackson St. Ferrera Moore House 1906 2010 GP   26926095 Pioneer Vernacular MA 

806 Jackson St. -- 1880 OHP 013915 5S2    

834 Jackson St. -- 1890 OHP 013916 5S2    

1124 Jackson St. Rogers House 1910 2010 GP   26915085 Colonial Revival  MA 

1160 Jackson St. -- 1890 2010 GP   26915083 Queen Anne MA/SP 

1176 Jackson St. -- 1898 2010 GP   26915082 Queen Anne Cottage -- 

1210 Jackson St. -- 1888 OHP 013917 5D2    

1246 Jackson St. -- 1910 2010 GP   26915068 Queen Anne Cottage SP 

1261 Jackson St. -- 1892 OHP 013918 5D2    

1277 Jackson St. -- 1892 OHP 013919 5D2    

1295 Jackson St. -- 1892 OHP 013920 5D2    

1662 Jackson St. Andrade House 1900 2010 GP   26926034 Queen Anne Cottage -- 



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

373 Jefferson St. Berryessa Adobe 1840 OHP 013922 3S    

564 Jefferson St. Turner-Smith House 1890 2010 GP   26935034 National MA 

658 Jefferson St.  1915 2010 GP   26935004 Colonial Revival MA 

712 Jefferson St. H.H. Jahnsen House 1915 2010 GP   26926035 Colonial Revival with 
Elements of Craftsman 

-- 

742 Jefferson St. -- 1895 OHP 013924 5S2    

756 Jefferson St. T.L. Hite House 1900 OHP 013925 5S2    

816 Jefferson St. -- 1873 OHP 013926 7N    

825 Jefferson St. -- 1920 OHP 013927 5D2    

835 Jefferson St. -- 1920 OHP 013928 5D2    

836 Jefferson St. -- 1920 OHP 013929 5D2    

840 Jefferson St. -- 1925 OHP 013930 5D2    

860 Jefferson St. -- 1920 OHP 013931 5D2    

1045 Jefferson St. -- 1915 OHP 013933 5S2    

1210 Jefferson St. Higgins House 1880 OHP 013934 5S2    

1455 Jefferson St. Silva House 1915 2010 GP   26903026 Vernacular Prairie 
School 

-- 

410 Lafayette St. -- 1885 OHP 013936 5S2    

540 Lafayette St. -- 1885 OHP  5S2    

590 Lafayette St. -- 1870 OHP  5S2    

612 Lafayette St. -- 1907 OHP  5S2    

874 Lafayette St. -- 1910 OHP 013940 5S2    

884 Lafayette St. Bill Wilson Center 1910 2010 GP   26928028 Colonial Revival -- 

1115 Lafayette St. Robert Hones House 1913 OHP 013941 7N    

1152 Lafayette St. -- 1915 OHP 099445 7R    

1231 Lafayette St. -- 1890 OHP 013943 5S2    



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

1245 Lafayette St. -- 1915 OHP 013944 5S2    

1267Lafayette St. -- 1912 OHP 013945 5S2    

1338 Lafayette St. -- 1910 OHP 099446 7R    

744 Lewis St. -- 1895 OHP 013947 5S2    

957 Lewis St. -- 1895 OHP 013948 5S2    

985 Lewis St. Starr House 1880 OHP 013949 5S2    

1042 Lewis St. -- 1890 OHP 013951 5S2    

1311 Lewis St. -- 1880 OHP 013952 5S2    

1385 Lewis St. -- 1875 OHP 013953 7N    

1258 Lexington St. -- 1880 OHP 013956 5S2    

1409 Lexington St. Newton Jackson House 1894 OHP 013957 5S2    

1435 Lexington St. -- 1885 OHP 013958 5S2    

1451 Lexington St. Oswald House 1915 2010 GP   26926122 Craftsman Bungalow MA 

1458 Lexington St. -- 1895 OHP 013959 5S2    

1464 Lexington St.  Wise House 1900 2010 GP   26926044 Vernacular Queen 
Cottage 

MA 

1467 Lexington St. -- 1900 OHP 013960 5S2    

1491 Lexington St. West House 1880 OHP 013961 7N    

1567 Lexington St. Samula Saunders House 1890 OHP 013962 5S2    

1584 Lexington St. H.M. Sheldon House 1892 OHP 013963 S52    

530 Lincoln St. -- 1895 OHP 013965 5S2    

580 Lincoln St. -- 1890 OHP 013966 5S2    

590 Lincoln St. -- 1895 OHP 013967 5S2    

614 Lincoln St. -- 1910 OHP 013969 5S2    

626 Lincoln St. Held House 1918 2010 GP   26934016 Victorian Cottage  MA 

741 Lincoln St. -- 1910 OHP 013970 5S2    



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

1000 Lincoln St. Carmelite Monastery 1917 OHP 013971 3S    

1194 Lincoln St. Farfan 1910 2010 GP   26912040 Craftsman Bungalow MA/SP 

1310 Lincoln St. Martin House 1926 OHP 013972 5S2    

1380 Lincoln St. Morgan House 1895 OHP 013973 5S2    

1404 Lincoln St. -- 1880 OHP 013974 5S2    

1499 Lincoln St. -- 1925 OHP 013975 5S2    

1700 Lincoln St. Santa Clara Methodist Church 1965 OHP 013976 7R    

308 Madison St. -- 1900 OHP 013977 5D2    

395 Madison St. -- 1890 OHP 013978 5D2    

466 Madison St. -- 1880 OHP 013979 5D2    

507 Madison St. -- 1880 OHP 013980 5D2    

590 Madison St. -- 1880 OHP 013981 5D2    

725 Madison St. George Sullivan House 1906 2010 GP      

726 Madison St. -- 1905 2010 GP      

759 Madison St. Myers House 1910 2010 GP   26926113 Craftsman Bungalow SP 

766 Madison St. Zanger House 1890 2010 GP   26926051 Craftsman Bungalow -- 

775 Madison St. Margaret Miller House 1894 2010 GP   26926115 Classic Box MA/SP 

864 Madison St. -- 1910 OHP 013983 5S2 26926049 Italianate MA 

904 Madison St. -- 1880 OHP 013984 7N 26926116 Queen Anne MA/SP 

926 Madison St. -- 1880 OHP 013985 7N    

945 Madison St. Fermish House 1918 2010 GP      

1059 Madison St. -- 1895 2010 GP      

1075 Madison St. -- 1892 2010 GP   26920091 Craftsman Bungalow -- 

1080 Madison St. -- 1900 2010 GP   26920080 Queen Anne Cottage SP 

1159 Madison St. -- 1915 OHP 013986 5S2 26920081 Queen Anne Cottage BP/MA 

1360 Madison St. -- 1880 OHP 013987 5S2 26920102 Queen Anne Cottage HT/SP 



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

1390 Madison St. -- 1890 OHP 013988 5S2    

834 Main St. Slavens House 1933 2010 GP      

1141 Main St. Kersell/Lorente House 1892 OHP 013990 5S2    

1142 Main St. Shoemaker House 1889 OHP 013991 5D2 26928062 Spanish Eclectic -- 

1158 Main St. -- 1880 OHP 013992 5D2    

1159 Main St. Johnson House 1855 OHP 013993 3S    

1176 Main St. Brundage House 1885 OHP 013994 5D2    

1195 Main St. Palmer House 1885 OHP 013997 5D2    

1196 Main St. Morrison House 1880 OHP 013995 3S    

1206 Main St. J.J. Miller House 1865 OHP 013998 5D2    

1220 Main St. Javaros Zonia 1931 2010 GP      

1259 Main St. David W. James House 1889 OHP 013999 3S    

1285 Main St. -- 1926 2010 GP   26915007 Spanish Colonial 
Revival 

MA 

1286 Main St. Old Episcopal Rectory 1889 OHP 014000 5D2    

1295 Main St. The Maloney House 1888 OHP 014001 5D2 26915026 California Bungalow MA 

1346 Main St. -- 1885 OHP 014003 5D2    

1356 Main St. Nathan H. Downing House 1890 OHP 014004 7N    

1357 Main St. -- 1915 OHP 014005 5D2    

1365 Main St. -- 1915 OHP 014006 5D2    

1386 Main St. Dr. T.E. Gallup House 1885 OHP 014007 5D2    

1407 Main St. -- 1880 OHP 014008 5D2    

1436 Main St. -- 1926 OHP 014009 5D2    

1460 Main St. -- 1890 OHP 014010 5D2    

1711 Main St. -- 1901 OHP 014012 5S2    

1795 Main St. -- 1920 OHP 014013 5S2    



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

832 Market St. -- 1926 OHP 014014 5S2    

852 Market St. -- 1926 OHP 014015 5S2    

962 Market St. -- 1895 OHP 014016 5S2    

962 Market St. -- 1895 2010 GP      

1272 Market St. Judge Charles Thompson 
House 

1912 OHP 014017 7N    

1444 Market St. -- 1880 OHP 014018 5S2 26938042 Pioneer Vernacular 
with/ Stick/Eastlake 
detail 

-- 

1509 Market St. James D. Ellis House 1912 OHP 014019 5S2    

1675 Market St. -- 1895 OHP 014020 5S2    

1680 Market St. -- 1885 OHP 014021 5S2    

1695 Market St. -- 1895 OHP 014022 5S2    

1701 Market St. -- 1890 OHP 014023 5S2    

1889 Market St. Harris-Lass House, Harris-
Lass His 

1865 OHP 014024 3    

1889 Market St. Harris-Lass House  OHP 065189 2    

1765 Market St. Freitas House 1905 2010 GP      

450 Monroe St. -- 1895 OHP 014025 5S2    

590 Monroe St. Passet House 1912 OHP 014026 5S2 26934025 Queen Anne Cottage SP 

610 Monroe St. -- 1895 OHP 014027 5S2    

670 Monroe St. Houser House 1895 OHP 014028 5S2    

688 Monroe St. -- 1895 OHP 014029 5S2    

726 Monroe St. -- 1906 OHP 014031 5S2    

742 Monroe St. -- 1900 2010 GP 014025     

760 Monroe St. -- 1893 OHP 014032 5S2    

776 Monroe St. -- 1912 OHP 014033 5S2 26926109 Colonial Revival MA 



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

791 Monroe St. -- 1885 OHP 014034 5S2    

794 Monroe St. Lewis M. Kimberlin House 1895 OHP 014035 7N    

811 Monroe St. -- 1900 OHP 014036 5S2    

823 Monroe St. -- 1900 OHP 014037 5S2    

836 Monroe St. -- 1895 OHP 014038 5S2    

876 Monroe St. -- 1895 OHP 014039 5S2    

930 Monroe St. Bjorlve House 1910 OHP 014041 5S2    

1190 Monroe St. -- 1910 OHP 014043 5S2    

1191 Monroe St. -- 1880 OHP 014044 5S2    

90 N. Winchester Blvd. Bay Area Research and 
Extension St. 

1928 OHP 166113 7W    

550 Park Ct. -- 1930 OHP 014046 5D2    

560 Park Ct. -- 1928 OHP 014047 5D2    

574 Park Ct. -- 1920 OHP 014045 5D2    

631 Park Ct. -- 1930 OHP 014048 5D2    

691 Park Ct. -- 1927 2010 GP      

753 Park Ct. Draper House 1927 2010 GP      

761 Park Ct. -- 1922 OHP 014049 5D2 26952048 Bungalow Cottage MA 

782 Park Ct. -- 1924 2010 GP   26952019 Bungalow Cottage MA 

792 Park Ct. -- 1922 OHP 014050 5D2    

2390 Park Ave. -- 1935 OHP 013894 5D2 26952027 Bungalow MA 

1212 Pierce St. Solano House 1914 2010 GP      

1149 Santa Clara St. Dr. Henry Warburton Cottage 1890 2010 GP      

1085 Santa Clara St. Luis Arguello Home 1868 OHP 014053 7N 26911035 Vernacular Craftsman  MA 

1089 Santa Clara St. Smith Home 1901 OHP 014054 5S2 26928043  MA 

1190 Santa Clara St. Fitzgerald Home 1901 OHP 014055 5S2    



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

1217 Santa Clara St. Andrew Landrum House 1875 2010 GP      

1241 Santa Clara St. Hamilton House 1910 2010 GP      

1358 Santa Clara St. Woodward House 1890 OHP 014057 5S2 26926098 Gothic Revival NR/BP 
NRIS No. 
82002271

1393 Santa Clara St. -- 1906 OHP 014058 5S2 26926099 Colonial Revival -- 

1410 Santa Clara St. Murschel/Fraga House 1905 2010 GP      

1460 Santa Clara St. Emigrant House 1905 OHP 014059 5S2    

1480 Santa Clara St. Ruf House 1912 2010 GP   26935019 Colonial Revival MA 

1640 Santa Clara St. -- 1910 OHP 014061 5S2    

1655 Santa Clara St. Felix/George H. Roll House 1906 2010 GP   26935016 Cottage MA 

1754 Santa Clara St. -- 1905 2010 GP      

1232 Warburton Ave. -- 1924 2010 GP   26925058 Colonial Revival MA 

1505 Warburton Ave. Jamison/Brown House, 
Brown House 

1866 OHP   26934003 Vernacular SP 

531 Washington St. -- 1905 OHP 014070 5S2 22424063 Craftsman Bungalow MA 

551 Washington St. -- 1880 OHP 014071 5S2    

561 Washington St. -- 1890 OHP 014072 7N    

616 Washington St. Robert Fatjo House 1911 2010 GP      

725 Washington St. St. Clare’s Parish -- 2010 GP      

807 Washington St. Nuttman Funeral Home, St. 
Clares Residence 

1918 OHP 014073 5S2 26936076 Colonial Revival HT 

810 Washington St. -- 1885 2010 GP   26928053 -- BP 

826 Washington St. -- 1885 2010 GP      

844 Washington St. -- 1890 OHP 014077 5D2 26928069 Pioneer HT 

860 Washington St. -- 1895 OHP 014078 5D2 26928020 Queen Anne HT 

890 Washington St. -- 1920 OHP 014079 5D2    



 Property 
Number 

NRS1 APN Architectural Style Zoning/ 
Contract 

1116 Washington St. Dr. Pauls House, Mahan 
House 

1892 OHP 014081 3S    

1290 Washington St. -- 1925 2010 GP   26915017 Spanish Colonial 
Revival 

-- 

1866 Washington St. -- 1919 2010 GP   22427013 Craftsman Bungalow MA/SP 

APN=Assessor’s Parcel Number; OHP=Office of Historic Preservation; GP=General Plan 
                                                      
1 NRS=National Register Status 

1S=Listed in National Register as an individual property. 
2=Determined eligible for Nation Register in a formal process. 
2S=Determined eligible for National Register as separate listing. 
3=Appears eligible for National Register to person completing or reviewing form. 
3S=Appears eligible for listing in National Register as a separate property. 
5D2=Eligible local list only, contribute s to District etc. eligible under local ordinance. 
5S2=Eligible local list only, likely to become eligible separately under local ordinance. 
7=Not evaluated. 
7N=Submitted to OHP for evaluation but not evaluated, referred to National Park Service. 
7R=Submitted as part of reconnaissance level survey: Not evaluated. 
7W= 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Noise Element of a General Plan is a comprehensive approach for including noise control in 
the planning process. It is a tool for achieving and maintaining environmental noise levels that 
are compatible with specific land use types. The Noise Element identifies noise-sensitive land 
uses and noise sources, defines areas of noise impact, and establishes goals, policies, and 
programs so that residents will be protected from excessive noise and vibration.  This chapter 
summarizes information on the noise environment in the Santa Clara planning area and provides 
an evaluation of the effects of the proposed General Plan update on noise.  Information in this 
section was derived from the General Plan Opportunities and Challenges noise chapter prepared 
in 2008.   
 
SETTING 
  
Background Information on Noise 
 
Noise may be defined as unwanted sound.  Noise is usually objectionable because it is disturbing 
or annoying.  The objectionable nature of sound could be caused by its pitch or its loudness.  
Pitch is the height or depth of a tone or sound, depending on the relative rapidity (frequency) of 
the vibrations by which it is produced.  Higher pitched signals sound louder to humans than 
sounds with a lower pitch.  Loudness is intensity of sound waves combined with the reception 
characteristics of the ear.  Intensity may be compared with the height of an ocean wave in that it 
is a measure of the amplitude of the sound wave. 
 
In addition to the concepts of pitch and loudness, there are several noise measurement scales 
which are used to describe noise in a particular location.  A decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement 
which indicates the relative amplitude of a sound.  The zero on the decibel scale is based on the 
lowest sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect.  Sound levels in decibels 
are calculated on a logarithmic basis.  An increase of 10 decibels represents a ten-fold increase in 
acoustic energy, while 20 decibels is 100 times more intense, 30 decibels is 1,000 times more 
intense, etc.  There is a relationship between the subjective noisiness or loudness of a sound and 
its intensity.  Each 10 decibel increase in sound level is perceived as approximately a doubling of 
loudness over a fairly wide range of intensities.  Technical terms are defined in Table 1. 
 
There are several methods of characterizing sound.  The most common in California is the A-
weighted sound level or dBA.  This scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to 
which the human ear is most sensitive.  Representative outdoor and indoor noise levels in units 
of dBA are shown in Table 2.  Because sound levels can vary markedly over a short period of 
time, a method for describing either the average character of the sound or the statistical behavior 
of the variations must be utilized.  Most commonly, environmental sounds are described in terms 
of an average level that has the same acoustical energy as the summation of all the time-varying 
events.  This energy-equivalent sound/noise descriptor is called Leq.  The most common 
averaging period is hourly, but Leq can describe any series of noise events of arbitrary duration. 
 
The scientific instrument used to measure noise is the sound level meter.  Sound level meters can 
accurately measure environmental noise levels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA.  Various 
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computer models are used to predict environmental noise levels from sources, such as roadways 
and airports.  The accuracy of the predicted models depends upon the distance the receptor is 
from the noise source.  Close to the noise source, the models are accurate to within about plus or 
minus 1 to 2 dBA. 
 
Since the sensitivity to noise increases during the evening and at night -- because excessive noise 
interferes with the ability to sleep -- 24-hour descriptors have been developed that incorporate 
artificial noise penalties added to quiet-time noise events.  The Community Noise Equivalent Level, 
CNEL, is a measure of the cumulative noise exposure in a community, with a 5 dB penalty added to 
evening (7:00 pm - 10:00 pm) and a 10 dB addition to nocturnal (10:00 pm - 7:00 am) noise levels.  
The Day/Night Average Sound Level, CNEL or Ldn, is essentially the same as CNEL, with the 
exception that the evening time period is dropped and all occurrences during this three-hour period 
are grouped into the daytime period. 
 
Effects of Noise 

Sleep and Speech Interference 

 
The thresholds for speech interference indoors are about 45 dBA if the noise is steady and above 
55 dBA if the noise is fluctuating.  Outdoors the thresholds are about 15 dBA higher.  Steady 
noise of sufficient intensity (above 35 dBA) and fluctuating noise levels above about 45 dBA 
have been shown to affect sleep.  Interior residential standards for multi-family dwellings are set 
by the State of California at 45 dBA Ldn.  Typically, the highest steady traffic noise level during 
the daytime is about equal to the Ldn and nighttime levels are 10 dBA lower.  The standard is 
designed for sleep and speech protection and most jurisdictions apply the same criterion for all 
residential uses.  Typical structural attenuation is 12-17 dBA with open windows.  With closed 
windows in good condition, the noise attenuation factor is around 20 dBA for an older structure 
and 25 dBA for a newer dwelling.  Sleep and speech interference is therefore possible when 
exterior noise levels are about 57-62 dBA Ldn with open windows and 65-70 dBA Ldn if the 
windows are closed.  Levels of 55-60 dBA are common along collector streets and secondary 
arterials, while 65-70 dBA is a typical value for a primary/major arterial.  Levels of 75-80 dBA 
are normal noise levels at the first row of development outside a freeway right-of-way.  In order 
to achieve an acceptable interior noise environment, bedrooms facing secondary roadways need 
to be able to have their windows closed, those facing major roadways and freeways typically 
need special glass windows. 

Annoyance 

 
Attitude surveys are used for measuring the annoyance felt in a community for noises intruding 
into homes or affecting outdoor activity areas.  In these surveys, it was determined that the 
causes for annoyance include interference with speech, radio and television, house vibrations, 
and interference with sleep and rest.  The Ldn as a measure of noise has been found to provide a 
valid correlation of noise level and the percentage of people annoyed.  People have been asked to 
judge the annoyance caused by aircraft noise and ground transportation noise.  There continues 
to be disagreement about the relative annoyance of these different sources.  When measuring the 
percentage of the population highly annoyed, the threshold for ground vehicle noise is about 50 
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dBA Ldn.  At an Ldn of about 60 dBA, approximately 12 percent of the population is highly 
annoyed.  When the Ldn increases to 70 dBA, the percentage of the population highly annoyed 
increases to about 25-30 percent of the population.  There is, therefore, an increase of about 2 
percent per dBA between an Ldn of 60-70 dBA.  Between an Ldn of 70-80 dBA, each decibel 
increase increases by about 3 percent the percentage of the population highly annoyed.  People 
appear to respond more adversely to aircraft noise.  When the Ldn is 60 dBA, approximately 30-
35 percent of the population is believed to be highly annoyed.  Each decibel increase to 70 dBA 
adds about 3 percentage points to the number of people highly annoyed.  Above 70 dBA, each 
decibel increase results in about a 4 percent increase in the percentage of the population highly 
annoyed. 
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Table 1 Definitions of Acoustical Terms Used in this Report 

Term Definitions 

Decibel, dB A unit describing, the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm 
to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the 
reference pressure.  The reference pressure for air is 20. 

Sound Pressure Level Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in micro 
Pascals (or 20 micro Newtons per square meter), where 1 Pascal is the 
pressure resulting from a force of 1 Newton exerted over an area of 1 
square meter.  The sound pressure level is expressed in decibels as 20 
times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio between the pressures 
exerted by the sound to a reference sound pressure (e.g., 20 micro 
Pascals).  Sound pressure level is the quantity that is directly measured by 
a sound level meter. 

Frequency, Hz The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and 
below atmospheric pressure.  Normal human hearing is between 20 Hz 
and 20,000 Hz.  Infrasonic sound are below 20 Hz and Ultrasonic sounds 
are above 20,000 Hz. 

A-Weighted Sound 
Level, dBA 

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter 
using the A-weighting filter network.  The A-weighting filter de-
emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of the 
sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear and 
correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.  

Equivalent Noise Level, 
Leq  

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period.   

Lmax, Lmin 
The maximum and minimum A-weighted noise level during the 
measurement period. 

L01, L10, L50, L90 
The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 90% 
of the time during the measurement period. 

Day/Night Noise Level, 
Ldn or DNL 

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after 
addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 pm 
and 7:00 am. 

Community Noise 
Equivalent Level, 
CNEL 

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after 
addition of 5 decibels in the evening from 7:00 pm to 10:00 pm and after 
addition of 10 decibels to sound levels measured in the night between 10:00 
pm and 7:00 am. 

Ambient Noise Level The composite of noise from all sources near and far.  The normal or 
existing level of environmental noise at a given location.  
   

Intrusive That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a 
given location.  The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its 
amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or 
informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level. 

 
Source:  Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control, Harris, 1998.
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Table 2 Typical Noise Levels in the Environment 

 

Common Outdoor Activities 

 

Noise Level (dBA) 

 

Common Indoor Activities 

 110 dBA Rock band 

Jet fly-over at 1,000 feet   

 100 dBA  

Gas lawn mower at 3 feet   

 90 dBA  

Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 mph  Food blender at 3 feet 

 80 dBA Garbage disposal at 3 feet 

Noisy urban area, daytime   

Gas lawn mower, 100 feet 70 dBA Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet 

Commercial area  Normal speech at 3 feet 

Heavy traffic at 300 feet 60 dBA  

  Large business office 

Quiet urban daytime 50 dBA Dishwasher in next room 

   

Quiet urban nighttime 40 dBA Theater, large conference room 

Quiet suburban nighttime   

 30 dBA Library 

Quiet rural nighttime Bedroom at night, concert hall 
 20 dBA  

  Broadcast/recording studio 

 10 dBA  

 0 dBA  

 
Source: Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), Caltrans, November 2009. 
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Groundborne Vibration Concepts 
 
Ground vibration consists of rapidly fluctuating motions or waves with an average motion of 
zero.  Several methods are typically used to quantify the amplitude of vibration including Peak 
Particle Velocity (PPV) and Root Mean Square (RMS) velocity.  PPV is defined as the 
maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration wave.  RMS velocity is 
defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal.  PPV and RMS vibration velocity 
amplitudes are used to evaluate human response to vibration. 
 
Railroad trains within the plan area are potential sources of substantial ground vibration 
depending on the distance, the type and the speed of trains, and the type of railroad track.  
People’s response to ground vibration has been correlated best with the vibration velocity level.  
The vibration velocity level is expressed on the decibel scale.  The abbreviation “VdB” is used in 
this document for vibration decibels to reduce the potential for confusion with sound decibels.   
Typical background vibration levels in residential areas are usually 50 VdB or lower, well below 
the threshold of perception for most humans.  Perceptible vibration levels inside residences are 
attributed to the operation of heating and air conditioning systems, door slams, and foot traffic.  
Construction activities, train operations, and street traffic are some of the most common external 
sources of vibration that can be perceptible inside residences.  Table 3 identifies some common 
sources of vibration and the association to human perception or the potential for structural 
damage. 
 
Table 4 displays continuous vibration impacts on human annoyance and on buildings.  As 
discussed previously, annoyance is a subjective measure and vibrations may be found to be 
annoying at much lower levels than those shown, depending on the level of activity or the 
sensitivity of the individual.  To sensitive individuals, vibrations approaching the threshold of 
perception can be annoying. 
 
Low-level vibrations frequently cause irritating secondary vibration, such as a slight rattling of 
windows, doors or stacked dishes.  The rattling sound can give rise to exaggerated vibration 
complaints, even though there is very little risk of actual structural damage.  In high noise 
environments, which are more prevalent where groundborne vibration approaches perceptible 
levels, this rattling phenomenon may also be produced by loud airborne environmental noise 
causing induced vibration in exterior doors and windows.   
 
Construction activities can cause vibration that varies in intensity depending on several factors.  
The use of pile driving and vibratory compaction equipment typically generate the highest 
construction related ground-borne vibration levels.  Because of the impulsive nature of such 
activities, the use of the peak particle velocity descriptor (PPV) has been routinely used to 
measure and assess ground-borne vibration and almost exclusively to assess the potential of 
vibration to induce structural damage and the degree of annoyance for humans. 
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Table 3 Typical Levels of Groundborne Vibration 

Human/Structural Response Velocity Level, VdB 
Typical Events 

(50-foot setback) 

Threshold, minor cosmetic damage 100 Blasting, pile driving, vibratory 
compaction equipment 

  Heavy tracked vehicles (Bulldozers, 
cranes, drill rigs) 

Difficulty with tasks such as reading 
a video or computer screen 90  

  Commuter rail, upper range 

Residential annoyance, infrequent 
events 80 Rapid transit, upper range 

Residential annoyance, occasional 
events  Commuter rail, typical Bus or truck 

over bump or on rough roads 

Residential annoyance, frequent 
events 70 Rapid transit, typical 

Approximate human threshold of 
perception to vibration  Buses, trucks and heavy street 

traffic 

 60  

  Background vibration in residential 
settings in the absence of activity 

Lower limit for equipment ultra-
sensitive to vibration 50  

 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, US Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, May 
2006. 
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Table 4   Reaction of People and Damage to Buildings for Continuous Vibration Levels 
Velocity 
Level, PPV 
(in/sec) Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

0.006 to 0.019 
Threshold of perception:  
Possibility of intrusion 

Vibration unlikely to cause damage of 
any type 

0.08 
Vibrations readily 
perceptible 

Recommended upper level of the 
vibration to which ruins and ancient 
monuments should be subjected 

0.10 
Level at which continuous 
vibrations begin to annoy 
people 

Virtually no risk of “architectural” 
damage to normal buildings 

0.20 
Vibrations annoying to 
people in buildings 

Threshold at which there is a risk of 
“architectural” damage to normal 
dwellings such as plastered walls or 
ceilings. 

0.4 to 0.6 

Vibrations considered 
unpleasant by people 
subjected to continuous 
vibrations  

Vibration at this level would cause 
“architectural” damage and possibly 
minor structural damage. 

 
Source: Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations. Caltrans, Technical Advisory, TAV-02-01-R9601, February 2002. 

 
The two primary concerns with construction-induced vibration, the potential to damage a 
structure and the potential to interfere with the enjoyment of life are evaluated against different 
vibration limits.  Studies have shown that the threshold of perception for average persons is in 
the range of 0.2 to 0.3 mm/sec (0.008 to 0.012 inches/sec), PPV.  Human perception to vibration 
varies with the individual and is a function of physical setting and the type of vibration.  Persons 
exposed to elevated ambient vibration levels such as people in an urban environment may 
tolerate a higher vibration level.   
 
Structural damage can be classified as cosmetic only, such as minor cracking of building 
elements, or may threaten the integrity of the building.  Safe vibration limits that can be applied 
to assess the potential for damaging a structure vary by researcher and there is no general 
consensus as to what amount of vibration may pose a threat for structural damage to the building.  
Construction-induced vibration that can be detrimental to the building is very rare and has only 
been observed in instances where the structure is at a high state of disrepair and the construction 
activity occurs immediately adjacent to the structure.   
 
Railroad operations are potential sources of substantial ground vibration depending on distance, 
the type and the speed of trains, and the type of railroad track.  People’s response to ground 
vibration has been correlated best with the velocity of the ground.  The velocity of the ground is 
expressed on the decibel scale.  The reference velocity is 1 x 10-6 in./sec. RMS, which equals 0 
VdB, and 1 in./sec. equals 120 VdB.  Although not a universally accepted notation, the 
abbreviation “VdB” is used in this document for vibration decibels to reduce the potential for 
confusion with sound decibels.   



 9

One of the problems with developing suitable criteria for groundborne vibration is the limited 
research into human response to vibration and more importantly human annoyance inside 
buildings.  The U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration has 
developed rational vibration limits that can be used to evaluate human annoyance to groundborne 
vibration.  These criteria are primarily based on experience with passenger train operations, such 
as rapid transit and commuter rail systems.  The main difference between passenger and freight 
operations is the time duration of individual events; a passenger train lasts few seconds whereas 
a long freight train may last several minutes, depending on speed and length.   
 
Regulatory Framework 
 
This section describes the relevant guidelines, policies, and standards established by Federal and 
State Agencies and the City of Santa Clara. 
  
Federal 
 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  HUD environmental criteria and 
standards are presented in 24 CFR Part 51.  New residential construction qualifying for HUD 
financing proposed in high noise areas (exceeding 65 dBA Ldn) must incorporate noise 
attenuation features to maintain acceptable interior noise levels.  A goal of 45 dBA Ldn is set 
forth for interior noise levels and attenuation requirements are geared toward achieving that goal.  
It is assumed that with standard construction any building will provide sufficient attenuation to 
achieve an interior level of 45 dBA Ldn or less if the exterior level is 65 dBA Ldn or less.  
Approvals in a "normally unacceptable noise zone" (exceeding 65 decibels but not exceeding 75 
decibels) require a minimum of 5 decibels additional noise attenuation for buildings if the day-
night average is greater than 65 decibels but does not exceed 70 decibels, or minimum of 10 
decibels of additional noise attenuation if the day-night average is greater than 70 decibels but 
does not exceed 75 decibels.     
 
Federal Highway Administration.  Proposed federal or federal-aid highway construction projects 
on a new location, or the physical alteration of an existing highway that significantly changes 
either the horizontal or vertical alignment, or increases the number of through-traffic lanes 
requires an assessment of noise and consideration of noise abatement per Title 23 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 772 (23 CFR Part 772), “Procedures for Abatement of Highway 
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise.”  FHWA considers noise abatement for sensitive receivers 
such as picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sport areas, parks, residences, motels, 
hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals when “worst-hour” noise levels approach or 
exceed 67 dBA Leq.  Caltrans has further defined the definition of approaching the NAC to be 1 
dBA below the NAC (e.g., 66 dBA Leq is considered approaching the NAC for Category B 
activity areas).   
 
Federal Transit Administration.  This analysis uses the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) 
vibration impact criteria for sensitive buildings, residences, and institutional land uses near 
railroads.  The thresholds for residences and buildings where people normally sleep (e.g., nearby 
residences) are 72 VdB for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same source per day), 75 
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VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 80 VdB 
for infrequent events (less than 30 vibration events of the same source per day).  
 
State of California  
 
California Administrative Code Section 65302(f).  California Government Code Section 
65302(f) requires that all General Plans include a Noise Element to address noise problems in the 
community.  The State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) had established guidelines for the 
content of the Noise Element.  State law requires that current and future noise level contours be 
developed for the following sources: 
 

 Highways and freeways. 
 

 Primary arterials and major local streets. 
 

 Passenger and freight on-line railroad operations and ground rapid transit systems. 
 

 Commercial, general aviation, heliport, and military airport operations, aircraft flyovers, 
jet engine tests stands and all other ground facilities and maintenance functions related to 
airport operation. 

 
 Local industrial plants, including, but not limited to, railroad classification yards. 

 
 Other stationary ground noise sources identified by local agencies as contributing to the 

community noise environment. 
 
California Building Code - Noise Insulation Standards.  The State of California Administrative 
Code (Title 24) establishes minimum noise insulation performance standards for hotels, motels, 
dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings.  The 
2007 California Building Code (Chapter 12, Appendix Section 1207.11.2) incorporates the 
standards.  The noise limit is a maximum interior noise level of 45 dBA Ldn.  Where exterior 
noise levels exceed 60 dBA Ldn, a report must be submitted with the building plans describing 
the noise control measures that have been incorporated into the design of the project to meet the 
noise limit.  The General Plan shall facilitate implementation of the noise insulation standards. 
 
Division of Aeronautics Noise Standards.  Title 21 of the California Code of Regulations1 sets 
forth the State’s airport noise standards.   In the findings described in Section 5006, the standard 
states the following:  “A level of noise acceptable to a reasonable person residing in the vicinity 
of an airport is established as a community noise equivalent level (CNEL) value of 65 dB for 
purposes of these regulations.  This criterion level has been chosen for reasonable persons 
residing in urban residential areas where houses are of typical California construction and may 
have windows partially open.  It has been selected with reference to speech, sleep, and 

                                                 
1  California Code of Regulations Airport Noise Standards, Title 21, Public Works Division 2.5, Division of Aeronautics (Department 

of Transportation), Chapter 6 Noise Standards, Article 1. General. 
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community reaction.”  Based on this finding, the airport noise standard as defined in Section 
5012 is set at a CNEL of 65 dB.   
 
California Department of Transportation – Construction Vibration.  There are no state plans, 
policies, regulations or laws related to groundborne vibration that are applicable to the General 
Plan.  However, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has adopted guidance for 
construction vibrations and this guidance is used in this analysis to address construction 
vibrations.  Caltrans uses a vibration limit of 12.7 mm/sec (0.5 inches/sec), PPV for buildings 
structurally sound and designed to modern engineering standards.  A conservative vibration limit 
of 5 mm/sec (0.2 inches/sec), PPV has been used for buildings that are found to be structurally 
sound but structural damage is a major concern.  For historic buildings or buildings that are 
documented to be structurally weakened, a conservative limit of 2 mm/sec (0.08 inches/sec), 
PPV is often used to provide the highest level of protection.  All of these limits have been used 
successfully and compliance to these limits has not been known to result in appreciable structural 
damage. All vibration limits referred to herein apply on the ground level and take into account 
the response of structural elements (i.e. walls and floors) to ground-borne excitation.  
 
City of Santa Clara 
 
City of Santa Clara General Plan.  The Environmental Quality Element of the City of Santa 
Clara’s current General Plan establishes policies to control noise within the community.  
Applicable policies presented in the General Plan are as follows: 
 

20. Protect to the extent possible existing developed areas of the City of Santa Clara from 
unacceptable noise levels.  
 
21. Reduce transportation generated noise within the City of Santa Clara where feasible.  
 
22. Comply with City, State and Federal guidelines for the compatibility of land uses 
with their noise environments, except where the City determines that there are prevailing 
circumstances of a unique or special nature. 
 
23.  Within the San Jose Airport noise impact area, maintain residential neighborhoods as 
designated in the Land Use Element. Permit appropriate residential development in these 
neighborhoods subject to noise insulation.     
 
24. Reduce noise from fixed sources, construction, and special events. 
 
25. Prohibit any significant new residential development in the adverse noise 
environment created by the San Jose International Airport (65 CNEL and over).  
 
26. Maintain the separation between industrial and residential uses to reduce noise 
conflict.  
 
27. Establish a noise and land use compatibility chart as the basic City noise standard (see 
Figure 5-G).    
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City of Santa Clara Municipal Code.  Chapter 9.10 of the City’s Municipal Code establishes 
noise level performance standards for fixed sources of noise.  Noise levels generated by a fixed 
source of noise, defined as, “…a stationary device which creates sound or vibration while 
operating in a fixed or stationary position, including, but not limited to, residential, agricultural, 
industrial, and commercial machinery and equipment, pumps, fans, compressors, air 
conditioners, and refrigeration equipment…” would be limited at the property line of adjacent 
land uses as indicated in Table 5.  The City’s Municipal Code does not regulate mobile sources 
of noise.  A mobile noise source is defined as, “…any noise, sound, or vibration source other 
than a fixed noise, sound, or vibration source, including but not limited to vehicles, hand-held 
power equipment, and portable music amplifiers…”.  The noise limits are not applicable to 
emergency work, licensed outdoor events, City-owned electric, water, and sewer utility system 
facilities, construction activities occurring within allowable hours, permitted fireworks displays, 
or permitted heliports.  Construction activities are not permitted within 300 feet of residentially 
zoned property except within the hours of 7:00 am and 6:00 pm on weekdays and 9:00 am and 
6:00 pm on Saturdays.  No construction is permitted on Sundays or holidays. 

 
Table 5 Schedule A Exterior Sound or Noise Limits 
 

Receiving Zone  
Zoning Category 

Day 
7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. 

Night 
10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. 

Category 1 
Single-family and duplex 
residential (R1, R2) 

55 dBA 50 dBA 

Category 2  
Multiple-family residential, 
public space (R3, B) 

55 dBA 50 dBA 

Category 3  
Commercial, Office (C, O) 

65 dBA 60dBA 

Category 4 
Light Industrial (ML, MP) 

70 dBA 70 dBA 

Category 5 
Light Industrial (ML, MP) 

75 dBA 75 dBA 

(Ord. 1588 § 1, 6-14-88. Formerly § 18-26.4) 
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Existing Noise Conditions 
 
Existing traffic, railroad, and aircraft noise levels in the City are summarized below, and 
additional detail on the noise monitoring survey can be found in the baseline technical noise 
report prepared for the General Plan Update Opportunities and Challenges document (Dyett & 
Bhatia et al. 2008).   

The primary sources of noise within Santa Clara are major freeways and arterial roadways 
traversing the city (Highway 101, Central Expressway, Lawrence Expressway, San Tomas 
Expressway, and Montague Expressway), Union Pacific rail lines, and aircraft overflights from 
the Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport.  Industrial facilities also include some 
sources of noise that could be annoying to nearby noise-sensitive uses.   

To assist in the General Plan update process, ambient noise monitoring was conducted at a 
variety of land uses near major noise sources in the City.  Short-term noise measurements were 
taken adjacent to major roadways and industrial noise sources. Additional long-term (24-hour) 
noise measurements were taken near rail activity where other major noise sources could be 
excluded to the extent possible.  Monitored noise data were used to identify noise levels at 
varying distances from the City’s major noise sources, and SoundPLAN V7.0, a three-
dimensional ray-tracing computer program, was used to generate noise contours along major 
roadways and railroads throughout the City.   

Existing traffic and rail noise levels were modeled and adjusted based on monitoring data, and 
are shown in Figure 1.  Calculations assumed an acoustically “hard” ground surface, and do not 
take into account shielding by terrain or structures.   

Vehicular Traffic 

Roadway traffic is one of the more prevalent sources of noise in the City.  Traffic noise at a 
particular location depends on the traffic volume on the roadway, the average vehicle speed, the 
distance between the receptor and the roadway, the presence of intervening barriers or structures 
between source and receiver, and the ratio of trucks (particularly heavy trucks) and buses to 
automobiles.  

A number of factors control how traffic noise levels affect nearby sensitive land uses. These 
include roadway elevation compared to the surrounding grade; any structures or terrain 
intervening between the roadway and the sensitive receptors; and the distance between the 
roadway and receptors.  Because of the high traffic volumes on freeways and expressways in the 
area, Highway 101, Central Expressway, Lawrence Expressway, San Tomas Expressway, and 
Montague Expressway constitute the loudest roadway noise sources in the City.  Industrial and 
commercial uses are located primarily along Highway 101 and Central Expressway; however, 
there are residences located along the Lawrence, San Tomas, and Montague Expressways.  

Existing traffic noise levels on the Santa Clara roadway network were calculated in SoundPLAN 
V7.0 using the embedded FHWA Transportation Noise Model TNM software based on ADT 
traffic volumes counts and speeds supplied by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants.  Table 6 
summarizes existing CNEL traffic noise levels along major City roadways at a distance of 100 
feet from the centerline of the roadway.  
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Railroad Noise 

Trains can generate high, relatively brief, intermittent noise events, particularly near at-grade 
crossings.  Train noise is an environmental concern for sensitive uses located along rail lines and 
in the vicinities of switching yards.  Two Union Pacific Transportation Company rail lines run 
through the City of Santa Clara. The San Francisco line transects the City in a generally east-
west direction and forms a boundary between residential uses to the south and industrial uses to 
the north. The other rail line parallels Lafayette Street from the northern portion of the City 
where it crosses under the Bayshore Freeway (Highway 101).  Operations on these lines include 
both passenger and freight service, with spur tracks serving industrial areas.  Based on noise 
monitoring of existing operations, the San Francisco rail line generates a noise level of about 65 
dBA CNEL at a distance of 100 feet and the Lafayette Street rail line generates a noise level of 
about 64 dBA CNEL at a distance of 100 feet.  

Airport Noise 

The Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport is located to the east of, and adjacent to, 
the City of Santa Clara.  Noise generated by aircraft using the airport affects Santa Clara 
residents in the area north of the Bayshore Freeway.  The City of Santa Clara uses the official 
Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Compatibility (ALUC) Referral Boundary (65 dB CNEL) 
Map as a basis for referring proposed projects to the Airport Land Use Commission.  Based on 
the noise monitoring survey performed for the Santa Clara General Plan Opportunities and 
Challenges document, individual aircraft generate maximum noise levels in the range of 75 to 78 
dBA Lmax as they fly over residences in the area north of the Bayshore Freeway. 

Industrial Noise 

Industrial and manufacturing facilities within the City involve mobile and stationary noise 
sources that may affect adjacent noise-sensitive land uses.  Industrial processes such as 
fabricating and grinding can create relatively high levels of noise within their immediate 
operating environments.  In addition, truck movements and deliveries generate noise along the 
local roadway network.  The scope and degree of noise generated by industrial uses depends on 
various factors, including the type of industrial activity, hours of operation, and the site’s 
location relative to other land uses.  One of Santa Clara’s General Plan goals has been the 
separation of industrial and residential land uses.  However, existing residential land uses are 
immediately adjacent to industrial land uses in the southwest corner of the City around Vallco 
Park and north of Bayshore around the De La Cruz industrial area.  During the noise monitoring 
survey performed for the General Plan update industrial uses in the De La Cruz area were 
documented as generating a constant noise level of about 45 dBA at adjacent residences.  Vallco 
Park uses were not audible at the noise monitoring location.  However, noisy activities could 
take place at other times of the day or year that were not accounted for in the noise monitoring 
survey.  

Construction Noise 

Construction can be another significant, although typically short-term, source of noise. 
Construction is typically of most concern when it takes place near sensitive land uses, or occurs 
at night or in early morning hours. The dominant construction equipment noise source is usually 
diesel engines of heavy construction equipment.  In a few cases, however, such as impact pile 
driving or pavement breaking, “process noise” related to specific activities dominates.  
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Stationary equipment operates in one location for one or more days at a time, with either a 
continuous operation (e.g., pumps, generators, compressors) or a variable operation (pile drivers, 
pavement breakers).  Mobile equipment moves around the construction site with power applied 
in cyclic fashion (e.g., bulldozers, loaders) or to and from the site (i.e., trucks). Construction-
related noise levels generally fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment type and 
duration of use, distance between the noise source and receptor, and presence or absence of 
barriers between the noise source and receptor.  

Other Noise Sources 

Other existing sources of noise include noise from commercial, recreational, and school uses. 
Noise sources associated with commercial uses include mechanical equipment, as well as 
activities associated with parking lots, loading docks, and drive-thrus.  Mechanical equipment is 
used extensively in buildings to provide heating, cooling, air circulation and water supply. 
Mechanical equipment that produces noise includes motors, pumps and fans.  Although noise 
levels are generally low from these sources at nearby properties, such sources may operate 
continuously and may include pure tones that make them audible and sources of annoyance at a 
substantial distance. 

Noise generating activities associated with schools include children at play, bells, and public 
address systems. High schools may include stadiums for day and evening athletic events, and 
public address/loudspeaker systems.  

Intermittent or temporary noise sources include portable power equipment such as leaf blowers, 
lawn mowers, portable generators, electric saws and drills, and other similar equipment. 
Although these noise sources are typically short in duration, they are often loud and can be major 
sources of annoyance. 
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NOISE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Standards of Significance 

A significant impact will occur if implementation of the project would: 

a) Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

b) Expose people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels; 

c) Create a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project; 

d) Create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels. 

Impact Discussion 

Impact Existing and future noise levels at the locations of proposed noise sensitive 
developments allowed for under the 2010-2035 General Plan could exceed the 
City’s noise thresholds of acceptability.   

 
Under the proposed project, new noise-sensitive development is planned in noisy areas such as 
along major transportation corridors (e.g., El Camino Real, Stevens Creek Boulevard), railroads, 
and in the vicinity of Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport.  Single-family 
residential development, schools, libraries, hospitals, convalescent homes, and places of worship 
are considered the most noise-sensitive land uses.  Residential development is sensitive to 
community noise both outdoors and indoors during the daytime and nighttime.  High-
density/mixed-use residential, commercial, and industrial development is less noise sensitive 
because uses are primarily indoors, and noise levels are mitigated with building design and 
construction.  However, noise exposures along many roadways, the railroads, and in the environs 
of Mineta San José International Airport could exceed “normally acceptable” levels for these 
uses.  Therefore, acoustical analyses should be conducted to design mitigation that would reduce 
noise as low as practical in exterior use areas that maintain interior noise levels at the “normally 
acceptable” level (45 dBA CNEL).   
 
A computer model was used to calculate ground transportation noise levels throughout Santa 
Clara.  The model, SoundPLAN V7.0, is a three-dimensional ray-tracing program, which takes 
into account the source of noise, the frequency spectra, the topography of the area, and shielding 
provided by buildings.  Existing and future traffic noise levels throughout Santa Clara were 
modeled to determine the noise level contours along major roadways and the railroads.  Figure 2 
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displays the projected 2035 ground transportation noise contours in Santa Clara for major 
roadways and the railroad.   
 
Where exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA CNEL in new residential development areas, interior 
levels may exceed 45 dBA CNEL.  Interior noise levels are about 15 dBA lower than exterior 
levels within residential units with the windows partially open and approximately 20-25 decibels 
lower than exterior noise levels with the windows closed, assuming typical California 
construction methods.  Where exterior day-night average noise levels are 60 to 70 dBA CNEL, 
interior noise levels can typically be maintained below 45 dBA CNEL with the incorporation of 
an adequate forced air mechanical ventilation system in the residential units to allow residents 
the option of controlling noise by keeping the windows closed.  In areas exceeding 70 dBA 
CNEL, the inclusion of windows and doors with high Sound Transmission Class (STC) ratings, 
and the incorporation of forced-air mechanical ventilation systems, may be necessary to meet 45 
dBA CNEL. 
 
The implementation of Draft General Plan Policies 5.10.6-P1, 5.10.6-P2, 5.10.6-P3, and 5.10.6-
P6 would require that the General Plan compatibility standards be used to determine where noise 
levels in the community are acceptable or unacceptable, and require noise attenuation measures 
to achieve the “normally acceptable” noise level standards.  Noise analyses of new development 
proposals are required when appropriate in order to maintain consistency with the interior and 
exterior noise standards of the Noise Element.  The interior noise limits set forth in the State 
Building Code are extended to all sensitive land uses in Santa Clara.  The proposed goals and 
policies of the Noise Element reduce potential impacts associated with noise and land use 
compatibility to a less-than-significant level.  (Note to DJP – Please replace Table 5.10-1 with a 
Noise and Land Use Compatibility Table.)   
 
Impact New noise-producing land uses could generate noise levels that would exceed 

the City’s noise thresholds of acceptability or Municipal Code noise limits at 
sensitive receivers in the vicinity.   

 
Mixed-use development projects often include residential uses located above or in proximity to 
commercial uses, and are located in areas served by rail and bus transit along major roadways 
and the railroad corridor.  Under the 2010-2035 General Plan, mixed-use residential development 
is proposed in the downtown and along major roadways and the Caltrain rail (future High Speed 
Rail) corridor.  Also, new research and development, office, commercial, retail, or other noise-
generating uses developed under the 2010-2035 General Plan could substantially increase noise 
levels at noise-sensitive land uses or could expose receivers to noise levels that exceed the City’s 
Municipal Code noise limits.   
 
Future operations at existing and proposed noise-producing land uses are dependent on many 
variables and information is unavailable to allow meaningful projections of noise.  Noise 
conflicts may be caused by noise sources such as outdoor dining areas or bars, mechanical 
equipment, outdoor maintenance areas, truck loading docks and delivery activities, public 
address systems, and parking lots (e.g., opening and closing of vehicle doors, people talking, car 
alarms).  Development under the proposed General Plan would introduce new noise-generating 
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sources adjacent to existing noise-sensitive areas and new noise-sensitive uses adjacent to 
existing noise sources.   
 
Draft General Plan Policy 5.10.6-P1 requires that all land uses and development proposals, 
including noise-generators, be reviewed to ensure consistency with the General Plan 
compatibility standards.  General Plan Policies 5.10.6-P4 and 5.10.6-P5 encourage noise control 
at the source through site design measures and operational noise controls.  General Plan policy 
5.1006-P6 discourages locating incompatible land uses near to one another.  New noise-
generating projects developed under the proposed project would be subject to the City’s 
Municipal Code, ensuring that existing residences and other noise-sensitive land uses would not 
be exposed to excessive noise.  The impact resulting from the generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in any applicable plan or noise ordinance would be considered 
less than significant. 
 
Impact Ground vibration levels resulting from railroad train operations at the 

setback of proposed residences could expose people to excessive groundborne 
vibration. 

 
The 2010-2035 General Plan could result in the construction of sensitive land uses within 
portions of the plan area where known vibration sources exist or are currently planned, primarily 
along the existing active railroad corridors and the VTA light rail.  Ground vibration from 
conventional railroad trains, high-speed trains, and light-rail trains passing through the plan area 
could exceed the guidelines set forth by the FTA if new buildings are constructed within 
approximately 100 feet of the tracks.  Under the 2010-2035 General Plan, regional mixed-use, 
community mixed-use, and office/R&D projects are envisioned along the Caltrain corridor (also 
future High Speed Rail Corridor) and high-density residential and low intensity office/R&D are 
proposed along the Union Pacific Railroad that parallels Lafayette Street.  The proposed 
locations of buildings and their specific sensitivity to vibration are not known at this time, 
however, such uses located in these areas could be exposed to ground vibration levels exceeding 
FTA guidelines. 
 
Policy 5.10.6-P10 of the 2010-2035 General Plan states that the City will encourage transit 
agencies to develop and apply technologies to reduce vibration impacts from railroads and the 
light rail.  The 2010-2035 General Plan should also consider the adoption of vibration standards 
to ensure compatible developments along these corridors with respect to potential vibration 
levels generated by railroad trains, light rail, and the future High Speed Rail system.  Thus, the 
development of a Mitigation Measure would be required in addition to the New General Plan 
policies to ensure that program-level vibration impacts are reduced to a less than significant 
level.  In addition, the City will require that individual development projects undergo project-
specific environmental review.  If project-level significant vibration impacts are identified, 
specific mitigation measures will be required under CEQA.   
 
Mitigation:  Use the Federal Transit Administration vibration impact criteria to evaluate the land 
use compatibility of sensitive uses proposed along the railroad/light-rail corridor using the best 
available information (e.g., High Speed Rail Program EIR) or site-specific measurements and 
analyses (assuming active railroad operations).  Developers of sensitive uses shall demonstrate 
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that potential impacts of existing or potential vibration have been minimized to the maximum 
feasible extent.  The implementation of this measure would reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. 
 
Impact: The anticipated increase in vehicular traffic would result in increased traffic 

noise, and in some cases, the increases would be substantial.   
 
Increases in traffic noise gradually degrade the environment in areas sensitive to noise.  
According to CEQA, “a substantial increase” is necessary to cause a significant environmental 
impact.  An increase of 3 dBA CNEL is considered substantial in noise sensitive areas along 
roadways analyzed in Santa Clara.  Vehicular traffic on roadways in the city would increase as 
development occurs and the city’s population increases.  These projected increases in traffic 
would over time and would increase noise levels throughout the community.  Traffic noise levels 
throughout Santa Clara were projected for General Plan build-out in the year 2035 to determine 
how changes in vehicular traffic volumes would affect traffic noise levels.  The relative increases 
in traffic noise along affected roadway segments are shown in Table 6.   
 
Noise impacts resulting from buildout of the General Plan are assessed by comparing projected 
noise levels to existing conditions.  Noise levels along SR 237, Highway 101, Interstate 280, and 
Interstate 880 are expected to increase 0-1 dBA CNEL.  A review of the data presented in Table 
6 shows that noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA CNEL between 2009 and 2035 with 
buildout of the General Plan except along certain segments of Trimble Road and Tasman Drive.   
 
Existing land uses located adjacent to the segment of Trimble Road between De La Cruz 
Boulevard and the easternmost City limits are commercial and are not sensitive to increased 
traffic noise along Trimble Road.  The noise environment in this area results from a combination 
of traffic noise along Trimble Road, traffic noise along Highway 101, and aircraft operations 
associated with Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport.  The overall increase in noise 
levels in the area would actually be less than 3 dBA CNEL as a result of the influence of 
Highway 101 traffic and aircraft in the area.  Furthermore, there are no noise sensitive receptors 
known to exist along Trimble Road where this noise level increase is anticipated, so the increase 
in noise would not cause a significant impact in this area.   
 
There are two segments of Tasman Drive where noise levels are expected to increase by 3 dBA 
CNEL.  The first segment of Tasman Drive, from the westernmost City limits to Great America 
Parkway, is expected to experience a substantial increase in noise, however, the area is 
developed with commercial land uses that are not sensitive to increased traffic noise.  Along 
Tasman Drive between Lafayette Street and the easternmost City limits, residential land uses are 
located south of the roadway.  The traffic noise level increase would be substantial as noise 
levels are expected to increase by 3 dBA CNEL. 
 
Policy 5.10.6-P11 states that the City will develop and include noise reduction measures with 
improvements and extensions of City streets.  A combination of mitigation measures such as the 
repaving of area roadways with a “quiet pavement”, replacement or construction of noise 
barriers, traffic calming, and sound insulation could be implemented to reduce the effects of 
increased traffic noise generated by development under the proposed General Plan.   
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Case studies have shown that the replacement of dense grade asphalt (standard type) with open-
grade or rubberized asphalt can reduce traffic noise levels along local roadways by 2 to 3 dBA 
CNEL.  A possible noise reduction of 2 dBA would be expected using conservative engineering 
assumptions, and future traffic noise increases could be mitigated to a less than significant level 
by repaving roadways with “quieter pavements.”  To be a permanent mitigation, subsequent 
repaving would also have to use “quieter” pavements.  
 
Existing residential receivers located along Tasman Drive between Lafayette Street and the 
easternmost City limits either front the roadway (private outdoor use areas are located behind the 
homes) or have outdoor use areas adjacent to the roadway that may or may not be shielded by 
fences or noise barriers.  In situations where private outdoor use areas are located adjacent to the 
roadway, new or larger noise barriers could be constructed to provide the additional necessary 
noise attenuation in private use areas.  Typically, increasing the height of an existing barrier 
results in approximately one dBA of attenuation per one foot of additional barrier height.  The 
design of such noise barriers would require additional analysis.  Traffic calming could also be 
implemented to reduce noise levels expected with the project.  Each five mph reduction in 
average speed provides approximately one dBA of noise reduction on an average basis 
(Leq/CNEL).  Traffic calming measures that regulate speed improve the noise environment by 
smoothing out noise levels.    
 
Residences could also be provided with sound insulation treatments if further study finds that 
interior noise levels within the affected residential units would exceed 45 dBA CNEL as a result 
of the projected increase in traffic noise.  Treatments to the homes may include the replacement 
of existing windows and doors with sound-rated windows and doors and the provision of a 
suitable form of forced-air mechanical ventilation to allow the occupants the option of 
controlling noise to by closing the windows.  The specific treatments for each affected residential 
unit would be identified on a case-by-case basis.   
 
Each of these mitigation measures involves other non-acoustical considerations.  Other 
engineering issues may dictate continued use of dense grade asphalt.  Noise barriers and sound 
insulation treatments must be done on private property necessitating agreements with each 
property owner.   
 
The implementation of measures associated with this policy, specifically with respect to reducing 
substantial traffic noise increases associated with the General Plan at residential land uses 
located south of Tasman Drive between Lafayette Street and the easternmost City limits, could 
feasibly reduce the significant noise impact to a less-than-significant level.   
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Table 6     Existing and Future CNEL Noise Levels Along Santa Clara Roadways 

Segment CNEL at 100 ft. 
(dBA) 

Roadway 

From To 

Speed 
(mph) 

2009 
Existing 

2035 
Build 

CNEL 
Increase

(dBA) 

Pruneridge Ave Stevens Creek Blvd 50 75 76 1 
Cabrillo Ave El Camino Real 50 75 76 1 
Kifer Rd Monroe St 50 75 76 1 

Lawrence Expwy 

U.S. 101  Central Expwy 50 74 75 1 
Kiely Ave Pruneridge Ave Stevens Creek Blvd 40 70 71 1 

Monroe St El Camino Real 40 70 70 0 
Hudson St Monroe St 40 66 66 0 

Bowers Ave 

U.S. 101  Scott Blvd 40 72 73 1 
Tasman Dr Mission College 

Blvd 
40 68 69 1 Great America 

Pkwy 
SR 237 Tasman Dr 40 66 67 1 

Saratoga Ave Stevens Creek Blvd San Thomas Expwy 40 67 69 2 
Saratoga Ave Stevens Creek Blvd 45 71 72 1 
Cabrillo Ave El Camino Real 45 72 73 1 

San Thomas 
Expwy 

U.S. 101 Scott Blvd 45 76 77 1 
Lafayette St Mission College 

Blvd 
45 73 75 2 Montague Expwy 

N. 1st St De La Cruz Blvd 45 72 74 2 
Pruneridge Blvd Stevens Creek Blvd 35 65 66 1 Winchester Blvd 
Newhall St Pruneridge Blvd 35 62 64 2 

Bascom Ave Newhall St I-880 40 73 74 1 
Stevens Creek 
Blvd 

Lawrence Expwy Kiely Blvd 40 66 67 1 

Pruneridge Ave Pomeroy Ave Kiely Blvd 35 62 64 2 
Homestead Rd Pomeroy Ave Kiely Blvd 40 66 67 1 
The Alameda  El Camino Real I-880 35 65 66 1 

Lawrence Expwy Calabazas Blvd 40 67 67 0 El Camino Real 
Scott Blvd  Lincoln St 40 68 68 0 

Coleman Ave De La Cruz Blvd City Limits 40 67 69 2 
Central Expwy Lawrence Expwy Bowers Ave 50 73 75 2 

U.S. 101 Central Expwy 40 62 64 2 De La Cruz Blvd 
Montague Expwy Trimble Rd 40 76 78 2 

Trimble Road City Limits De La Cruz Blvd 35 68 71 3 
Scott Blvd El Camino Real 30 62 63 1 Monroe St 
Lawrence Expwy Calabazas Blvd 35 67 68 1 
City Limits Bowers Ave 35 63 64 1 Scott Blvd 
Monroe St El Camino Real 40 62 63 1 

Wildwood Ave City Limits  Mercado Driveway 40 76 76 0 
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Table 6     Existing and Future CNEL Noise Levels Along Santa Clara Roadways 

Segment CNEL at 100 ft. 
(dBA) 

Roadway 

From To 

Speed 
(mph) 

2009 
Existing 

2035 
Build 

CNEL 
Increase

(dBA) 

City Limits Great America Pkwy 40 64 67 3 
Great America 
Pkwy 

Lafayette St 40 65 67 2 
Tasman Dr 

Lafayette St City Limits 40 65 68 3 
Reed St El Camino Real 40 67 68 1 
Tasman Dr Montague Expwy 40 65 67 2 

Lafayette St 

U.S. 101 Central Expwy 40 71 73 2 
Kifer Rd Lawrence Expwy Bowers Ave 35 64 65 1 
Benton St Pomeroy Ave Kiely Blvd 30 59 61 2 
Park Ave Bellomy St I-880 30 59 60 1 

De La Cruz Blvd Montague Expwy 65 84 84 0 
Great America 
Pkwy 

Lawrence Expwy 65 84 84 0 
US 101 

Montague Expwy Great America Pkwy 65 84 84 0 
N. 1st St Great America Pkwy 55 81 82 1 SR 237 
Great America 
Pkwy 

Lawrence Expwy 55 81 82 1 

I-280 Lawrence Expwy Wolfe Rd 65 84 84 0 
I-880 Bascom Ave The Alameda 65 83 83 0 
* Substantial noise level increases (i.e., 3 dBA CNEL or greater) are indicated in bold font; such 
increases in proximity to existing noise-sensitive uses are shaded. 
 
 



 24

Impact: Construction noise would cause a temporary or periodic increase in noise 
exposure above ambient levels.  

 
The proposed 2010-2035 General Plan would facilitate the construction of new projects within 
the Planning Area.  Residences and businesses located adjacent to proposed development sites 
would be affected at times by construction noise.  Noise impacts resulting from construction 
depend on the noise generated by various pieces of construction equipment, the timing and 
duration of noise-generating activities, and the distance between construction noise sources and 
noise sensitive receptors.  Construction noise impacts primarily result when construction 
activities occur during noise-sensitive times of the day (early morning, evening, or nighttime 
hours), the construction occurs in areas immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses, or when 
construction durations last over extended periods of time. For the purposes of this assessment, 
noise levels exceeding 60 dBA Leq and the ambient noise environment by 5 dBA Leq or more at 
nearby noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential land uses) for a period of more than one 
construction season would be considered significant.   Where noise from construction activities 
exceeds 70 dBA Leq and the ambient noise environment by 5 dBA Leq or more at sensitive 
industrial, office, or commercial land uses for a period of more than one construction season, the 
impact would also be considered significant.    
  
Major noise-generating construction activities associated with new projects would include 
removal of existing pavement and structures, site grading and excavation, the installation of 
utilities, the construction of building cores and shells, paving, and landscaping.  The highest 
construction noise levels would be generated during grading and excavation because of the use 
of heavy equipment, with lower noise levels occurring during building construction activities 
when activities move indoors and less heavy equipment is required.  Construction equipment 
would typically include, but would not be limited to, earth-moving equipment and trucks, pile 
driving rigs, mobile cranes, compressors, pumps, generators, paving equipment, and pneumatic, 
hydraulic, and electric tools.  Table 7 presents the typical range of hourly average noise levels 
generated by different phases of construction measured at a distance of 50 feet.  Hourly average 
noise levels generated by demolition and construction are about 77 dBA to 89 dBA Leq measured 
at a distance of 50 feet from the center of a busy construction site.    Large pieces of earth-
moving equipment, such as graders, scrapers, and bulldozers, generate maximum noise levels of 
85 to 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet.  Typical hourly average construction-generated noise 
levels are about 81 to 89 dBA Leq measured at a distance of 50 feet from the site during busy 
construction periods.  During each stage of development, there would be a different mix of 
equipment operating and noise levels would vary based on the amount of equipment in operation 
and the location of the activity.  These noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling 
of distance between the noise source and receptor.  Intervening structures or terrain would result 
in lower noise levels.   
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Table 7 Typical Ranges of Noise Levels at 50 Feet from Construction Sites (dBA Leq) 

 

Domestic 
Housing 

Office Building, 
Hotel, Hospital, 
School, Public 

Works 

Industrial 
Parking Garage, 

Religious 
Amusement & 
Recreations, 

Store, Service 
Station 

Public Works 
Roads & 

Highways, 
Sewers, and 

Trenches 

 I II I II I II I II 

Ground 
Clearing 

83 83 84 84 84 83 84 84 

Excavation 88 75 89 79 89 71 88 78 

Foundations 81 81 78 78 77 77 88 88 

Erection 81 65 87 75 84 72 79 78 

Finishing 88 72 89 75 89 74 84 84 

I - All pertinent equipment present at site. 
II - Minimum required equipment present at site. 
Source:  United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1973, Legal Compilation on Noise, Vol. 1, p. 2-104. 

 
The City’s Noise Ordinance allows construction activities within 300 feet of any residentially 
zoned properties between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on weekdays other than holidays, 
and within the hours of 9:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on any Saturday which is not a holiday. 
Quantitative noise limits for construction are not established in the ordinance.   
 
Large construction projects facilitated by the 2010-2035 General Plan may result in a substantial 
temporary noise increase at adjacent noise-sensitive land uses.  As a result, noise levels from 
these projects could exceed 60 dBA Leq and the ambient noise environment by 5 dBA Leq or 
more, and last over one year in duration.  Thus, the development of a Mitigation Measure would 
be required in addition to the New General Plan policies to ensure that program-level 
construction noise impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level.     
 
Mitigation Measure:  Develop construction noise control plans that consider the following 
available controls in order to reduce construction noise levels as low as practical: 
 

 Utilize ‘quiet’ models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources where 
technology exists; 

 
 Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with mufflers, which are in good 

condition and appropriate for the equipment; 
 
 Locate all stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors and portable 

power generators, as far away as possible from adjacent land uses; 
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 Locate staging areas and construction material areas as far away as possible from 
adjacent land uses; 

 
 Prohibit all unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines; 
 
 Notify all adjacent land uses of the construction schedule in writing; 
 
 Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be responsible for responding to any 

local complaints about construction noise.  The disturbance coordinator will determine 
the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and will 
require that reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem be implemented.  
Conspicuously post a telephone number for the disturbance coordinator at the 
construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors regarding the construction 
schedule. 

 
The potential short-term noise impacts associated with construction facilitated by the 2010-2035 
General Plan would be mitigated by the adoption and implementation of the above policy that 
requires reasonable noise reduction measures be incorporated into the construction plan and 
implemented during all phases of construction activity to minimize the exposure of neighboring 
properties.  This measure, in combination with the limitations on hours set forth in the Noise 
Ordinance, would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Impact: Aircraft noise over proposed noise-sensitive land uses would exceed Santa Clara 

County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) noise thresholds, which could 
expose individuals living and working within the plan area to excessive aircraft 
noise. 

 
The Santa Clara County ALUC has jurisdiction over new land uses in the vicinity of airports, 
and establishes 65 dBA CNEL as the maximum allowable noise level considered compatible 
with residential uses.  The 2010-2035 General Plan would allow new residential development in 
areas of the City where existing and future aircraft noise levels associated with operations at 
Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport would exceed 65 dBA CNEL (See Figure 
5.10-5, Airport Noise Contours (2022)).  The future 65 dBA CNEL noise contour passes through 
a portion of a proposed high density residential development area located northwest of the Great 
America Parkway/Tasman Drive intersection and through a portion of a proposed medium 
density residential development area located east of De La Cruz Boulevard.  The County Airport 
Land Use Plan Guidelines consider such noise levels excessive for new residential development.  
The 2010-2035 General Plan would also allow low intensity office/R&D would be allowed in 
noise environments exceeding 65 dBA CNEL.  The County Airport Land Use Plan Guidelines 
cautions against the development of commercial land uses in noise environments ranging from 
65 to 75 dBA CNEL, and requires that noise insulation be carefully reviewed to ensure adequate 
noise reduction in interior spaces.    
 
Draft General Plan Policies 5.10.6-P7, 5.10.6-P8, and 5.10.6-P9 would govern new development 
proposed for areas susceptible to noise associated with Norman Y. Mineta San José International 
Airport.  Policies 5.10.6-P7, 5.10.6-P8, and 5.10.6-P9 would require that office/R&D land uses 
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be reviewed and mitigated; that safe and compatible land uses continue to be encouraged in the 
Airport Noise Restriction Area; and that the City work with the Airport to mitigate aircraft noise 
to the fullest extent possible.  Furthermore, the implementation of Draft General Plan Policies 
5.10.6-P1, 5.10.6-P2, 5.10.6-P3, and 5.10.6-P6 would require that the General Plan compatibility 
standards be used to determine where noise levels in the community are acceptable or 
unacceptable, and require noise attenuation measures to achieve the “normally acceptable” noise 
level standards.  The City will require that individual development projects undergo project-
specific environmental review.  If significant project-level aircraft noise impacts are identified, 
specific mitigation measures will be required under CEQA.  By ensuring compliance with the 
local airport land use plan and the City’s acceptable noise level standards, implementation of 
these policies would effectively reduce potential program-level aircraft noise impacts to a less- 
than-significant level.   
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
Cumulative noise impacts are considered as part of the project-levels analysis since the noise 
analysis is based on the traffic model where input included planned and approved projects in the 
City (Future Conditions) plus traffic anticipated by General Plan buildout projections.  
Therefore, cumulative impacts would be the same as project level impacts.
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Figure 1 Existing Noise Contours 
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Figure 2 2035 Noise Contours 
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Background 
 
The City of Santa Clara is currently in the process of updating its General Plan. The General Plan build‐out will occur 
over three phases: 2010 to 2015, 2015 to 2025, and 2025 to 2035. Certain areas of the City are identified for either 
change of land use or intensification of existing land uses. As part of the General Plan Update, Silicon Valley Power 
(SVP), the City’s municipal electricity provider, conducted a study to evaluate (1) the potential impact upon the 
City’s current and future electrical network, and (2) to identify areas within the City that might necessitate network 
infrastructure improvements to accommodate the development proposed under the General Plan Update. 

 

Model Development 
 
Silicon Valley Power used an electric network model based on Geographic Information System (GIS)  software to 
conduct this study. This model has been in use by SVP since 2006 as a way to track, analyze, and plan aspects of 
the City’s electric service. The model projects the amount of millions of volt amps (MVA) that can be carried 
through the electrical grid within Santa Clara.   
 
The GIS model was based on the location of substations and power coverage throughout the City. A map of the 
SVP substations is included in Appendix A of this report. The final product are two scenarios for each of the three 
phases of the General Plan that analyzes load capacities throughout the City. The first scenario used the buildout 
information from the three phases with existing electrical infrastructure capacity to 2035. The second scenario was 
run with the same information as the first scenario but included planned substations.  
 
Assumptions 
 
In order to accurately estimate the capacity load in the electrical grid, a few assumptions were made. The first was 
that Santa Clara is located in Climate Zone X. Within Climate Zone X each land use type has an Average Peak Volt 
Amps/sqft. (VA/sqft.). See Appendix B for more detail as to the specific VA/sqft. by land use. When calculating the 
VA/sqft. for residential land uses, 2.8 VA/sqft. was used for low, medium density, and high density designations. 
VA/sqft. does not increase for developments above 30 du/acre because of saturation points resulting from 
coincident loads. The build‐out assumptions for each phase of the General Plan were provided by the City’s 
Planning Division and the General Plan consultant Dyett and Bhatia. 
 
When calculating the Millions of Volt Amps (MVA) per substation area, 2008 was used as a base year. The MVA per 
substation is also based on non‐coincident loads. This means that an average load throughout the day was used 
rather than during peak hours.  
 

Methodology 
 
The first step in estimating the capacity load in the electrical grid is to input the build‐out assumptions for the 
three land use phases into the GIS model. From these three phases, separate land use maps were created and are 
included in Appendix C of this document. MVA for each substation area was calculated by applying the appropriate 
VA/sqft. to the proposed land use designation. The load for each parcel depends on the size of the parcel, assumed 
floor area ratio (FAR), and the proposed land use. Table 1 shows the breakdown by proposed land use and its 
respective VA/sqft. while Table 2 shows the breakdown by existing land use and its respective VA/sqft.   
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Table 1 – Proposed Land Use VA/Sqft. 
Proposed Land Use  VA/SQFT.  

Commerciala  5.9 

Heavy Industrial   10 

Mixed Useb   4.3 

Office/R&D Intensification  5.8 

Office/R&D Intensification Higher  6.1 

Station Area Plan  4 

Low, Medium, & High Density 
Residential 

2.8 

Light Industrial  7 

Public/Institutional  2 

 
Table 2 – Existing Land Use VA/Sqft.  
Existing Land Use  VA/SQFT. 

Community Commercial  5.9 

Heavy Industrial   10 

High, Medium, Mixed Use, & 
Moderate Density Residential 

2.8 

Light Industrial  7 

Low Density Residential  4 

Office/R&D  5.8 

Parking Lot  2 

Parks/Recreation  2 

Public/Institutional  2 

Service Commercial/Auto Sales  4.2 

Tourist/Visitors  6.4 

 
 
Refer to Appendix D for a summary of the calculations used in the model and Appendix E for the parcel load 
results for the areas of potential development. 
 
Table 3 shows the results of the load growth per substation area in Millions of Volt Amps (MVA) as a result of the 
parcel loads per phase. Using 2008 as the base year, the results follow the final year of each phase. Two maps 
were generated calculating the load capacity (utilization factor) for each phase. The first is a Status Quo model that 
analyzed the impact of the proposed land use plan on the electric system if no new electric infrastructure projects 
are built over the thirty year period of the Plan. The second is a model that analyzed the impact of the proposed 
land use plan on the electric system if electric infrastructure projects are built over the twenty five year period of 
the Plan. A list and description of the projects are in Table 4.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                         

                                                 
a
 Average of Commercial Uses in Appendix B. 
b
 Includes Horizontal, Downtown, High Density, & Medium Density. 
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Table 3 – Existing & Future Load 
Substation Area  2008 

(MVA) 
2015 
(MVA) 

2025 
(MVA) 

2035 
(MVA) 

Agnew  49  51  54  58 

Brokaw  32  50  55  54 

Center  34  33  37  40 

Homestead  46  46  56  71 

Lafayette  118  120  126  124 

Raymond  33  43  50  58 

Serra  17  26  27  28 

Tasman  59  60  60  53 

Uranium  22  37  54  58 

Walsh  42  58  63  63 

Zeno  22  28  23  28 

Totalc  474  552  605  635 
 
Table 4 – Assumed Infrastructure Improvements 
Project  Year  Description  Net Increase  Area  Area Capacity 
Palm Substation  2009  New substation: 2‐20MVA Tx Banks, 14 

Feeders 
40 MVA  Agnew  85 MVA 

Brokaw Substation  2010  Install 2 Feeders  3 MVA  Brokaw  45 MVA 

Uranium Substation  2010  Install 1‐20 MVA Tx. Bank and 5 Feeders  20 MVA  Uranium  62 MVA 

Walsh Substation  2010  Replace 2‐20 MVA Tx. Banks w/ 2‐30 MVA 
Tx. Banks and add 4 Feeders 

20 MVA   Walsh  60 MVA 

Kenneth Substation  2010  Install 2‐30 MVA Tx. Banks and 14 Feeders  60 MVA  Lafayette  127 MVA 

Serra Substation  2011  Replace 1‐15 MVA Tx. Bank w/ 2‐20 MVA 
Tx. Banks. Replace 4 Feeders with 10 
Feeders 

25 MVA  Serra  40 MVA 

Mission Substation  2011  Install 2‐30 MVA Tx. Banks, 14 Feeders  60 MVA  Tasman  127 MVA 

Brokaw Substation  2014  Install 1‐30 MVA Tx. Bank and 4 Feeders  20 MVA  Brokaw  65 MVA 

Feeder Balancing  <2015  Load Transfer between Zeno & Walsh 
Areas 

4.5 MVA  Zeno 
Walsh 

 

Democracy Substation  <2015  Install 2‐20 MVA Tx. Banks and 8 Feeders  36 MVA  Tasman  163 MVA 

Feeder Balancing  <2015  Load Transfer between Brokaw and 
Homestead areas 

9 MVA  Brokaw 
Homestead 

 

Feeder Balancing  <2025  Load Transfer between Brokaw and 
Homestead areas 

13.5 MVA  Brokaw 
Homestead 

 

Coronado Substation  <2025  Install 2‐30 MVA Tx. Banks, 14 Feeders  60 MVA  Uranium  122 MVA  

Feeder Balancing  <2025  Load Transfer between Walsh and Zeno 
areas 

9 MVA  Walsh 
Zeno 

 

Valley Substation  <2025  Install 2‐20 MVA Tx. Banks and 8 Feeders  36 MVA  Homestead  81 MVA 

 
 

Electric Capacity Results 
 
Capacity for the electricity network is based on the amount of MVAs that can be loaded in a substation area. For 
each phase of the General Plan Update, information was run in GIS which then provided two models. The first 
model analyzed grid capacity with no infrastructure projects and the second model analyzed grid capacity with 
planned infrastructure projects.  
 
The results of the model runs for General Plan Phases I, II, & III are on Figures 1‐6, respectively. The load capacity, 
or utilization factor for each substation area is based on the designed capacity. When the capacity of a substation 

                                                 
c
 Non coincident demand.  
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area is above 100%, additional capacity is needed.d Below listed are the phases and the capacity deficiencies for 
each model:  
 

 Phase I 
o Status Quo: By 2015, capacity levels above 100% are primarily in the southern, central, and 

northeastern sections of the City, with the latter constituting the highest load deficiencies. The 
northern areas of the City between SR. 237 and Tasman Ave. are running at capacity, as well as  
much of the areas bordering the City of Sunnyvale and between Central Expressway and Hwy. 
101.  See Figure 1. 

o With Planned Infrastructure Projects: Most substation areas are below capacity with the 
exception of the Homestead substation area in the southwestern/central area of the City. This 
particular area is running slightly above 100%.  See Figure 2.  

 

 Phase II 
o Status Quo: By 2025 capacity levels above 100% are primarily in the southern, central, and 

northeastern sections of the City, with the latter constituting the highest load deficiencies. High 
load deficiencies now include The Old Quad, Station Area, and the eastern parts of the area 
between the Caltrain tracks and Hwy. 101. The northern areas of the City between SR. 237 and 
Tasman Ave. are running at capacity as well as the areas bordering the City of Sunnyvale. See 
Figure 3. 

o  With Planned Infrastructure Projects: Slight load deficiencies are projected north of El Camino 
Real between Lafayette St. and Scott Blvd, and south of Central Expressway, as well as the Old 
Quad and Santa Clara Station Area. See Figure 4.   

 

 Phase III 
o Status Quo: By 2035 capacity levels above 100% are primarily in the southern, central, and 

northeastern sections of the City, with the latter constituting the highest load deficiencies. High 
load deficiencies now include The Old Quad, Station Area, and the eastern parts of the area 
between the Caltrain tracks and Hwy. 101. The northern areas of the City between SR. 237 and 
Tasman Ave. are running at capacity as well as the areas bordering the City of Sunnyvale. See 
Figure 5. 

o  With Planned Infrastructure Projects: Slight load deficiencies are projected north of El Camino 
Real between Lafayette St. and Scott Blvd, and south of Central Expressway, as well as the Old 
Quad and Santa Clara Station Area. See Figure 6. 

 
In conclusion results of the analysis shows that if none of the planned infrastructure projects are completed and all 
the build‐out scenarios are realized, the grid would have enough capacity to support the development, albeit 
strained.  If all the planned infrastructure projects are completed and all the build‐out scenarios are realized, the 
grid could comfortably support development of this magnitude.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
d
 Substations are designed to run at half capacity. For example, if a substation is shown to be running at 100% capacity it is actually running at  
50%.  
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Figure 1 – Capacity Status Quo (2015) 
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Figure 2 – Planned Infrastructure Improvements (2015)  
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Figure 3 – Capacity Status Quo (2025) 
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Figure 4 – Planned Infrastructure Improvements (2025)   
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Figure 5 – Capacity Status Quo (2035)  
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Figure 6 – Planned Infrastructure Improvements (2035)   
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                          Appendix A‐Substation Areas 
Map 
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Figure 7 – Substation Areas (2008) 

 



\\djp‐sbs\Users\LIBRARY\Meryka Blumer\08‐112 Santa Clara GP Update EIR\ADEIR\EIR Appendicies\Appendix K_SVP Report.doc  13 

 
     Appendix B – Specific Volt Amps/Square Foot 
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Table 5  
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                      Appendix C – Land Use Plan Phases 
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Figure 8 – Proposed Land Use Phase I 
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Figure 9 – Proposed Land Use Phase II 
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Figure 9 – Proposed Land Use Phase III 
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Appendix D –Methodology in Calculating Peak 

Load Demand for Proposed Land Use Area 
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Calculating Peak Load Demand for Proposed Land Use Area 
 
Below are the formulas used for each parcel for calculating the capacity of the electrical grid.  

 
Phase I: 
 
Projected Load  for Parcel  in Phase  I minus existing building area  lost  in Phase  I =  (Projected Phase  I Building 
Sqft.)‐(Projected Load Lost  for Removal of Existing Building Sqft.  in Phase  I)+(Projected Load  for Development 
Projects) 
 

 Projected Phase I Building Sqft. = (Phase I Building Sqft.)x(VA/Sqft.)x(Proposed Phase I General Plan Land 
Uses)  

 Projected Load Lost for Removal of Existing Building Sqft. in Phase I = (Existing Building Area Lost in Phase 
I)x(VA/Sqft.)x(Existing Land Usese) 

 Projected Load for Development Projects = (Projected Load for Development Project)‐(Projected Load Lost 
for Removal of Existing Building in Development Project) 

 
Phase II: 
 
Projected Load for Parcel  in Phase II minus existing building area  lost  in Phase II = (Projected Phase II Building 
Sqft.)‐(Projected Load Lost for Removal of Existing Building Sqft. in Phase II) 
 

 Projected Phase II Building Sqft. = (Phase II Building Sqft.)x(VA/Sqft.)x(Proposed Phase II General Plan Land 
Uses)  

 Projected Load Lost for Removal of Existing Building Sqft. in Phase II = (Existing Building Area Lost in Phase 
II)x(VA/Sqft.)x(Existing Land Usesf) 

 
Phase II: 
 
Projected Load for Parcel in Phase III minus existing building area lost in Phase III = (Projected Phase III Building 
Sqft.)‐(Projected Load Lost for Removal of Existing Building Sqft. in Phase III) 
 

 Projected Phase  III Building Sqft. =  (Phase  III Building Sqft.)x(VA/Sqft.)x(Proposed Phase  III General Plan 
Land Uses)  

 Projected Load Lost for Removal of Existing Building Sqft. in Phase III = (Existing Building Area Lost in Phase 
III)x(VA/Sqft.)x(Existing Land Usesg) 

 
   

 
 
 
 

                                                 
e Using 2002 General Plan Land Use Designation.  
f Ibid  
g Ibid  
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Appendix E‐ Proposed General Plan Land Use 

Data 
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The above sample spreadsheet is just one page of a few hundred that provides details for each parcel used to 
analyze the data for the report. Each line of data includes information for each individual parcel number (APN), 
address, square footage, and current and future land use(s).  
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1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City of Santa Clara (City) has published for public review and comment a Draft 
General Plan1* for the period 2010 through 2035.  The General Plan is the preferred 
alternative for the purpose of evaluating its potential environmental impacts as required 
by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Another alternative, analyzed 
herein, is to manage growth to achieve a 1:1 balance between the development of new 
housing for permanent residents and the economic development of the City to generate 
new jobs.  The final and default alternative is No Project, which amounts to a 
continuation of the current 2000-2010 General Plan2 that was published in 2002. 
 
Although this report does not evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the 2010-
2035 General Plan and the alternatives, such evaluation requires discussion of numerous 
types of environmental impacts, including the quantification of the potential generation of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from each alternative.  Once a determination of the 
amounts of GHG emissions is made for the three alternatives, the potential impacts of the 
different emissions can be discussed in the context of global and regional climate change. 
 
This report estimates the GHG emissions in the main categories of activities that occur 
within the City for two key future years.  The year 2020 is the year set by the State of 
California to reduce GHG emissions to the same level that existed in the year 1990.  The 
second key year is 2035, which is both the planning horizon for the 2010-2035 General 
Plan, and when GHG emissions need to be reduced to a level approximately 40% below 
the 1990 level if the State is to meet its goal to reduce GHG emissions 80% below the 
1990 level by 2050. To provide context for these projected GHG emission inventories, a 
baseline GHG emissions inventory is developed herein for 2008. 
 
The method of estimating GHG emissions is described for each of the following 
categories of activity within the City: 
 

 Electric energy use (including conveyance of raw water and sewage); 
 Non-electric energy (natural gas) use for building space heating; 
 Combustion and other enterprise process use of energy; 
 Off-road equipment use for construction, industry, lawn and garden care, etc.; 
 On-road transportation; 
 Other transportation by trains, aircraft and ships; 
 Solid waste management; and 
 Sewage treatment. 

 
                                                 
* Numbered superscripts refer to citations in Section 6.0 -References. 



 

-2- 

 
The resulting GHG emission inventories are summarized in Tables ES-1 and ES-2 for 
two different methods of accounting for emissions from on-road transportation as 
follows:  (1) Within City, which accounted for all travel within the City of Santa Clara 
limits, including pass-through travel; and (2) City-Generated, representing travel from all 
trips generated or produced by City of Santa Clara land uses.  The 2008 Baseline 
inventory is summarized in both T tables ES-2 to provide reference emissions for the 
projected changes in 2020 and 2035.  (and not the Within City inventory) projected in the 
CEQA context of all GHG emissions associated with City general planning. 
 
The largest contributing category is electric energy use, which appears reasonable for 
Santa Clara, a Ccity known for having its own utility and low electricity rates that attract 
energy-intensive industries, and where high technology depends so strongly on electric-
powered devices.  Although the use of renewable sources of energy to produce electric 
energy is increasing, the overall expected need for electric power is greater in 2035 than 
in 2020 and the usage of electric energy under the 2010-2035 General Plan is greater than 
for the 1:1 balance of new housing and new jobs, which in turn is greater than would be 
generated under the current 2000-2010 General Plan.  The GHG emission projections for 
electric energy use conservatively use the 2008 GHG emissions per unit electric energy 
provided by the utilities instead of attempting to forecast potential improvements in 
efficiency that various yet-to-be-implemented regulations may produce by 2020 and 
2035.  This “business as usual” approach follows the same procedure taken by the Air 
Resources Board for the statewide GHG emission inventory.3  Separately, the City may 
want to estimate emission reductions that might result from implementation of the state 
Scoping Plan required by the 2006 Global Warming Solutions Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 
32) or imposition of Ccity-derived mitigations yet to be developed. 
 
The approach of applying current levels of resource consumption and efficiency to the 
2020 and 2035 projections for all activity categories except on-road transportation is 
conservative and internally consistent in avoiding the uncertainties of forecasting without 
adequate supporting data.  Supporting legislation* and a regulatory modeling tool† do 
exist for estimating greater fuel economy and resulting lower emission from on-road 
vehicles. 
 
The second largest category generating GHG emissions comprises mobile sources, which 
are primarily on-road vehicles.  Mobile sources also include off-road vehicles and 
equipment such as locomotives, construction and lawn/garden equipment.  Generally 
speaking across all three General Plan alternatives and the two projection years, City-
Generated travel activity, represented as daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT), was roughly 
one-third higher than Within City travel.  This is because the City-Generated travel 
includes substantial VMT occurring beyond the City limits (e.g., a commute trip from 
Oakland to Santa Clara).  Although guidance from the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) suggests GHG emissions be estimated on a Within 
City basis, on-road GHG emissions were estimated both ways in this study because the 
Within City approach does not account for all the traffic resulting from City-related land 
                                                 
* Senate Bill (SB) 375 – Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases, October 1, 2008. 
† Pavley I + Low Carbon Fuel Standard Postprocessor, Version I, Air Resources Board 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/tools/pavleylcfs-userguide.pdf 
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uses.  Under both geographic representations, the potential GHG emission increases from 
VMT increases of 8% to 16% from 2020 to 2035 are generally offset by expected 
improvements in vehicle fuel economy, and the associated reductions in GHG emissions, 
from recently adopted vehicle and fuel GHG standards.* 
 
The third largest category that generates GHG emissions is the diverse combustion and 
other process use of energy throughout industry and commerce within the City.  This 
varied set of sources includes subsets defined by the BAAQMD inventory for Santa Clara 
County as follows:  commercial cooking (i.e., restaurants, cafes), ozone-depleting 
substance substitutes, natural gas distribution, reciprocating engines (e.g., emergency 
generator engines), combustion gas turbines (i.e., not used for electric energy generation 
to the grid), major and minor natural gas combustion sources, and combustion by other 
fuels (i.e., again, not for electric energy generation to the grid). 
 
The BAAQMD calculates GHG emission efficiency as the total annual GHG emissions 
divided by the service population (defined as the sum of the population and employment), 
expressed as metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per service population.  The 
District calculated this measure for the year 2020 as a target GHG emission efficiency for 
planning purposes.  The value is 6.6 metric tons CO2e per service population,4 found by 
dividing the total state inventory GHG emission rate of 426,600,000 metric tons CO2e, by 
the sum of the Sstate service population.  The GHG emission efficiency calculated for the 
City ranges from a high of 9.2 in 2020 for the proposed General Plan and the 1:1 
balanced jobs/housing alternative if the City accounts for all vehicle miles traveled that 
are generated by its service population both within city limits and outside, to a low of 8.2 
in 2035 for all three planning alternatives. 
 
The GHG emissions increase from 2008 to 2020 and to 2035 for each scenario.  The 
service population also increases, but faster, thereby resulting in a declining amount of 
GHG emitted per service population over time. 
 

                                                 
* Pavley I + Low Carbon Fuel Standard 



 

 
Table ES-1 

Summarized GHG Emission Inventory, 2008, 2020 and 2035 
Within-City VMT Emissions 

 GHG Emissions (MMTCO2e)a 
2008 2020 2035 

Category 

GHG 
Emissions 

(MMTCO2e)a

Baseline 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative 

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing General 
Plan Alternative

Electric Energy, Total 0.890 1.124 1.109 0.962 1.249 1.226 1.050 
Non-Electric Energy Industrial/Commercial/Institutional  
 - Natural gas space heating  0.219 0.269 0.267 0.238 0.304 0.300 0.260 
 - Industrial/commercial combustion and other 

processes 
0.292 0.342 0.338 0.317 0.404 0.396 0.351 

 - Total  0.511 0.611 0.605 0.554 0.708 0.696 0.610 
Mobile Sources 
 - Off-Road Equipment (lawn & garden, construction, 

industrial, light commercial) 
0.075 0.108 0.106 0.099 0.127 0.122 0.108 

 - Transportation              
  - On-Road 0.363512 0.325461 0.324458 0.325459 0.322439 0.327434 0.325432 

  - Off-Road (ships, aircraft, trains) 0.0092 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 

    - Total  0.448596 0.442578 0.440574 0.433567 0.458575 0.458566 0.442550 
Waste Management 
 - Solid Waste Management 0.013 0.019 0.019 0.017 0.022 0.022 0.019 
 - Sewage treatment 0.053 0.062 0.062 0.058 0.074 0.072 0.064 
 - Total  0.067 0.082 0.081 0.075 0.096 0.094 0.083 
Total GHG Emissions 1.9152.064 2.260396 2.235369 2.023158 2.511627 2.474582 2.185292 
City of Santa Clara Service Population 222,180 260,255 257,567 241,208 307,850 301,801 267,235 
GHG Emission Efficiency (metric tons CO2e/SP)b 8.69.3 8.79.2 9.28.7 8.49 8.25 8.26 8.26 

 

Note:  Some sums are rounded. 
a Million metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent 
b Calculated by dividing Total GHG Emissions in MMTCO2e by City of Santa Clara Service Population 



 

 
Table ES-2  

Summarized GHG Emission Inventory, 2008, 2020 and 2035 
City-Generated VMT Emissions 

 GHG Emissions (MMTCO2e)a 
2008 2020 2035 

Category 

GHG 
Emissions 

(MMTCO2e)a

Baseline 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative 

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing General 
Plan Alternative

Electric Energy, Total 0.890 1.124 1.109 0.962 1.249 1.226 1.050 
Non-Electric Energy Industrial/Commercial/Institutional  
 - Natural gas space heating  0.219 0.269 0.267 0.238 0.304 0.300 0.260 
 - Industrial/commercial combustion and other 

processes 
0.292 0.342 0.338 0.317 0.404 0.396 0.351 

 - Total  0.511 0.611 0.605 0.554 0.708 0.696 0.610 
Mobile Sources 
 - Off-Road Equipment (lawn & garden, construction, 

industrial, light commercial) 
0.075 0.108 0.106 0.099 0.127 0.122 0.108 

 - Transportation              
  - On-Road 0.512 0.461 0.458 0.459 0.439 0.434 0.432 
  - Off-Road (ships, aircraft, trains) 0.0092 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 
    - Total  0.596 0.578 0.574 0.567 0.575 0.566 0.550 
Waste Management 
 - Solid Waste Management 0.013 0.019 0.019 0.017 0.022 0.022 0.019 
 - Sewage treatment 0.053 0.062 0.062 0.058 0.074 0.072 0.064 
 - Total  0.067 0.082 0.081 0.075 0.096 0.094 0.083 
Total GHG Emissions 2.064 2.396 2.369 2.158 2.627 2.582 2.292 
City of Santa Clara Service Population 222,180 260,255 257,567 241,208 307,850 301,801 267,235 
GHG Emission Efficiency (metric tons CO2e/SP)b 9.3 9.2 9.2 8.9 8.5 8.6 8.6 

 

Note:  Some sums are rounded. 
a Million metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent 
b Calculated by dividing Total GHG Emissions in MMTCO2e by City of Santa Clara Service Population 

 
 

### 
 



 

2.0  INTRODUCTION 

David J. Powers & Associates, Inc. (Powers) contracted with Sierra Research to develop 
greenhouse gas (GHG) inventories for the City of Santa Clara for 2008 as the baseline 
year, and projected to the years 2020 and 2035 under the three following growth 
scenarios, which are also the CEQA alternatives: 
 

 2010-2035 General Plan/Preferred Alternative; 
 1:1 (Balanced) Jobs/Housing Alternative; and 
 Existing General Plan/ No Project Alternative. 

 
 
The year 2020 is selected for the first projected inventory because it corresponds to the 
year that the State of California intends to reach the goal of reducing GHG emissions to 
the same level as in 1990; the year 2035 is selected for the second projected inventory 
because the City is proposing its General Plan update out to 2035.  The context for the 
GHG reduction goal for 2035 is provided by the state’s goal to reduce GHG emissions 
80% below the 1990 emission level by the year 2050.  A linear reduction rate suggests a 
40% reduction below the 1990 emission level by 2035, the halfway point between 2020 
and 2050, as the City’s goal for 2035. 
 
The first growth scenario is the preferred alternative, based on the proposed 2010-2035 
General Plan, which the City released as a public review draft in March 2010.  The No 
Project Alternative is the existing General Plan, which addressed the time period of 2000-
2010 and was issued July 23, 2002, predating the recent period of increasing concern 
about the potential impacts of GHG emissions on global climate change.  The 1:1 
Jobs/Housing scenario or alternative was developed to balance growth between the 
increase in housing needed in the City and the development of jobs. 
 
Two larger geographic scale GHG emission inventories have been developed by other 
governmental agencies, one by the state Air Resources Board (ARB) and the other by the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD or District), that include, but do 
not separate out, the City of Santa Clara.  The ARB has developed several GHG emission 
inventories for the entire Sstate, including summarized annual inventories for each of the 
years 2000 through 2006, a detailed inventory for the baseline year 1990, and a projected 
inventory for the year 2020.  The BAAQMD recently published a GHG emission 
inventory5 for Santa Clara County in the year 2007, the six other counties wholly 
contained within its jurisdiction,6 and the portions of the other two counties partially 
contained within its jurisdiction (Solano and Sonoma).   
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The City developed a more limited GHG emission inventory just for its government 
operations during the year 2005, but not for the entire Ccity.7  The GHG emission 
inventories in this report divided source categories differently, and also used different 
methodologies to calculate GHG emissions.  This study used methodologies drawn from 
Version 1.0 of the Local Government Operations Protocol8 that was used to develop the 
City government operations inventory, and from recent guidance issued by the 
BAAQMD on developing GHG inventories.9 
 
An important concept in developing the two GHG emission inventories for the City is the 
extent to which GHG emissions from within and without the City should be included.  
The BAAQMD provided guidance with the statement that its “greenhouse gas inventory 
only includes GHGs that are emitted within the Bay Area, as well as GHGs emitted in the 
production of electricity that is imported to the region. The inventory does not include 
GHGs associated with other goods or products that are imported into the region.”10  The 
GHG emissions projected in this report from the City in 2020 and 2035 have been 
estimated similarly.  GHG emissions generated outside of the City but associated with 
other non-electric energy resources or products imported into the City have not been 
included.  GHG emissions generated outside of the City for on-road travel generated by 
the City’s activities and land uses (e.g., municipal solid waste transfer to a landfill) are 
included.   
 
The BAAQMD calculated a “target” GHG emission efficiency of 6.6 metric tons CO2e

* 
per service population† for the year 2020 in Table 7 of its December 7, 2009 guidance11 
by dividing the total state inventory GHG emission rate of 426,600,000 metric tons CO2e 
(or 426.6 million metric tons CO2e [MMT CO2e]), by the sum of the state population and 
employment (called the service population).  This efficiency is used as a quantitative goal 
for city planning to help reduce future GHG emissions and any associated environmental 
impacts. 
 
The remainder of the report is organized to present the calculation methodologies for 
each of the GHG emission categories (Section 3.0), show the two projected Ccitywide 
GHG emission inventories under each of the two geographic-based definitions of on-road 
vehicular travel (Section 4.0), discuss conclusions drawn from the two different 
inventories, two projection years, and three General Plan alternatives/scenarios (Section 
5.0), list the reference documents used in the study (Section 6.0), and provide the various 
input data used to calculate the GHG emission inventories (Appendix A). 
 
 
 

### 

                                                 
* CO2e means the carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalent emission when accounting for all six GHG categories of 
CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and their respective global warming potentials. 
† Service population is the sum of the resident population and the number of people employed with jobs 
within city limits. 
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3.0  METHODOLOGIES 

This section describes the methodology used to calculate GHG emissions for each of the 
following source categories:   
 

 Electric energy 
 Natural gas space heating 
 Combustion and other process use 
 On-road transportation 
 Off-road mobile sources 
 Solid waste management 
 Sewage treatment 

 
 
Inventory data for each category are presented in Section 4.0, and the input data used in 
the inventory calculations are included in Appendix A. 
 
 
3.1  Electric Energy 
 
The City of Santa Clara obtains almost all of its electric energy from its own municipal 
utility company, Silicon Valley Power (SVP).  As such, SVP provided the actual annual 
electric energy use, in kilowatt-hours, during each year from 2006 through 2009 for the 
four following community sectors: industrial, commercial, public (including municipal), 
and residential.  SVP also calculates the GHG emission intensity for its entire system of 
generation and importation of electric energy, in units of pounds of CO2e per megawatt 
hour (MWh), and accounts for the emission of all greenhouse gases.  Assuming that the 
total electric energy used by each of the four community sectors is proportional to the 
building area of each sector (in square feet), the electric energy that would be used by 
each sector in each scenario for each projection year was calculated from a future 
projection of the building floor area in each sector provided by the City under each 
scenario.  The amounts of electric energy used by each sector during 2008* were adjusted 
by the change in sector building floor area for each of the three scenarios in each of the 
projection years.  The City’s 2010-2035 General Plan projects forward only the total 
building space for the sum of industrial, commercial, and public sectors in the three 
scenarios for each projection year.  The proportion of the total building space in 2008 
included in each of these three sectors was maintained constant to apportion the total 
building space in each scenario. 

                                                 
* 2008 is the most recent year for which adequate data on all needed variables are available.. 
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Residential electric energy use was projected for each scenario slightly differently, in 
which the number of single-family detached units and multi-family attached units are 
projected rather than the total floor area for each of these two types of housing units.  
Because the number of each type of housing unit is known for 2008, along with the 
electric energy used by those units in 2008, future residential energy use in each scenario 
is calculated under the conservative assumption of constant electric energy use per 
housing unit.  Any improvement homeowners may make in their use of electric energy 
(e.g., increased use of compact fluorescent lamps) is not forecasted. 
 
Unlike SVP, PG&E did not provide its overall system GHG emission intensity, but 
instead calculated the CO2 emissions generated by the small amount (0.13%) of electric 
energy it provided to the residential, commercial, and municipal/public use sectors for the 
City of Santa Clara in 2008.  These PG&E GHG emissions, as calculated by PG&E, were 
added directly to the GHG emissions calculated for the use of SVP electric energy as 
described above. 
 
 
3.2  Natural Gas Space Heating 

 
Similar to electric energy-derived GHG emissions, emissions from natural gas space 
heating are projected for each scenario and projection year in the same four community 
sectors.  The California mandatory GHG emission reporting regulation provides emission 
factors for CO2, CH4, and N2O from combustion of natural gas.12  The amount of natural 
gas used by each community sector was calculated by multiplying the building area 
projected for that sector times the natural gas energy intensity factor for space heating 
published by the U.S. Department of Energy.13  This approach was used to calculate the 
GHG emissions used in this study because it addressed all four community sectors:  
industrial, commercial, public/quasi-public and residential.   
 
Natural gas usage data received from PG&E allowed an independent calculation of GHG 
emissions associated with natural gas-fueled space heating of buildings in the 
commercial, public/quasi-public and residential sectors, but not the industrial sector.  The 
independent calculation of GHG emissions by the two methods for the commercial, 
public/quasi-public and residential sectors produces comparable results that agree within 
±5.5%.  The differences for the three scenarios and two projection years are small:  
enough that they vary without a predictable pattern.  Because neither the BAAQMD 
GHG inventory for Santa Clara County nor the ARB GHG inventory for the state were 
designed to identify natural gas space heating as a separate inventory item, their 
methodologies do not provide comparable information to the methodology used herein. 
 
 
3.3  Combustion and Other Process Use 
 
Because processes are diverse throughout the industrial community sector and vary 
widely in the amount of natural gas used for boilers, furnaces, process heaters, ovens, and 
other emitting units, the GHG emissions generated by these processes can be most 
accurately calculated directly from specific emitting unit consumption of fuel taken from 
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natural gas consumption records kept by the individual facilities and by the natural gas 
supplier, PG&E.  PG&E is not allowed to release detailed fuel consumption data for 
identified individual users.  Therefore, an alternate approach was taken using the 
BAAQMD GHG emission inventory for all of Santa Clara County.  That inventory 
separated these combustion and process uses into the following categories: 
 

 Cement plants; 
 Commercial cooking; 
 Ozone-depleting substance substitute use and natural gas distribution; 
 Reciprocating engines; 
 Turbines; 
 Natural gas use for major combustion sources; 
 Natural gas use for minor combustion sources; and 
 Other fuel combustion. 

 
 
The City has no cement plants within its boundary, but the GHG emissions generated by 
the other categories in the County were attributed to the City in direct proportion to the 
service population in each jurisdiction.  Actual data from PG&E on total natural gas 
usage in the residential and commercial sectors was consistent with the estimates derived 
from the county to city apportionment approach.  This proportioning approach was used 
to calculate the GHG emissions for these varied combustion and processes because the 
PG&E data did not explicitly address these processes in the industrial sector. 
 
 
3.4  On-Road Transportation 

 
On-road vehicle activity forecasts for each scenario (2 projection years ×3 General Plan 
alternatives) were provided by the City’s transportation consultant Fehr and Peers.  These 
on-road vehicle activity estimates were supplied as both total daily VMT (vehicle miles 
traveled) and distributions of VMT by 5 mph-wide speed bin for input to ARB’s 
EMFAC2007 vehicle emissions model. 
 
In consultation with Powers, Sierra requested these on-road activity estimates for two 
distinct geographic representations to both assure consistency with BAAQMD guidance 
and better inform the planning process.  Each of these geographic on-road vehicle activity 
representations is described below: 
 

1. Within City – In accordance with the BAAQMD Plan-Level GHG Inventory 
Guidance,9 on-road VMT forecasts were developed for the geographic area 
entirely within the city boundaries, (i.e., city limits).  This Within City activity 
also specifically included VMT from “pass-thru” vehicle trips going through the 
City, but not starting or ending within the City.  In this definition, examples of 
pass-thru VMT include not just long-haul truck travel, but also travel from vehicle 
trips modeled to pass through the City but begin and end outside it.  Following the 
BAAQMD guidance, this pass-thru VMT includes only the portion of these 
external trips traveling on roads within the city limits, not the entire trip. 
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2. City-Generated – Prior to the recent release of the BAAQMD guidance, urban 

area or Plan-level on-road vehicle GHG emission inventories were often 
calculated on a different basis that represented all vehicle travel produced or 
attracted by land uses within the area being considered, including portions of 
travel that occurred beyond the area’s geographic boundaries.  As a result, 
separate City-Generated on-road travel estimates were also prepared by Fehr and 
Peers to represent VMT associated with any vehicle trips generated by City of 
Santa Clara land uses.  This includes both trips that start and end within the City 
(Internal-Internal trips), as well as trips that start outside and end within the City 
(Internal-External trips) or vice versa.  VMT from Internal-External (or External-
Internal) trips were discounted by 50% to account for the fact that a portion of the 
GHG “burden” of a trip leaving the City or traveling into it from an outside point-
of-origin was also related to land use outside the City.  Because an Internal-
External trip may start or end either many miles from or just outside the city 
limits, this 50% trip discounting is not the same as truncating trip VMT exactly at 
the City boundary as done for the Within City VMT described earlier.  City-
Generated travel also excludes all pass-thru (External-External) VMT, by 
definition. 

 
 
Separate estimates of on-road vehicle GHG emissions were calculated for both Within 
City and City-Generated travel as defined above.  Emissions from Within City VMT 
provide a more consistent basis for comparison of community or Plan-level inventories to 
the BAAQMD significance threshold (and follow the BAAQMD guidance), although this 
method attributes VMT that is passing through the City to the City, but yet has no real 
association with the City.  A Bay Area example is VMT from pass-through trips on I-80 
in Emeryville from non-Emeryville commuters bound for San Francisco or Oakland that 
has no association with Emeryville.  Emissions estimated on the basis of City-Generated 
VMT may provide a better representation of the on-road vehicle activity over which an 
individual city has jurisdictional responsibility in that they reflect the VMT associated 
with the land uses in the City.  For purposes of CEQA, City-generated VMT provides a 
more direct estimate of the impacts attributable to the project. 
 
Table 3-1 summarizes the on-road VMT estimates for Santa Clara generated by Fehr and 
Peers by calendar year and General Plan alternative for both the Within City and City-
Generated vehicle travel representations defined above. 
 
As shown in Table 3-1, City-Generated VMT is roughly one-third higher than Within 
City VMT compared across analysis years and General Plan alternatives.  This makes 
sense given the City’s high concentration of jobs and other attractions and the distance 
traveled to those attractions from well beyond the City’s boundaries.  Table 3-1 also 
shows the breakdown of Pass-Thru and Local VMT reflected in the Within City travel 
forecasts. 
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Table 3-1  
On-Road Vehicle Travel Forecasts (Daily VMT) by 

Calendar Year and General Plan Alternative 
2008 2020 2035 

Item Baseline Preferred No Project 1:1 Alt. Preferred No Project 1:1 Alt. 

Within-City, Total 2,202,594 2,498,006 2,503,299 2,515,686 2,867,270 2,879,181 2,907,052
Within-City, Pass-Thru 947,088 1,164,507 1,189,696 1,188,744 1,436,280 1,492,956 1,490,814

Within-City, Local 1,255,506 1,333,499 1,313,603 1,326,942 1,430,990 1,386,225 1,416,238
City-Generated, Total 3,188,015 3,433,449 3,407,702 3,416,425 3,740,242 3,682,310 3,701,938

 
 
 
Table 3-2 presents the distributions of daily VMT by speed bin (as a percentage of total 
VMT across all bins) for each travel scenario (Within City and City Generated) and 
General Plan alternative developed by Fehr and Peers.  In addition to the total daily VMT 
estimates, these VMT by speed distributions are the other primary input that was used to 
calculate on-road vehicle emissions for the General Plan alternatives.   
 
 

Table 3-2  
Distribution of Travel (Percent of Daily VMT) by Speed Bin for 

Each Travel Scenario and General Plan Alternative 
Within City Travel City-Generated Travel 

Speed Bin 
(mph) Baseline Preferred 

No 
Project 1:1 Alt. Baseline Preferred No Project 1:1 Alt. 

0-7.49 0.04% 0.04% 0.06% 0.06% 0.23% 1.45% 1.47% 1.45% 
7.5-12.49 0.13% 0.20% 0.26% 0.17% 0.41% 2.49% 2.51% 2.54% 

12.5-17.49 1.96% 2.65% 2.43% 2.11% 1.06% 4.09% 3.92% 4.05% 
17.5-22.49 1.98% 2.93% 3.11% 3.16% 3.01% 6.25% 6.34% 6.16% 
22.5-27.49 18.99% 23.00% 22.73% 22.90% 8.97% 12.28% 12.42% 12.39% 
27.5-32.49 12.90% 15.46% 15.78% 16.35% 8.02% 11.69% 11.70% 11.77% 
32.5-37.49 35.51% 34.22% 33.96% 33.65% 10.64% 12.60% 12.48% 12.48% 
37.5-42.49 3.10% 3.49% 3.29% 3.14% 6.62% 7.73% 7.66% 7.63% 
42.5-47.49 6.97% 4.60% 4.55% 4.62% 7.47% 6.88% 6.97% 7.04% 
47.5-52.49 4.87% 2.96% 2.94% 2.85% 8.68% 5.45% 5.41% 5.37% 
52.5-57.49 4.23% 2.54% 2.58% 2.76% 9.71% 5.20% 5.22% 5.28% 
57.5-62.49 9.32% 7.27% 7.67% 7.59% 15.79% 10.38% 10.30% 10.33% 
62.5-67.49 0.00% 0.64% 0.64% 0.64% 19.39% 13.51% 13.60% 13.51% 
67.5-72.49 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
72.5-77.49 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
77.5-82.49 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

82.5+ 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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In Table 3-2, the “Baseline” columns refer to the speed distributions for the 2008 
Baseline under each travel scenario.  Fehr and Peers could not provide separate speed 
distribution estimates for analysis year 2020.  The distributions represented in Table 3-2 
are based on the travel modeling for the 2035 horizon year and assumed to also apply in 
2020, based on discussions with Powers, Fehr and Peers, and City staff.  This is based on 
the assumption that overall roadway volumes are anticipated to be lower in 2020 than 
2035, meaning that 2020 speeds should be no worse than, and may perhaps be higher 
than, 2035 speeds. 
 
The EMFAC computer model EMFAC2007 (the most recent version of ARB’s vehicle 
emissions model) was used to estimate carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions separately for 
each projection year and scenario.  EMFAC2007 estimates the emission rates of motor 
vehicles for the calendar years 1970 to 2040 operating in California.  Emission rates in 
grams per mile traveled at specified speeds are calculated by the model for reactive 
organic gases (ROG), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter 
from combustion, tire wear, and brake wear, lead, sulfur oxides (SOx), and CO2.  
Emissions are calculated for passenger cars, eight different classes of trucks, motorcycles, 
urban and school buses and motor homes.  EMFAC can be used to calculate current and 
future inventories of motor vehicle emissions at the state, county, air district, air basin, or 
county-within-air-basin level. 
 
EMFAC contains pre-loaded default vehicle activity and fleet characteristics data for 
each geographic region within California.  These default data can be used to estimate a 
motor vehicle emission inventory in tons/day for a specific geographic area, day, month, 
or season, and as a function of ambient temperature, relative humidity, vehicle 
population, mileage accrual, miles of travel, and speeds.  The EMFAC default data can 
easily be modified via a series of input screens within the model’s graphical user 
interface. 
 
To generate CO2 (and GHG) vehicle emission estimates for the City of Santa Clara, 
county-level EMFAC defaults for daily VMT and VMT by speed bin distributions were 
modified with the city-specific travel data presented earlier in Tables 3-1 and 3-2.  In 
performing the city-level EMFAC runs, county-level default vehicle population and daily 
trip estimates were also modified to city levels and input to the model based on scaled 
ratios of city to county VMT. 
 
On-road vehicle CO2 emission estimates for city-level activity were calculated in this 
manner using the EMFAC2007 model.  Since the EMFAC2007 model was released in 
late 2006, ARB has adopted two statewide regulations that will result in reduced per-mile 
on-road vehicle fleet emissions in 2020 and 2035: 
 

1. Pavley new vehicle GHG emission standards (covering model years 2009 through 
2016 for light-duty and medium-duty passenger vehicles); and 

 
2. Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) which will reduce the carbon intensity in 

vehicle fuels (by a minimum of 10% by 2020). 
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The EMFAC2007 model has not yet been updated to account for reductions in future-
year on-road vehicle GHG emissions associated with these adopted regulations (although 
ARB plans to release an updated version of EMFAC late in 2010).  In the interim, ARB 
released a spreadsheet-based post-processor utility, referred to as the Pavley Post-
Processor,* that applies the benefits of these regulations to outputs from the EMFAC2007 
model for the specific light- and medium-duty vehicle categories affected under these 
regulations.  City-level outputs from EMFAC2007 model were input to the Pavley Post-
Processor to account for the effects of these regulations in 2020 and 2035 for each 
General Plan alternative.  (The earliest year that benefits from the Pavley and LCFS 
regulations begin to occurs is 2009.  Thus, the Post-Processor was not used to adjust 
GHG emissions for the 2008 Baseline.)  A series of spreadsheets were used to generate 
these outputs by vehicle type (passenger car, light truck, etc.) and fuel type (gas vs. 
Diesel) and convert the tons per day EMFAC and Pavley Post-Processor CO2 outputs to 
metric tons per year.  Appendix B contains both EMFAC 2007 and Pavley Post-Processor 
outputs.   
 
It is important to note that the Pavley and LCFS regulations were collectively estimated 
to reduce total on-road emissions by approximately 22% in 2020 and 31% in 2035 for the 
scenarios considered in this analysis. 
 
On-road vehicle emission estimates for methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) were 
calculated from the gasoline and Diesel-fueled CO2 outputs using relative emission 
factors for these two gases developed from generalized GHG emission factors by fuel 
type contained in the BAAQMD GHG Inventory.14  Finally, the total estimates of GHG 
emissions were converted to CO2 equivalents (CO2e), which weight the contribution of 
each gas by its relative global warming potential (GWP).  The relative GWP weightings 
used in the BAAQMD GHG Inventory15 were used to generate the City of Santa Clara 
CO2e emissions for on-road vehicles.  
 
 
3.5  Off-Road Mobile Sources 

 
Off-road mobile sources consist of two groups: 
 

1. Off-Road Vehicles – aircraft, locomotives, ships and boats; and 
 

2. Off-Road Equipment – lawn and garden equipment (mowers and trimmers), 
construction equipment (graders, scrapers, dozers, etc.), industrial equipment 
(forklifts, material handling equipment, etc.), and light commercial equipment (air 
compressors, pumps, welders, etc.). 

 
 
Within the Off-Road Vehicles group, a review of the City’s boundaries indicates that 
aircraft, commercial ship and recreational boating sources do not exist within the Ccity 
limits.  (This was also confirmed by City staff.)  Locomotive sources within Santa Clara 

                                                 
* Pavley I + Low Carbon Fuel Standard Postprocessor, Version I, Air Resources Board 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/tools/pavleylcfs-userguide.pdf. 
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consist of (1) a Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) line running along Lafayette Street from 
El Camino north across SR 237 and continuing north into Alviso; and (2) a four-mile 
section of the Caltrain passenger rail line that runs through the City.  In accordance with 
the Plan-level GHG inventory guidance from the BAAQMD,9 heavy rail emissions from 
the UPRR were not included in this GHG inventory.  The BAAQMD guidance notes that 
heavy rail emissions are operated as part of a large regional system and should therefore 
be excluded from community-level inventories.  Thus, the Off-Road Vehicle emissions 
reflected in this inventory are simply those from the Caltrain Diesel locomotive 
operations.  City and Powers staff estimated 2008 Baseline daily Caltrain activity to be 
100 one-way train trips.  In the absence of detailed Caltrain activity forecasts, this 
baseline Caltrain activity , was also assumed to occur in applicable to both the 2020 and 
2035 calendar years.  This daily train trip activity over the four-mile track length within 
Santa Clara was combined with a passenger rail CO2 emission factor of 0.35 lb per 
passenger mile based on an analysis16 of several nationwide Diesel passenger rail 
operations and an estimated17 Caltrain average ridership level of 398 daily passengers per 
train.   
 
This calculation is shown below: 
 

100 train trips/day × 0.35 lb CO2/passenger mile × 398 passengers/day × 4 miles = 55,720 lb CO2/day 
 = 9,225 MT CO2/year 

 
 
Emission factor ratios for CH4 and N2O (relative to CO2) by fuel type from the 
BAAQMD GHG inventory were used to calculate the Diesel locomotive emission 
contributions from these two additional GHG. 
 
Off-road equipment emissions were calculated by scaling emission estimates reflected in 
the BAAQMD GHG Inventory for Santa Clara County based on ratios of population, 
households, and employment between the City and County of Santa Clara.  Off-road 
equipment emissions in the BAAQMD GHG Inventory were based on ARB’s 
OFFROAD2007 model, which calculates county-level GHG and criteria pollutant 
emissions for an array of off-road equipment categories.  The OFFROAD2007 model 
was executed for calendar years 2007, 2008, 2020 and 2035 using default equipment fleet 
characteristics and activity assumptions contained in the model.  The calendar year 2007 
model runs were generated to confirm that the off-road equipment emissions in the 
BAAQMD GHG Inventory were based on default OFFROAD model assumptions and to 
determine how emissions for each of the following sub-categories were tabulated and 
reported from the model outputs: 
 

1. Lawn and garden equipment; 
2. Construction equipment; 
3. Industrial equipment; and 
4. Light commercial equipment. 

 
 
Once the OFFROAD2007 model runs were generated and the category mapping scheme 
used by the BAAQMD was determined, these County-level emissions were then scaled to 
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City-level estimates for each of the four sub-categories.  Table 3-3 shows how these 
scaling ratios were calculated.   
 
The first six rows of Table 3-3 contain Santa Clara County and City population, 
household and employment (jobs) forecasts for 2020 and 2035.  The County forecasts 
were obtained from Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projections prepared 
in 2009.  The City forecasts were provided by Santa Clara City staff and include separate 
estimates by both calendar year and General Plan alternative. 
 
The remaining rows in Table 3-3 present the resulting scaling ratios or factors for each of 
the four off-road equipment categories calculated by dividing County-wide attributes 
(e.g., jobs) by corresponding City values.  In these rows, the “Parameters” column 
identifies the specific parameter or parameter combination used to generate the scaling 
factors in the most appropriate manner for each equipment type.  For example, lawn and 
garden equipment emissions were scaled by summing households (HHs) and jobs at the 
County and City levels.   
 
The scaling factors presented in Table 3-3 were then divided into County-level GHG 
emission estimates for each of the four off-road equipment categories developed for 
calendar years 2020 and 2035 from the aforementioned OFFROAD model runs.  
Appendix B also contains supporting calculations for both the offroad equipment and 
Caltrain passenger rail emissions. 
 
 

Table 3-3  
Development of County-to-City Scaling Factors 

for Off-Road Equipment Emissions 
2008c 2020 2035 

Entity/Category Parameter Baseline Preferred 
1:1 
Alt 

No 
Project Preferred 

1:1 
Alt 

No 
Project 

Population 1,798,400 2,063,100 2,431,400 

Households 606,680 696,530 827,330 Countya 

Jobs 892,906 1,071,980 1,412,620 

Population 115,500 133,051 133,051 125,160 154,990 154,990 137,235

Households 44,166 52,408 52,408 47,823 60,395 60,395 53,073Cityb 

Jobs 106,680 127,204 124,516 116,048 152,860 146,811 130,000

Lawn & Garden Equip HHs+Jobs 11.72 9.85 10.00 10.79 10.50 10.81 12.24

Construction Equip Jobs 10.05 8.43 8.61 9.24 9.24 9.62 10.87

Industrial Equip Jobs 10.05 8.43 8.61 9.24 9.24 9.62 10.87

Lt Commercial Equip Jobs 10.05 8.43 8.61 9.24 9.24 9.62 10.87
a from Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
b City of Santa Clara. Table of Service Populations and VMT by speed range, June 7, 2010. 
c Interpolated betweenfrom 2005 and 2010 ABAG estimates for Santa Clara County. 
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An alternative approach to calculating lawn and garden and construction equipment 
emissions within the Off-Road Equipment sector using the URBEMIS model was also 
considered.  However, this approach became problematic when trying to match or map 
the land use category scheme supplied by the City to the categories required for inputting 
data to URBEMIS.  URBEMIS uses estimates of land uses, in dwelling/building units or 
acreage, to estimate types and amounts of off-road equipment used for sources such as 
construction.  As a result of the difficulty in mapping the land use schemes between the 
City’s database and URBEMIS, and the resulting uncertainty/variation in calculated 
equipment and emissions, this approach was rejected.  It was believed that the scaling 
approach described above was more defensible. 
 
 
3.6  Solid Waste Management 
 
The City carries out, as one of its important municipal responsibilities, the collection and 
disposal of residential and commercial solid waste (municipal solid waste, MSW).  The 
City has a contract to dispose of the MSW generated throughout the City at Newby Island 
Landfill through the year 2024, which is located at the intersection of Interstate 880 with 
Dixon Landing Road in Milpitas.  The City calculated the GHG emissions generated by 
citywide MSW handling and disposal in 2005 as part of its government operations GHG 
inventory, including the transport of the waste beyond the Ccity boundary to the 
landfill.18  The 2005 GHG emissions generated per unit MSW disposal was computed 
from Combined with the amount of MSW handled, and disposed of, in 2005 (in tons per 
year) and the GHG emissions calculated for that activity in the government operations 
inventory., the computed 2005 GHG emissions generated per unit MSW disposal was 
The computed ratio was multiplied by used along with the amounts of MSW projected to 
be generated, handled and disposed in each scenario, to conservatively compute the GHG 
emissions that would be generated in the 2008 baseline year and each scenario for 2020 
and 2035.  Similar to the methodology used for projecting electric energy use, any 
improvement residential homeowners and commercial businesses may make in their 
generation of MSW (e.g., increased recycling of various materials) is not forecasted. 
 
 
3.7  Sewage Treatment 
 
Besides handling and disposing of MSW, the City builds the necessary infrastructure to 
transport and treat sewage generated by City residents and workers.  The electric energy 
needed to convey raw water to all four community sectors and convey the sewage 
generated by the activities of these same sectors to the wastewater treatment plant was 
included in the calculation of the GHG emissions generated by electric energy usage 
discussed above in Section 3.1, but not broken out as a separate line item in the GHG 
emission inventories presented in Section 4.0.  The primary and secondary sewage 
treatment processes and the final discharge of effluent generate the following GHG 
emissions: 
 

 CH4 from the incomplete combustion of digester gas in engines; 
 Process CH4 from wastewater treatment lagoons; and  
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 Process N2O emissions from discharge of the wastewater treatment plant effluent 
to surface water (e.g., to south San Francisco Bay). 

 
 
The GHG emissions calculated for these three generation processes is proportional to the 
service population, and the detailed equations, obtained from Local Government 
Operations Protocol guidance,19 were used as follows: 
 

 Equation 10.2 was used for the default calculation of CH4 from the incomplete 
combustion of digester gas in engines, as found on page 102 of Chapter 10, which 
was taken from page 8-9 of Chapter 8 in USEPA (2008)20; 
 

 Equation 10.4 was used for the default calculation of process CH4 from 
wastewater treatment lagoons, as found on page 103 of Chapter 10, which was 
taken from page 8-9 of Chapter 8 in USEPA (2008), and from Tchobanoglous et 
al (2003)21; and 
 

 Equation 10.10 was used for the default calculation of process N2O emissions 
from discharge of the treatment plant effluent to surface water as found on page 
107 of Chapter 10, which was taken from page 8-14 of Chapter.8 in USEPA 
(2010), and from Grady et al (1999).22 

 
 
The GHG emissions from these three processes are combined to give the total GHG 
emissions associated with sewage treatment, and presented in Section 4.0. 
 
 
 

### 
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4.0  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION INVENTORIES 
FOR 2008, 2020 AND 2035 

The GHG emission inventories for each of the three scenarios in 2020 and 2035 are 
shown in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, with the only, but important, difference being that the 
on-road transportation emissions in Table 4-1 include only GHG emissions from travel 
occurring within Ccity limits, while Table 4-2 is based on City-generated VMT which 
includes trip activity that extends beyond the Santa Clara city limits. 
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Table 4-1  
GHG Emission Inventory, 2008, 2020 and 2035 

Within-City VMT Emissions* 
GHG Emissions (MMTCO2e) 

2008 2020 2035 

Category Units Baseline

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

Electric Energya              

  - Industrial use 0.778 0.992 0.978 0.842 1.099 1.077 0.919 
  - Commercial use 0.028 0.035 0.035 0.030 0.039 0.038 0.033 
  - Municipal/public use 0.007 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.010 0.010 0.008 
  - Residential use 0.077 0.088 0.088 0.082 0.101 0.101 0.090 

Total:

 MMTCO2e 

0.890 1.124 1.109 0.962 1.249 1.226 1.050 
Non-Electric Energy Industrial/Commercial/Institutional  
 - Natural gas space heating 
   - Industrial/Office/R&D area 0.107 0.136 0.134 0.116 0.151 0.148 0.126 
   - Commercial use 0.024 0.030 0.030 0.026 0.034 0.033 0.028 
   - Public/Quasi-public 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.007 0.007 0.006 
  Subtotal: 0.135 0.172 0.170 0.146 0.191 0.187 0.160 
  - Residential use,b,c,d,e,f 0.084 0.097 0.097 0.091 0.113 0.113 0.100 

Natural Gas Space Heating Total: 0.219 0.269 0.267 0.238 0.304 0.300 0.260 

 
- Industrial/commercial combustion and other 

processes(g) 
0.292 0.342 0.338 0.317 0.404 0.396 0.351 

 
Non-electric Energy 

Industrial/Commercial/Institutional Total:

MMTCO2e 

0.511 0.611 0.605 0.554 0.708 0.696 0.610 

Mobile Sources 

  
- Off-Road Equipment (lawn & garden, 

construction, industrial, light commercial)h 
0.075 0.108 0.106 0.099 0.127 0.122 0.108 

  - Transportation        

   
- On-Road (cars, light trucks, heavy trucks, 

buses, motorcycles)i 
0.363 0.461 0.458 0.459 0.439 0.434 0.432 

   - Off-Road (ships, aircraft, trains)j 0.0092 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 
Total Mobile Sources:

MMTCO2e 

0.448 0.578 0.574 0.567 0.575 0.566 0.550 

                                                 
* Some sums are rounded. 
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Table 4-1  
GHG Emission Inventory, 2008, 2020 and 2035 

Within-City VMT Emissions* 
GHG Emissions (MMTCO2e) 

2008 2020 2035 

Category Units Baseline

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

Waste Management 
  - Solid Waste Management        
   - By city government for total city 
  - Collection, transport and disposal of MSW 

0.013 0.019 0.019 0.017 0.022 0.022 0.019 

  - Sewage treatmentk 0.053 0.062 0.062 0.058 0.074 0.072 0.064 
 Total Waste Management 0.067 0.082 0.081 0.075 0.096 0.094 0.083 
Total GHG Emissions: 

 MMTCO2e 

1.915 2.396 2.369 2.158 2.627 2.582 2.292 
City of Santa Clara Service Population - 222,180 260,255 257,567 241,208 307,850 301,801 267,235 

GHG Emission Efficiency 
(metric tons 
CO2e/SP) 

8.6 8.7 8.7 8.4 8.5 8.6 8.6 

 
 
Note:  This inventory accounts for on-road transportation GHG emissions generated only within city limits. 
a  Calculated from electric energy consumption projection and GHG emission intensity of electric energy generation from Silicon Valley Power (SVP), which includes 

all GHG and imported electric energy, augmented with PG&E usage data. 
b  Natural gas CO2 emission factor  =53.02 kg/MMBtu = 116.6 lbs/MMBtu = 0.1198 lbs/scf =  0.05445 kg/scf . 
c Natural gas CH4 emission factor  = 0.0009 kg/MMBtu = 0.00198 lbs/MMBtu = 2.033E-06 lb/scf = 9.243E-07 kg/scf . (Reference 12, page A-9)  CH4 global 

warming potential = 21 (Reference 12, page A-4) 
d  Natural gas N20 emission factor = 0.0001 kg/MMBtu = 0.00022 lbs/MMBtu = 2.259E-07 lbs/scf = 1.027E-07 kg/scf. (Reference 12, page A-9, N2O global warming 

potential = 310 (Reference 12, page A-4).  
e  LPG use for residential space heating within the City is considered de minimis because residential LPG GHG emissions in Santa Clara County are only 2.6% of the 

GHG emissions from residential natural gas use, and the overwhelming location for LPG use is in rural Santa Clara County, not the City of Santa Clara where 
natural gas is available in all residential areas. 

f  Wood use for residential space heating within the City is excluded as a biogenic emission of GHG, following BAAQMD guidance. (Reference 9, page 2)  
g  Proportioned from 2007 process emissions by service population.  Amount of LPG fuel use and associated GHG emissions considered de minimis, and biomass 

combustion is excluded from the GHG inventory based on BAAQMD guidance. (Reference 9, page 2) 
h  Scaled by service population from BAAQMD GHG Inventory for Santa Clara County, which was based on OFFROAD2007 model. 
i  Based on Within City VMT and speed distributions combined with EMFAC2007 model and Pavley/LCFS post-processor. 
j  See Caltrain-Rail sheet in SantaClara_TranspEmis_0805410 Within City.xls 
k  GHG emissions to transport raw water and sewage are included in electric energy category to run the water pumps. 
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Table 4-2  
GHG Emission Inventory, 2008, 2020 and 2035 

City-Generated VMT Emissions* 
GHG Emissions (MMTCO2e) 

2008 2020 2035 

Category Units Baseline

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

Electric Energya              

  - Industrial use 0.778 0.992 0.978 0.842 1.099 1.077 0.919 
  - Commercial use 0.028 0.035 0.035 0.030 0.039 0.038 0.033 
  - Municipal/public use 0.007 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.010 0.010 0.008 
  - Residential use 0.077 0.088 0.088 0.082 0.101 0.101 0.090 

Total:

 MMTCO2e 

0.890 1.124 1.109 0.962 1.249 1.226 1.050 
Non-Electric Energy Industrial/Commercial/Institutional  
 - Natural gas space heating 
   - Industrial/Office/R&D area 0.107 0.136 0.134 0.116 0.151 0.148 0.126 
   - Commercial use 0.024 0.030 0.030 0.026 0.034 0.033 0.028 
   - Public/Quasi-public 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.007 0.007 0.006 
  Subtotal: 0.135 0.172 0.170 0.146 0.191 0.187 0.160 
  - Residential use,b,c,d,e,f 0.084 0.097 0.097 0.091 0.113 0.113 0.100 

Natural Gas Space Heating Total: 0.219 0.269 0.267 0.238 0.304 0.300 0.260 

 
- Industrial/commercial combustion and other 

processes(g) 
0.292 0.342 0.338 0.317 0.404 0.396 0.351 

 
Non-electric Energy 

Industrial/Commercial/Institutional Total:

MMTCO2e 

0.511 0.611 0.605 0.554 0.708 0.696 0.610 

Mobile Sources 

  
- Off-Road Equipment (lawn & garden, 

construction, industrial, light commercial)h 
0.075 0.108 0.106 0.099 0.127 0.122 0.108 

  - Transportation        

   
- On-Road (cars, light trucks, heavy trucks, 

buses, motorcycles)i 
0.512 0.461 0.458 0.459 0.439 0.434 0.432 

   - Off-Road (ships, aircraft, trains)j 0.0092 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 
Total Mobile Sources:

MMTCO2e 

0.596 0.578 0.574 0.567 0.575 0.566 0.550 

                                                 
* Some sums are rounded. 
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Table 4-2  
GHG Emission Inventory, 2008, 2020 and 2035 

City-Generated VMT Emissions* 
GHG Emissions (MMTCO2e) 

2008 2020 2035 

Category Units Baseline

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

2010 - 2035 
General Plan 

Preferred 
Alternative 

1:1 Jobs/ 
Housing 

Alternative

No Project/ 
Existing 

General Plan 
Alternative 

Waste Management 
  - Solid Waste Management        
   - By city government for total city 
  - Collection, transport and disposal of MSW 

0.013 0.019 0.019 0.017 0.022 0.022 0.019 

  - Sewage treatmentk 0.053 0.062 0.062 0.058 0.074 0.072 0.064 
 Total Waste Management 0.067 0.082 0.081 0.075 0.096 0.094 0.083 
Total GHG Emissions: 

 MMTCO2e 

2.064 2.396 2.369 2.158 2.627 2.582 2.292 
City of Santa Clara Service Population - 222,180 260,255 257,567 241,208 307,850 301,801 267,235 

GHG Emission Efficiency 
(metric tons 
CO2e/SP) 

9.3 9.2 9.2 8.9 8.5 8.6 8.6 

 
 
Note: This inventory accounts for on-road transportation GHG emissions generated by the city resident population and employment, whether emitted within city limits 

or outside. 
 

a  Calculated from electric energy consumption projection and GHG emission intensity of electric energy generation from Silicon Valley Power (SVP), which includes 
all GHG and imported electric energy 

b  Natural gas CO2 emission factor  = 53.02 kg/MMBtu = 116.6 lbs/MMBtu = 0.1198 lbs/scf =  0.05445 kg/scf . 
c  Natural gas CH4 emission factor  = 0.0009 kg/MMBtu = 0.00198 lbs/MMBtu = 2.033E-06 lb/scf = 9.243E-07 kg/scf . (Reference 12, page A-9)  CH4 global 

warming potential = 21 (Reference 12, page A-4) 
d  Natural gas N20 emission factor = 0.0001 kg/MMBtu = 0.00022 lbs/MMBtu = 2.259E-07 lbs/scf = 1.027E-07 kg/scf. (Reference 12, page A-9, N2O global warming 

potential = 310 (Reference 12, page A-4).  
e  LPG use for residential space heating within the City is considered de minimis because residential LPG GHG emissions in Santa Clara County are only 2.6% of the 

GHG emissions from residential natural gas use, and the overwhelming location for LPG use is in rural Santa Clara County, not the City of Santa Clara where 
natural gas is available in all residential areas. 

f  Wood use for residential space heating within the City is excluded as a biogenic emission of GHG, following BAAQMD guidance. (Reference 9, page 2)  
g  Proportioned from 2007 process emissions by service population.  Amount of LPG fuel use and associated GHG emissions considered de minimis, and biomass 

combustion is excluded from the GHG inventory based on BAAQMD guidance. (Reference 9, page 2) 
h  Scaled by service population from BAAQMD GHG Inventory for Santa Clara County, which was based on OFFROAD2007 model. 
i  Based on City-generated VMT and speed distributions combined with EMFAC2007 model and Pavley/LCFS post-processor. 
j  See Caltrain-Rail sheet in SantaClara_TranspEmis_061110 Within City.xls 
k  GHG emissions to transport raw water and sewage are included in electric energy category to run the water pumps. 
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5.0  CONCLUSIONS 

Both City of Santa Clara GHG emission inventories shown in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 (i.e., 
those based on Within City and City-Generated on-road travel) have a GHG emission 
efficiency in the range of 8.4 to 9.2, depending on the projection year and scenario, and 
an efficiency of 9.3 in the 2008 baseline year.  This range is 27 to 39% higher than the 
2020 state “target” efficiency of 6.6 MT CO

2
e/SP as defined by the BAAQMD, but 

shows some improvement over the 2008 baseline year.  At the state level, 2020 emissions 
are forecast under the ‘business as usual’ scenario to be 596 MMT CO2e, and need to be 
reduced to 422 MMT CO2e, a reduction of 174 MMT.  Thus forecast State 2020 
emissions will need to be reduced by 29% (0.292 x 596 = 174).  On a service population 
basis, the City-Generated 2020 emissions are forecast to be 9.2 MT CO

2
e/SP, and need to 

be reduced to 6.6 MT CO
2
e/SP, a reduction of 28%.  Baseline 2008 emissions of 9.3 MT 

CO
2
e/SP need to be reduced 29% to achieve the 2020 statewide efficiency.  

 
Reducing City GHG emissions towards the target efficiency would require less 
mitigation if the City can start from the lower end of this range.  The choice of using the 
less intensive inventory would require that the City, and presumably all cities doing 
similar GHG emission inventories, agree that the only on-road transportation emissions 
that should be attributed to a city are those that occur within city limits.  This approach 
logically avoids the problem of multiple duplications of attributing outside city limit 
emissions to each of the surrounding cities developing its own inventory.  However, the 
Within City approach assigns pass-through VMT to a jurisdiction that has no role in 
generating that VMT (e.g., San Francisco commuter pass-through trips in Emeryville) 
and does not account for VMT generated by land uses in a City that occurs outside its 
jurisdiction.  For purposes of disclosing a project’s impacts to the environment pursuant 
to CEQA, which is unrelated to jurisdictional boundaries, City-Generated VMT provides 
a more direct estimate of the impacts attributable to the Project (i.e., General Plan) in that 
it reflects the VMT associated with the land uses over which the City has jurisdictional 
responsibility.  For this reason, the City-Generated VMT approach is used with the 
baseline year 2008. 
 
The three largest contributing categories to the City’s GHG emissions are electric energy 
use, on-road transportation, and industrial combustion and other process emissions.   
 
Emissions were estimated using different approaches according to the availability of data 
for each activity sector.  On-road transportation category emissions were calculated from 
a detailed foundation of VMT in the different vehicle classes and speed ranges, while the 
other GHG emission categories were scaled from the activity level and GHG emissions in 
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earlier years (e.g., 2005, 2007 and 2008), or from ratios of City to Santa Clara County 
activity.  Both approaches inherently include the uncertainty in the projections of 
population and employment within the City.   
 
As shown in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, the GHG emissions increase from 2008 to 2020 and to 
2035 for each alternative.  The service population also increases, but faster, thereby 
resulting in a declining amount of GHG emitted per service population over time. 
 
 

### 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), constitutes the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the City of Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan project. 
The DEIR was circulated to affected public agencies and interested parties for a 45-day review 
period from July 12, 2010 and ending on August 25, 2010. This volume consists of comments 
received by the Lead Agency on the DEIR during the public review period, responses to those 
comments, and revisions to the text of the DEIR. 
 
In conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, 
the FEIR provides objective information regarding the environmental consequences of the proposed 
project. The FEIR also examines mitigation measures and alternatives to the project intended to 
reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts. The FEIR is used by the City and other 
Responsible Agencies in making decisions regarding the project. The CEQA Guidelines advise that, 
while the information in the FEIR does not control the agency’s ultimate discretion on the project, 
the agency must respond to each significant effect identified in the DEIR by making written findings 
for each of those significant effects. According to the State Public Resources Code (Section 21081), 
no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact report has 
been certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that would occur if 
the project is approved or carried out unless both of the following occur: 
 

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

 
(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 

will mitigate or avoid the significant effect on the environment. 
(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 

public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency. 
(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 

considerations for the provision of employment opportunities of highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
environmental impact report. 

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

 
In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the FEIR will be made available prior to 
certification of the Environmental Impact Report. All documents referenced in this FEIR are 
available for public review in the office of the Department of Planning and Inspection, 1500 
Warburton Avenue, Santa Clara, California, on weekdays during normal business hours. 
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2 LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS TO WHOM THE 
DRAFT EIR WAS SENT 

2.1 STATE AGENCIES 
California Department of Fish and Game, Region 3 
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 
California Highway Patrol 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
California Department of Transportation, District 4 
Environmental Protection Agency, Regional Administration 
Department of Water Resources 
Integrated Waste Management Board 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Resources Agency 
State Clearinghouse – Office of Planning and Research 
State Office of Historic Preservation 
Office of Emergency Services 
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain) 
California: Climate Action Team 
California Department of Public Health 
Department of Housing and Community Development  
Office of Emergency Services 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Department of Conservation 

2.2 REGIONAL AGENCIES 
Association of Bay Area Governments 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region II 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Santa Clara County Planning Department 
Santa Clara County Roads and Airports 
Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Train 
Amtrak 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 

2.3 CITIES/LOCAL AGENCIES 
Cupertino Planning Department 
Cupertino Public Works Department 
Milpitas Planning Department 
Milpitas Transportation Department 
San José Planning Department 
San José Public Works Department 
San José International Airport 
Sunnyvale Planning Department 
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Sunnyvale Transportation and Traffic Division 
City of Campbell Community Development Division 
City of Campbell Traffic Division 
City of Mountain View Planning Division 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge 
City of Milpitas 
City of Los Gatos 
Campbell Union School District 
Campbell Union High School District 
Fremont Union High School District 
Cupertino Unified School District 
City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency 
Santa Clara Unified School District 

2.4 ORGANIZATIONS, BUSINESSES, AND INDIVIDUALS 
Joint Venture Silicon Valley 
Santa Clara University 
Mission College 
The Health Trust 
Sierra Club 
California Native Plant Society 
Greenbelt Alliance 
Santa Clara Weekly 
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3 LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

3.1 STATE AGENCIES 
A. California State Clearinghouse      August 24, 2010 
B. California Department of Transportation    August 23, 2010 

3.2 REGIONAL AGENCIES 
C. County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Departments  August 25, 2010 
D. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority    August 25, 2010 
E. Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain)   August 25, 2010 

3.3 CITIES AND LOCAL AGENCIES 
F. City of San José – Airport Department     August 13, 2010 
G. City of Sunnyvale       August 25, 2010 

3.4 ORGANIZATIONS/BUSINESSES 
H. Greenbelt Alliance       August 24, 2010 
I. Urban Ecology        August 24, 2010 
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4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
The following section includes all the comments on the DEIR that were received by the City in 
letters and emails during the 45-day review period. The comments are organized under headings 
containing the source of the letter and the date submitted. The specific comments from each of the 
letters or emails are presented as “Comment” with each response to that specific comment directly 
following. Each of the letters and emails submitted to the City of Santa Clara are attached in their 
entirety (with any enclosed materials) in Chapter 6 of this document. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15086 requires that a local lead agency consult with and request 
comments on the Draft EIR prepared for a project of this type from responsible agencies 
(government agencies that must approve or permit some aspect of the project), trustee agencies for 
resources affected by the project, adjacent cities and counties, and transportation planning agencies. 
Section 2 of this document lists all of the recipients of the DEIR. 
 
Seven of the comment letters received are from public agencies, two of whom (Caltrans and the 
VTA) may be Responsible Agencies under CEQA for the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines 
require that: 
 

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

 
This FEIR also lists the public agencies that may have permitting or other authority for some aspect 
of the project, in addition to the City of Santa Clara. 
 
Regarding mitigation measures identified by commenting public agencies, the CEQA Guidelines 
state that: 
 

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

 
The CEQA Guidelines state that the lead agency shall evaluate comments on the environmental 
issues received from persons who reviewed the DEIR and shall prepare a written response to those 
comments. The lead agency is also required to provide a written proposed response to a public 
agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental 
impact report. This FEIR contains written responses to all comments made on the DEIR received 
during the advertised 45-day review period. No performance objectives or guidelines concerning 
mitigation measures were submitted. Copies of this FEIR have been supplied to all persons and 
agencies that submitted comments. 



  Response to Comments  
 

2010-2035 General Plan 12 Final EIR 
City of Santa Clara   September 2010 

4.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE, AUGUST 

24, 2010 (LETTER A): 
 
Comment A-1: 
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. 
On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state 
agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 23, 2010, and the 
comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed.  If this comment package is not in 
order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State 
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 
 
Please note that Section 211 04(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 
 

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

 
These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you 
need more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact 
the commenting agency directly.  
 
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please 
contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. 
 
 Response A-1: 
 This comment is noted. 

4.2 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), AUGUST 23, 2010 (LETTER B): 
 
Comment B-1: 
Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental review process for the Santa Clara General Plan Update project. The following 
comments are based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 
 
 Response B-1: 

This comment is noted. Please refer to Response B-2 through Response B-8 below. 
 
Comment B-2 
Traffic Forecasting and Highway Operations 
The Department recommends that the background and cumulative conditions of the General Plan 
include a listing of on-going and anticipated proposed project facilities for Phase I, Phase II and 
Phase III development conditions.  
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 Response B-2: 
Traffic was analyzed for 2035 conditions, based upon the anticipated level of development 
that would occur during the General Plan horizon. Conditions were not analyzed for each 
specific phase.  Areas of potential development are defined in each Phase of the proposed 
Draft 2010-2035 General Plan, as discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 2.5 Project Phases 
and shown on Figure 2-3, Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-5. Phase I includes projects approved, on 
file or under construction, and expected to be implemented by the end of 2010; and projects 
on file or approved as of 2009, but not expected to be under construction until after January 
1, 2010; these projects are listed in Appendix D of the Draft EIR (refer to Table 8.6-2).  
 
The proposed project facilities (roadway and transit improvements) have been defined for 
Phase I, but cannot be defined in Phase II or Phase III, until the prerequisites for planning the 
next phase development have been met, per the policies of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 
General Plan. This process will determine if there is adequate infrastructure, utilities and 
services, transportation facilities, access to transit, open space and recreation facilities, retail 
services, and sufficient public facilities, for new development. As such, the anticipated 
proposed project facilities will not be defined for Phase II or Phase III until the availability of 
public resources and infrastructure to support the development has been evaluated and a 
comprehensive plan for the future Focus Area has been created.   
 
In regard to traffic forecasting and highway operations, the City of Santa Clara’s Travel 
Demand Model estimated the trip generation based on the type and density/intensity of land 
uses (for example, number of households) within each defined traffic analysis zone. The 
model did not include specific project facilities, as they have yet to be defined as part of the 
comprehensive plan that will be created for each area of development under Phase II and 
Phase III.    

 
Comment B-3 
Page 363, Section 4, 12.4.2: Travel Demand Forecasting, Table 4.12-8: Change in Citywide Vehicle 
Trip Generation Compared to Existing Conditions, demonstrates 545,900 vehicles per hour (vph) 
under Existing Conditions and 625,750 vph under 2035 General Plan Conditions. In other words, 
Table 4.12-8 shows an increase of generated trips of 79,850 vph between Existing Conditions and 
2035 General Conditions, which could potentially cause a significant traffic impact on US 101 and 
State Route (SR) 237 within the study area.  
 
 Response B-3: 

As part of the transportation analysis for the General Plan, daily freeway segment operations 
were reviewed on segments of US 101, SR 237, I-880, and I-280. Within the City of Santa 
Clara, the following freeway segments were analyzed: 
 

 US 101from De La Cruz Boulevard to Montague Expressway 
 US 101 from Montague Expressway to Great America Parkway 
 US 101 from Great America Parkway to Lawrence Expressway 
 SR 237 from N. 1st Street to Great America Parkway 
 SR 237 from Great America Parkway to Lawrence Expressway 
 I-880 from Bascom Avenue to The Alameda  
 I-880 from The Alameda to Coleman Avenue 
 I-280 from Saratoga Avenue to Lawrence Expressway 
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These segments were analyzed using average daily traffic (ADT) volumes and per-lane 
capacity thresholds developed using the methods in the Transportation Research Board, 
Highway Capacity Manual (2000).  
 
Freeway segments outside the City boundaries that met the criteria for inclusion for study1 in 
the DEIR were analyzed for external impacts. The freeway segments analyzed include: 
 

 US 101 from Ellis Street to SR 237 
 US 101 from SR 237 to Mathilda Avenue 
 US 101 from Mathilda Avenue to Fair Oaks Avenue 
 US 101 from De La Cruz Boulevard to SR 87 
 US 101 from SR 87 to N. 1st Street 
 SR 237 from Moffett Boulevard to US 101 
 SR 237 from US 101 and Mathilda Avenue 
 SR 237 from Mathilda Avenue to Fair Oaks Avenue 
 SR 237 from N. 1st Street to Zanker Road 
 SR 87 from Airport Boulevard and US 101 
 SR 17 from Hamilton Avenue and I-280 
 I-280 from Meridian Avenue and Bascom Avenue/Leigh Avenue  
 I-280 from Bascom Avenue/Leigh Avenue and I-880/SR 17 
 I-280 from Wolfe Road and De Anza Boulevard 
 I-280 from De Anza Boulevard to SR 85 

 
Significant impacts were identified, per Table 4.12-9 on page 371 in the Draft EIR, on 
several of these segments. While several regional improvements are planned that would 
improve freeway operations, no plans to widen the segments or significantly add capacity are 
currently in process. Additionally, no regional fee mechanism currently exists or is 
anticipated to collect contributions for regional improvements. 

 
Comment B-4 
The Department notes that the report conducts roadway segment analysis in Table 4.12-9: Existing 
and 2010-2035 General Plan Roadway Segment LOS Summary and Table 4.12-12: Roadway 
Segments in Adjacent Communities Analysis Summary. However, the report should also include 
turning movement traffic per study intersection per AM and PM peak hour shown in the diagram 
under Existing Conditions and 2035 General Plan Conditions. It is particularly important that the 
report include intersection/interchange analysis of US 101 and SR 237 under Existing Conditions and 
2035 General Plan Conditions. 
 
 Response B-4: 

A General Plan is a set of long-term goals and policies that guide local land use decisions. 
The Plan expresses the community’s development goals and embodies public policy relative 
to the distribution of future land uses, both public and private (State of California General 
Plan Guidelines, 2003). It is a high-level planning document, meant to guide future (2035) 
development practices. As such, the accompanying transportation analysis is meant to 
quantify the interaction between the planned land uses in the General Plan and the 

                                                   
 
1 As defined on pages 360-361 of the DEIR, these include a peak-hour volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.9 or greater (in either peak 
hour), and more than ten (10) percent of the peak-hour traffic volume on the segment attributable to the City of Santa Clara (in 
either peak hour).  
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transportation network in 2035. The purpose of the analysis is to determine if the 
transportation system is appropriately sized for the projected amount of future traffic on the 
roadway network (for example, does a roadway segment need two, four, or six travel lanes?).  
 
Using peak-hour level of service analysis would result in a roadway network sized to peak-
hour operating conditions, with potentially excess roadway capacity provided during all other 
times of day. Using daily analysis to size the network, results in more efficient use of the 
roadway network over the course of a typical day. Application of daily roadway segment 
analysis is standard practice for evaluating the interrelationship of land uses and the roadway 
network in a General Plan; peak-hour intersection and/or interchange analysis is more 
appropriate for use in project-level analyses, or as part of a project study report.  

 
Additionally, as development projects are proposed under the General Plan, transportation 
studies will be conducted, consistent with CMP and City policies that would evaluate peak 
hour operations at intersections in the vicinity of a proposed Project.  These studies would 
help inform decisions about transportation improvements needed to accommodate specific 
development.   
 

Comment B-5 
As traffic growth occurs, the report should discuss the impacts to the surrounding freeway corridors. 
Include freeway segment analysis for US 101, SR 237 and Interstate 280.  
 
 Response B-5: 

Please see previous Response B-3.   
 
Comment B-6 
The report should discuss Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs in more detail. It 
should specify clearly what kind of measures the City is planning to implement, such as free shuttle 
bus rides within the downtown core, park and ride facilities, car and van pooling pickup locations, 
and other incentives to mitigate and reduce traffic demand. 
 
 Response B-6: 

The proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan includes Transportation Demand Management 
Policies, as listed below, which together form the Transportation Demand Management 
Program for the City.  These policies are also included in Table 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Transportation Demand Management Policies 
5.8.5-P1 Require new development to include transportation demand management site-design 

measures, including preferred carpool and vanpool parking, enhanced pedestrian 
access, bicycle storage and recreational facilities. 

5.8.5-P2 Require development to offer on-site services, such as ATMs, dry cleaning, exercise 
rooms, cafeterias and concierge services, to reduce daytime trips. 

5.8.5-P3 Encourage all new development to provide on-site bicycle facilities and pedestrian 
circulation. 

5.8.5-P4 Encourage new development to participate in shuttle programs to access local transit 
services within the City, including buses, light rail, Bay Area Rapid Transit, Caltrain, 
Altamont Commuter Express Yellow Shuttle and Lawrence Caltrain Bowers/Walsh 
Shuttle services. 

5.8.5-P5 Encourage transportation demand management programs that provide incentives for 
the use of alternative travel modes to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles. 

5.8.5-P6 Encourage transportation demand management programs that include shared bicycle 
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and autos for part-time use by employees and residents to reduce the need for personal 
vehicles. 

5.8.5-P7 Promote programs that reduce peak hour trips, such as flexible work hours, 
telecommuting, homebased businesses and off -site business centers, and encourage 
businesses to provide alternate, off - peak hours for operations. 

5.8.5-P8 Encourage local events that connect employees and residents with local transit 
providers and ridesharing options. 

5.8.5-P9 Promote transportation demand management programs that provide education, 
information and coordination to connect residents and employees with alternate 
transportation opportunities. 

 
Comment B-7 
Please discuss what feasible strategies or fair-share contributions to state and Congestion 
Management Program facilities will significantly improve the City's major and local roadway traffic 
movements and conditions. 
 
 Response B-7: 

As described in Section 4.12 Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, future 
development will generate substantial additional traffic volumes that will cause congestion 
along certain roadway segments, as identified in Table 4.12-12, covered within the CMP. The 
City, County, and VTA have identified roadway segment improvements that would improve 
operations on several of these segments. These are further described in Section 3.5 of the 
Draft EIR.  
 
The proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan includes policies to encourage travel via 
alternative modes by improving the efficiency of the existing transportation system, while 
minimizing addition of new roadways and widening of existing streets and intersections, and 
specific alternative mode supportive policies. The proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan 
policies identify the need for Area Development Policies (an alternate term for a Deficiency 
Plan) and coordination with the VTA to address CMP impacts. The policies are included in 
Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. 

 
Comment B-8 
The City should consider installing traffic monitoring devices for traffic management, such as 
installing red-light and no-right-turn violator CCTV monitoring systems on some major city 
intersections. 
 
 Response B-8: 

This comment is noted. No further response is required as the comment does not raise any 
environmental issues or questions about the adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment also 
addresses daily traffic operations and is not applicable to the scope of the General Plan. 

4.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA ROADS AND AIRPORTS 

DEPARTMENT, AUGUST 25, 2010 (LETTER C): 
Comment C-1: 
1. There are four County expressways within the limits of the City of Santa Clara: Central 
Expressway, Lawrence Expressway, Montague Expressway, and San Tomas Expressway. The 2010-
2035 General Plan and DEIR refer to Montague and San Tomas Expressways as one expressway 
throughout both documents. These are considered two separate expressways (San Tomas is a north-
south expressway and Montague is an east-west expressway). For consistency with County 
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documents, countywide transportation plans, and regional transportation plans, please reference them 
as two expressways in the General Plan and EIR. 
 
 Response C-1: 

Text in the EIR has been revised to clarify that Montague and San Tomas Expressways are 
separate facilities that connect at their interchange with US 101. See Chapter 5 Text 
Revisions, under section 5.12 Transportation and Traffic. 

 
Comment C-2: 
2. As noted on page 362 of the DEIR, the City opted to perform "a conservative analysis" of traffic 
impacts in the vehicular traffic modeling and roadway segment analysis. They did this by excluding 
several expressway-related projects that are listed in the Comprehensive County Expressway 
Planning Study 2008 Update adopted by the Board of Supervisors on March 3, 2009. The 2008 
Update was endorsed by several cities, including the Santa Clara City Council on December 2, 2008. 
The City's reason for excluding these projects was to test whether each of these capacity 
enhancement projects was really needed. The County has the following comments about the list of 
projects excluded from analysis (page 362): 
 

Response C-2: 
As identified on page 362 of the Draft EIR, as part of the transportation analysis for the City 
of Santa Clara’s General Plan Update, the City chose not to include several capacity-
enhancing improvements identified in the Santa Clara County Expressway Study (2008) and 
the VTA’s Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) 2035 in the future year analyses for the General 
Plan. The removal of these improvements represents a conservative analysis (in that it does 
not assume future improvements outside of the City’s control) of transportation conditions 
with the implementation of the City’s General Plan. The purpose for not including these 
improvements was to test the overall operations of the transportation network, should these 
improvements not be constructed by other public agencies (due to fiscal or environmental 
constraints, for example) and to confirm they were necessary as mitigation to add needed 
capacity to the roadway system. This approach allowed City staff to identify which of the 
improvements were necessary to maintaining the City’s minimum operating levels. All 
except two of these improvements were then identified as mitigation measures. The two that 
were not assumed as mitigation measures are: 1) El Camino Real was assumed at four travel 
lanes in order to potentially accommodate an exclusive BRT lane and other streetscape 
improvements, and 2) the Lawrence Expressway grade separations near the Lawrence 
Caltrain Station were not assumed pending the results of the Sunnyvale/Santa Clara 
Lawrence Station Area Plan. 

 
Comment C-3: 
a. Project #1 (Widening Central Expressway between Lawrence Expressway and San Tomas 
Expressway), Project #4 (Widening Central Expressway between Mary Avenue and Lawrence 
Expressway), and Project #7 (Converting US 101/Montague Expressway interchange to partial 
cloverleaf) - The City's traffic analysis indicated LOS deficiencies for these segments without the 
projects and, therefore, listed these projects as mitigations. Our understanding is that this means these 
projects would be consistent with the 2010-2035 General Plan. Please confirm this understanding. 

 
Response C-3: 
The roadway segment improvements to Central Expressway and to the US 101/Montague 
Expressway interchange referenced in this comment were identified in the Draft EIR as 
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capacity-enhancing measures that would reduce future traffic congestion, although not to a 
less than significant level, and they would be consistent with the 2010-2035 General Plan. 

 
Comment C-4: 
b. Project #2 (Widening Montague Expressway between Trade Zone and Park Victoria) - This 
project is not listed as a mitigation in the Transportation and Traffic section of the DEIR. In addition, 
this segment of Montague Expressway is not listed in Table 4.12-12 so there is no indication of 
whether Santa Clara's growth affects this segment of Montague Expressway. The County does not 
concur with excluding an approved project from the traffic modeling when the project is completely 
outside of the boundaries of the City of Santa Clara and the cities through which the project travels 
support the project. The EIR should provide traffic impact analysis for this segment to indicate 
whether it is needed as a mitigation for Santa Clara City's growth projections in the General Plan. 

 
Response C-4: 
The impacts of the General Plan in adjacent communities were defined using the criteria 
described on pages 360-361 of the DEIR, and as described below. Roadway segments were 
identified for inclusion in the EIR when:  
 

1. The segment operates with a peak-hour volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.9 or greater (in 
either peak hour), and 

2. More than ten (10) percent of the peak-hour traffic volume on the segment is 
attributable to the City of Santa Clara (in either peak hour) 
 

Impacts on the study segments were considered significant when the Draft General Plan 
traffic resulted in a daily traffic increase of more than one (1) percent of a roadway segment’s 
daily capacity.  
 
The segment of Montague Expressway, between Trade Zone and Park Victoria, did not meet 
the criteria listed above for inclusion in the study; therefore, the Santa Clara Draft General 
Plan is not expected to substantially impact this segment, and the widening improvement is 
not required as mitigation to accommodate future Santa Clara generated traffic. As noted in 
the comment, this segment is located in another jurisdiction and the County and the other 
jurisdiction will decide whether/when to complete the widening project. 

 
Comment C-5: 
c. Project #3 (Widening San Tomas Expressway between Williams Road and EI Camino Real) - This 
project is not listed as a mitigation in the Transportation and Traffic section of the DEIR. In addition, 
the General Plan DEIR traffic analysis was based only segment analysis and 24-hour ADT volumes 
and did not look at peak period intersection LOS. We note that Page 8.7-13 in the Draft 2010-2035 
General Plan lists some forecasted intersection LOS conditions but does not include any San Tomas 
Expressway intersections most of which are CMP intersections. The County requests that the General 
Plan DEIR provide information on the future condition peak hour intersection LOS for San Tomas 
Expressway as was done for the 13 intersections listed in Table 8.7-6 in the General Plan.  

 
Response C-5: 
The intersections analyzed as part of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan were 
chosen for inclusion in focused areas with the most projected growth in land use with 
development of the Plan or in areas of potential concern to staff and residents, and were 
identified in consultation with City staff. This analysis was used to inform the development 
of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan, but was not used to identify impacts and 
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mitigation measures, as, generally, daily roadway segment analysis is more appropriate for 
general plan-level analysis, as discussed previously in Response B-4.   

Additionally, as development projects are proposed under the General Plan, transportation 
studies will be conducted that will evaluate peak hour operations at intersections in the 
vicinity of a proposed Project.  These studies will help inform decisions about transportation 
improvements needed to accommodate specific development.   

The segments of San Tomas Expressway south of El Camino Real, within the City of Santa 
Clara, operate acceptably based on daily operations, at LOS D or better, under Existing and 
Draft General Plan (2035) conditions. Outside of Santa Clara, external traffic impacts were 
reviewed per the impact criteria as described on pages 360-361 in the Draft EIR, and 
described above in Response C-4. The section of San Tomas Expressway south of the Santa 
Clara City boundary to Williams Road was not identified as a significant impact, as the 
traffic growth attributable to the Draft General Plan was less than one (1) percent of the 
segments’ daily capacity. Therefore, the Santa Clara Draft General Plan is not expected to 
significantly impact this segment, and the widening improvement is not required as 
mitigation to accommodate future Santa Clara generated traffic.  

 
Comment C-6: 
In addition, please clarify whether the San Tomas widening project is consistent with the 2010-2035 
General Plan. 

 
Response C-6: 
The goals and policies of the Santa Clara Draft General Plan include a more balanced 
approach to implementation of transportation improvements. The goals and policies listed 
below highlight Santa Clara’s approach to the City’s future transportation network:  
 

Roadway Network Goals and Policies 
5.8.2-G2 Roadway design, construction, operation, and maintenance that supports the goals 

for “Full-Service Streets” throughout the City. 

5.8.2-G3 A roadway network designed to accommodate alternate transportation modes in 
addition to vehicles. 

5.8.2-P1 Require that new and retrofitted roadways implemented “Full-Service Streets” 
standards, including minimal vehicular travel lane widths, pedestrian amenities, 
adequate sidewalks, street trees, bicycle facilities, transit facilities, lighting and 
signage, where feasible. 

5.8.2-P2 Discourage widening of existing roadway or intersection rights-of-way without 
first considering operational improvements, such as traffic signal modifications, 
turn-pocket extensions and intelligent transportation systems. 

5.8.2.-P10 Support roadway improvements that add missing links or correct non-standard 
design features or safety. 

 
These policies, and others in the Draft General Plan, support a multi-modal system that 
minimizes pedestrian exposure at intersections, provides safe and efficient connections for 
bicyclists and pedestrians, prioritizes transit service, and provides efficient traffic flow 
throughout the system. While widening of San Tomas Expressway is not necessarily 
inconsistent with the goals and policies identified in the Draft General Plan, it would only be 
considered if other operational improvements have been considered first and determined 
infeasible. 
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Comment C-7: 
d. Project #5 (Converting Central Expressway HOV queue jump lanes at Bowers Avenue to mixed-
flow lanes) - This project was completed by the County in 2009 and, therefore, it should be removed 
from the list of projects on page 362. 
 

Response C-7: 
Text in the EIR has been revised to delete the referenced improvement to Central Expressway 
that was completed in 2009. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.12 Transportation 
and Traffic. 

 
Comment C-8: 
e. Project #6 (Converting at-grade intersections on Lawrence Expressway at Arques Avenue, Kiefer 
Road, and Monroe Street to grade-separated interchanges) – These projects are not listed as 
mitigations and, as explained to us at a meeting with City staff and consultants on July 29, 2010, 
would not be considered consistent with the 2010-2035 General Plan. The analysis for Lawrence 
Expressway was based only on segment analysis and did not include LOS analysis for the 
intersections in question. The Lawrence/Arques and Lawrence/Monroe intersections are CMP 
intersections and must meet CMP standards. These grade separation projects were included in the 
Expressway Study due to intersection LOS F conditions in 2002. The Lawrence/Monroe intersection 
continued to be LOS F in 2007 and the remaining two intersections are expected to return to LOS F 
in the future. We note that Page 8.7-13 in the Draft 2010-2035 General Plan lists some forecasted 
peak hour intersection LOS conditions but these three Lawrence Expressway intersections are not 
included in the list. In addition, the Arques project is completely located within City of Sunnyvale 
and the Kifer and Monroe intersections are shared with the City of Sunnyvale. The County requests 
that the General Plan DEIR analyze the future condition peak hour LOS for these intersections to 
determine if the planned grade separations should be included as mitigations for General Plan growth 
impacts. 

 
Response C-8: 
The intersections analyzed as part of the Draft General Plan were chosen for inclusion in 
focused areas with the most projected growth in land use with development of the Plan and in 
areas of potential concern to staff and residents, and were identified in consultation with City 
staff. This analysis was used to inform the development of the Draft General Plan, but was 
not used to identify impacts and mitigation measures, as, generally, daily roadway segment 
analysis is more appropriate for general plan-level analysis, as discussed previously in 
Response B-4.   
 
As the commenter notes, the segments of Lawrence Expressway were studied based on daily 
roadway segment analyses. The results show that these segments of Lawrence Expressway 
would operate at LOS D or better on a daily basis. Therefore, these segments operate 
acceptably, and no significant impacts (or resulting mitigation measures) were identified.  
 
The three (3) intersections in question along Lawrence Expressway at Arques Avenue, Kifer 
Road, and Monroe Street are closely spaced (approximately ½ mile between each location), 
and the operations of the intersections are linked closely given their proximity to each other. 
Although the City of Sunnyvale and Santa Clara borders weave across Lawrence Expressway 
along these segments, their operations should be evaluated as a system. While the City 
acknowledges that future improvements to enhance vehicle capacity may need to be 
considered at these locations to meet CMP requirements or as mitigation for specific 
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development projects, the detailed analysis requested is not appropriate for inclusion in the 
General Plan transportation analysis of conditions in 2035.  
 
As described previously in Response C-6, the goals and policies of the Santa Clara Draft 
General Plan include a more balanced approach to the implementation of transportation 
improvements. With the ongoing development of the Lawrence Station Area Plan, led by the 
City of Sunnyvale, the City of Santa Clara would like to ensure that access to the Lawrence 
Station is preserved or improved pending the results of this Plan. While the proposed 
widening projects are not necessarily inconsistent with the goals and policies identified in the 
Draft General Plan, the City of Santa Clara will work closely with the County and City of 
Sunnyvale to review alternatives for the project to ensure that the project is compatible with 
the community goals defined in the Draft General Plan, and that access to the Lawrence 
Station is preserved or improved pending the results of the Lawrence Station Area Plan.  

 
Comment C-9: 
f. Project #8 (Improvements at I-280/Lawrence Expressway/Calvert Drive interchange) - This is an 
operational improvement project, not a capacity enhancing project. It should be removed from the list 
of projects on page 362 and it should be considered consistent with the General Plan. 

 
Response C-9: 
Text in the EIR has been revised to delete the referenced improvement to the I-280/Lawrence 
Expressway/Calvert Drive interchange. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.12 
Transportation and Traffic. 

 
Comment C-10: 
3. Page 8.7-4 of the Draft 2010-2035 General Plan lists the CMP facilities. This listing needs to be 
consistent with the existing conditions for Lawrence Expressway/El Camino Real and Lawrence 
Expressway/Stevens Creek Blvd. Both of these locations have existing grade separations in a tight 
diamond configuration which includes two different signalized intersections for the on- and off-
ramps at each location. Therefore, the list should indicate that there are the two separate CMP 
facilities for each location.  

 
Response C-10: 
This is a comment concerning the description of CMP facilities in the Draft 2010-2035 
General Plan, and not the Draft EIR.  The additional clarification that the Lawrence 
Expressway/El Camino Real and Lawrence Expressway/Stevens Creek Boulevard 
intersections are grade-separated, with signalized ramp terminal intersections for the on- and 
off-ramps has been added to the General Plan text at Page 8.7-4.  
 

Comment C-11: 
This is also true for Table 8.7-6 on page 8.7-13 which is showing existing and future peak hour LOS 
conditions for Lawrence Expressway/El Camino Real - there should be LOS information for both of 
the Lawrence Expressway/El Camino Real signalized intersections. 
 

Response C-11: 
The Lawrence Expressway/El Camino Real analysis was completed with the two ramp 
intersections modeled as a single location. This method for analysis is consistent with how the 
City has analyzed this intersection for Congestion Management Program reporting in 2006 
and 2008, and with recent development project studies that reviewed impacts to this 
intersection.  
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4.4 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM SANTA CLARA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, 
AUGUST 25, 2010 (LETTER D): 

 
Thank you for involving Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) early in the development of your 
General Plan Update. VTA has reviewed the draft Santa Clara General Plan Update 2010- 2035 and 
accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Based on our review and discussions with 
City staff, we have the following comments: 
 
Comment D-1: 
In general, VTA commends the City for its vision and for adopting a multi-modal approach in the 
Mobility and Transportation Element of the General Plan Update. We support the introduction of the 
"full service streets" concept and the City's efforts to incorporate sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and transit 
improvements as appropriate in roadway improvements included in the General Plan Update. These 
improvements will help make alternative modes more attractive for Santa Clara residents and 
workers and help reduce single-occupant automobile travel in the City, which can help reduce the 
transportation impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response D-1: 
The VTA’s support for the 2010-2035 General Plan’s multi-modal approach to reduce single 
occupant vehicle travel is acknowledged. No further response is required. 

 
Comment D-2: 
El Camino Real Focus Area 
VTA supports the overall direction in the General Plan update to designate the El Camino Real 
corridor as a Focus Area and work toward a roadway design that includes enhanced facilities for 
transit users, pedestrians and bicyclists. As noted in the draft General Plan and EIR, VTA is in the 
process of planning for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service on EI Camino Real. In May 2009, the VTA 
Board adopted the VTA BRT Strategic Plan, which included three corridors for near term 
implementation: EI Camino Real, Alum Rock Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard in Santa Clara 
County. In April 2010 VTA initiated Conceptual Engineering for the EI Camino Real BRT project. 
The proposed schedule for the new BRT service between the Palo Alto Transit Center and 
Downtown San Jose is for service to begin in 2015, with East Valley service starting in 2013. VTA 
believes that BRT can play a significant role in reducing single-occupant automobile trips and 
supporting development goals in the El Camino Real Focus Area in Santa Clara. 

 
Response D-2: 
The VTA’s support for the El Camino Real Focus Area is acknowledged, and the additional 
details concerning the implementation schedule for the El Camino Real BRT project have 
been incorporated as text revisions to the EIR. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 
5.2 Project Description. 

 
Comment D-3: 
It is important to note that the BRT service may either run in a dedicated transit lane in the middle of 
the roadway, or in a mixed-flow travel lane on the outside of the roadway. The location and 
configuration of BRT facilities along the corridor will be determined through the Conceptual 
Engineering and environmental review process for the El Camino Real BRT project, which will 
include coordination between VTA, the cities along the corridor, and Caltrans. Until the 
configuration of the BRT alignment is determined, it is important to ensure that options are not 
precluded. Accordingly, we are concerned that Figure 5.4-2 in the draft General Plan and Figure 2-12 
in the DEIR is misleading because it does not show a center-running BRT lane as the 2009 BRT 
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Strategic Plan indicates. For this reason, we suggest that these figures be modified to show potential 
BRT lanes in the median and explain that these figures are only illustrative and are not intended to 
preclude dedicated lanes for BRT. 
 

Response D-3: 
In providing the illustrative figure depicting a potential future El Camino Real street design, 
it is not the City’s intent to preclude the VTA’s options for future BRT facilities. Until the 
design is solidified by VTA that confirms the BRT line is adjacent to the median, the City 
through its General Plan is not making that assumption. Rather, the General Plan gives policy 
priority to the BRT line over single occupancy vehicles on El Camino Real. A note has been 
added to the referenced Figures in the General Plan and associated EIR noting the roadway 
section detail is illustrative and does not preclude any particular BRT options the VTA may 
pursue. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.2 Project Description. 

 
Comment D-4: 
Stevens Creek Focus Area 
As noted above, the Stevens Creek Boulevard corridor is also included in the VTA BRT Strategic 
Plan and is identified for near-term implementation, next in priority after the Santa Clara/Alum Rock 
and EI Camino Real corridors. We commend the City for including policies in the draft General Plan 
(such as Policy 5.4.4-P10 and 5.4.4-P11) that support BRT and multimodal transportation 
improvements along the Stevens Creek Boulevard corridor.  
 

Response D-4: 
The VTA’s support for the General Plan policies related to encouraging future BRT service 
along Stevens Creek Boulevard is acknowledged, and the additional details concerning the 
implementation schedule for the Stevens Creek BRT project have been incorporated as text 
revisions to the EIR. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.2 Project Description. 

 
Comment D-5: 
Similar to our comment about the EI Camino Real Focus Area, we suggest that the Stevens Creek 
Boulevard graphic (Figure 5.4-5 in the draft General Plan and Figure 2-15 in the DEIR) be modified 
to include a possible median alignment.  
 

Response D-5: 
In providing the illustrative figure depicting a potential future Stevens Creek Boulevard street 
design, it is not the City’s intent to preclude the VTA’s options for future BRT facilities. 
Until the design is solidified by VTA that confirms the BRT line is adjacent to the median, 
the City through its General Plan is not making that assumption. Given that the south side of 
Stevens Creek Boulevard is located within San Jose, coordination will be necessary between 
the VTA and both affected cities. A note has been added to the referenced Figures in the 
General Plan and associated EIR noting the roadway section detail is illustrative and does not 
preclude any particular BRT options the VTA may pursue for Stevens Creek Boulevard. See 
Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.2 Project Description. 

 
Comment D-6: 
In addition, we suggest that the language in the draft General Plan and DEIR be modified to clarify 
that "While the City expects that the land uses along the corridor will generally retain their auto-
oriented character, the streetscape is expected to be improved to better accommodate multimodal 
travel including transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities." 
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Response D-6: 
As noted in Response D-5, the south side of Stevens Creek Boulevard is within the 
jurisdiction of the City of San Jose. Text in the EIR concerning Stevens Creek Boulevard has 
been revised as suggested in the comment. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.2 
Project Description. 

 
Comment D-7: 
LOS Approach 
Based on conversations with City staff and consultants, our understanding is that the City assumed an 
"averaged" LOS approach. Please provide further details of the methodology and an explanation of 
how this approach would be applied. 
 

Response D-7: 
The “averaged” LOS approach referenced by the commenter was not used for the analysis 
included in the General Plan and DEIR. The methods used to evaluate roadway segment level 
of service in the General Plan and DEIR were developed using average daily traffic (ADT) 
volumes and per-lane capacity thresholds developed using the methods in the Transportation 
Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual (2000).  
 
The “averaged” LOS approach was referenced as one of the possible methods the City is 
considering for the future to define a LOS standard and to evaluate transportation impacts of 
development projects. As part of this approach, individual intersections would be analyzed 
for LOS, and then the results of several intersections (such as within a particular development 
zone, or citywide, for example) would be averaged together to calculate an average delay and 
LOS for the area. This approach is just one example policy/method the City is considering to 
identify an alternative LOS method in the future. A future study and analysis required by 
Prerequisite Policy 5.1.1-P12, would be conducted before implementation of an Average 
LOS approach, or any other alternative LOS method. 
 

Comment D-8: 
Consistency with the Valley Transportation Plan 2035 
Section 4.12 of the General Plan shows that ten roadway projects included in the Valley 
Transportation Plan (VTP) 2035 financially constrained project list (projects 1 to 7) were not 
included in the assumptions. While we gained a preliminary understanding of the intent for not 
including these improvements, the rationale is not sufficiently explained in the General Plan 
documents.  
 

Response D-8: 
Please see previous Response C-2. 

 
Comment D-9: 
Furthermore, the impacts of the inconsistency with the VTP and the 2008 Countywide Expressway 
Study were not analyzed. We believe it is important to understand the effects on the City's 
transportation system, as well as CMP facilities, of including and not including these projects. 
Accordingly, we would like to suggest further analysis on the impacts with and without these 
improvements be provided in the General Plan and EIR. 
 

Response D-9: 
Please see previous Response C-2. 
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Comment D-10: 
Roadway Level of Service Policy & Congestion Management Program 
VTA supports the City's proposed approach of pursuing more flexible, multimodal roadway level of 
service standards at a citywide level, as described in Policy 5.8.1-P6. VTA also generally supports 
the proposed approach of exempting specific intersections in Focus Areas from the City-wide level 
of service standard for vehicles on a case-by-case basis or adopting an alternate standard in these 
areas, as described for example in Policy 5.4.1-P17.  
 

Response D-10: 
The VTA’s support for the identified General Plan policies is acknowledged. No further 
response is required. 

 
Comment D-11: 
Because the DEIR transportation analysis shows vehicular level of service on a number of CMP 
facilities deteriorating below LOS E under the proposed General Plan, the City will need to prepare a 
Deficiency Plan in accordance with VTA's Deficiency Plan Requirements. The Deficiency Plan can 
be prepared in conjunction with the Area Development Policy and must contain a list of actions to 
help offset the vehicular level of service impacts, and an implementation plan with specific 
responsibilities and a schedule. 
 

Response D-11: 
This comment concerns the City’s future preparation of a Deficiency Plan to address the 
forecast deterioration of CMP facilities below LOS E.  The comment’s description of what 
the Deficiency Plan must include is consistent with the Draft EIR’s discussion of the 2010-
2035 General Plan’s consistency with the Congestion Management Plan, beginning on page 
79 of the Draft EIR. The following excerpt from page 80 spells out what the Deficiency Plan 
will include:  

 
“To comply with the VTA standards, the Deficiency Plan should include actions to (based on 
the VTA’s Requirements for Deficiency Plans (1992)): 

 Coordinate transportation infrastructure with appropriate land uses 
 Build new transit facilities and increasing transit service 
 Provide coordinated bicycle facilities 
 Enhance transportation demand management (TDM) programs 
 Encourage walking by providing safe, direct, and enjoyable walkways between major 

traffic generators” 
 
Comment D-12: 
Impacts on Transit Bus Travel Times 
The DEIR states that increased motor vehicle traffic and increased congestion with the proposed 
draft General Plan would result in increased transit travel times on transit corridors and classifies this 
as a Significant and Unavoidable Impact (Impact 4.12-6). While VTA agrees that the build out of the 
proposed General Plan and the accompanying changes to the level of service policy to exempt certain 
intersections would lead to increased travel times for buses running in mixed flow operations, we do 
not agree that these impacts are de facto unavoidable. Adopting transit priority measures such as 
transit-only lanes, queue jump lanes, and transit signal priority could largely mitigate these impacts. 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR contains a thorough discussion of this impact and mentions the possible 
mitigation measures and the limitations on what can be assumed for the DEIR purposes. However, 
the Executive Summary (DEIR page ES-9) is inconsistent with this by omitting this discussion and 
simply classifying this impact as Significant and Unavoidable and that ''There are no feasible 
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measures to reduce this impact." As noted, VTA disagrees with this statement and requests that the 
language in the Executive Summary for this impact be modified to note that "Measures to reduce this 
impact such as transit-only lanes, queue jump lanes, and transit signal priority exist, but may not be 
fully within the control of the City of Santa Clara. However, the City of Santa Clara will work with 
VTA and Caltrans to pursue these transit priority measures, as stated in draft General Plan Policy 
5.8.3-P3." 
 

Response D-12: 
As suggested by the comment, the Executive Summary has been revised to include additional 
discussion (already present in the main text of the Draft EIR, see page 390) of the potential 
strategies, including provision of transit-only lanes, that will be considered by the City to 
alleviate the effects of increased congestion on transit operations.  General Plan transit 
network policy 5.8.3 P-3 states the City will: 

 
Transit Network Policies 
5.8.3 P-3 Support transit priority for designated Bus Rapid Transit, or similar transit service, 

through traffic signal priority, bus queue jump lanes, exclusive transit lanes and 
other appropriate techniques. 

 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, because the feasibility of transit-only lanes would be 
evaluated in more detailed studies and the effect of these policies is not fully known, 
including potential secondary impacts, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 
See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.1 Executive Summary. 

 
Comment D-13: 
Transit Network Policies - North-South Transit Service 
The Mobility & Transportation Diagram - Transit Network (Figure 5.7-2 of the DEIR) indicates 
"Potential Express Bus or BRT Corridor" along the Bowers/Great America corridor and the Lafayette 
Street corridor. The existing land use and projected growth patterns will likely not sustain enhanced 
transit service along this corridor. Therefore, VTA does not support the inclusion of this statement. 
VTA's Transit Sustainability Policy & Service Design Guidelines (TSP/SDG), adopted by the VTA 
Board in February 2007, contain information about land use thresholds and characteristics for 
considering potential service changes. We recommend that the draft General Plan policies (such as 
Policies 5.8.3-P2 and 5.8.3-P5) be modified to include a reference to the VTA TSP/SDG.  
 

Response D-13: 
Figure 5.7-2 of the General Plan (Figure 4.12-7 of the Draft EIR) depicts the Mobility and 
Transit Diagram as anticipated in 2035. El Camino Real and Stevens Creek Boulevard are 
indicated as potential Express Bus or BRT corridors, consistent with VTA plans. The text 
indicating that Bowers Ave/Great America Parkway and Lafayette Street are “Potential 
Express Bus or BRT Corridor” will be deleted, however, the legend will still indicate that 
these corridors are transit opportunities, which could take a variety of forms, including 
standard bus service, employer-provided transit and/or transit provided through public-
private partnerships. Chapter 6 of the General Plan includes language under the discussion of 
the VTA planning projects that references the TSP/SDG and how typically the design of 
systems would be consistent with this document. 
 

Comment D-14: 
In addition, we encourage the City to explore opportunities for public-private partnerships or 
employer contributions to provide improved transit service for the spread-out employment areas 
along these north-south corridors. 
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Response D-14: 
This comment is consistent with and supportive of General Plan Policy 5.8.3-P10, which 
states the City will: 
 

Transit Network Policies 
5.8.3 P-10 Require new development to participate in public-private partnerships to provide 

new transit options between Santa Clara residences and businesses. 
 
Comment D-15: 
BART Extension to Silicon Valley 
In order to provide updated information, we recommend that Section 6.2.1 of the Cumulative 
Analysis, the Draft EIR, on the BART Extension to Silicon Valley, be revised as shown in 
Attachment 1 to our letter. (copied below) 
 

 
 

Response D-15: 
The comment is noted and the EIR text has been revised as requested.  See Chapter 5 Text 
Revisions, under section 5.17 Cumulative Analysis. For purposes of this EIR, the Berryessa-
Downtown San Jose-Santa Clara Station BART segment is assumed in the cumulative 
analysis to be complete sometime between 2025 and 2035. 

 

City of Santa Clara   September 2010 
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Comment D-16: 
VTA looks forward to continuing to partner with the City of Santa Clara in the General Plan 2010-
2035 Update process, as well as future planning activities to implement the updated General Plan. If 
you have any questions, please call me at (408) 321-7093 or Robert Swierk at (408) 321-5949. 
 

Response D-16: 
The City will continue to coordinate and partner with the VTA as part of the 2010-2035 
General Plan Update process and into the future with implementation activities that concern 
both public agencies. 

4.5 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE PENINSULA CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS 

BOARD (CALTRAIN), AUGUST 25, 2010 (LETTER E): 
 
Comment E-1: 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of 
Santa Clara Draft 2010-2035 General Plan Update. The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) 
supports your objectives to reduce traffic congestion and promote expansion of the public 
transportation system. We applaud your efforts to support the development of Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) corridors and transit stations with transit-supportive land use policies, enhance pedestrian and 
bicycle mobility, and pursue environmentally sustainable and economically viable development 
patterns. 
 
We respectfully submit the following comments: 
 

Response E-1: 
The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) support for the 2010-2035 General Plan 
objectives is acknowledged. Please refer to Response E-2 through Response E-9 below, 
regarding responses to specific comments on the Draft EIR. 

 
Comment E-2 
A project to construct a new center platform and pedestrian underpass is currently underway at the 
Caltrain Santa Clara station. Please incorporate the new project layout in your focus area planning at 
the station. 
 

Response E-2: 
This comment is noted. The figure illustrating the Santa Clara Station Focus Area in the Draft 
EIR (Figure 2-14) is for illustrative purposes only and does not include the specific design 
level details of the project, as this goes beyond the scope of the General Plan. The City of 
Santa Clara will, however, coordinate with the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 
(Caltrain) to ensure that the design level details of projects associated with the Santa Clara 
Station Focus Area will be incorporated into future project-specific proposals. 

 
Comment E-3 
We look forward to the further development of the BRT on the EI Camino Real corridor and its key 
intermodal link at the Santa Clara transit station. 
 

Response E-3: 
This comment is noted. No further response is required as the comment does not raise any 
environmental issues or questions about the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Comment E-4 
Bike and pedestrian access routes near the JPB right-of-way should incorporate safety features, such 
as warning signage and fencing, to ensure public safety around an active railroad. Existing grade 
separated street crossings should be used for bike and pedestrian access to cross the tracks. 
 

Response E-4: 
This comment is noted. The General Plan encourages bike and pedestrian access by 
providing additional pedestrian connections and dedicated bicycle paths, and the inclusion of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities at railroad crossing, grade separations, interchanges, and 
freeways, as discussed in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR. The General Plan also includes 
policies to address the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists, as listed below. These policies are 
included in Table 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Polices 
5.8.4-P10 Encourage safe, secure and convenient bicycle parking and end-of-trip, or bicycle 

“stop”, facilities, such as showers or bicycle repair near destinations for all users, 
including commuters, residents, shoppers, students and other bicycle travelers. 

5.8.4-P11 Provide pedestrian crossings that are well-marked using measures, such as 
audio/visual warnings, bulb-outs and median refuges, to improve safety. 

5.8.4-P13 Promote pedestrian and bicycle safety through “best practices” or design guidelines 
for sidewalks, bicycle facilities, landscape strips and other buffers, as well as 
crosswalk design and placement. 

 
Comment E-5 
The use of a 100 foot setback measured from the edge of railroad right-of-way is encouraged as a 
buffer to diesel particulate matter and vibration impacts. Although the JPB plans to electrify the 
Caltrain fleet, resulting in the elimination of diesel particulate matter emissions and a reduction in 
vibration, heavy freight rail will continue to operate on these tracks and the setback is a prudent 
precaution. 
 

Response E-5: 
Section 4.10.5 and Section 4.10.6 in the Draft EIR include a discussion of a 100-foot setback 
from railroads to minimize exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter (refer 
to Impact 4.10.5.3). In addition, the General Plan includes a policy (5.8.7-P5) that requires 
new development to implement measures to reduce the negative effects of rail and freight 
services. The text of the Draft EIR has been updated to include this policy (5.8.7-P5). See 
Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.10 Air Quality.  

 
Comment E-6 
A new street crossing of the JPB and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) railroad tracks, south of the 
Santa Clara Station, is proposed in the Santa Clara Station Focus Area. A new crossing south of the 
historic station depot and historic track may have impacts to the setting of the Caltrain Santa Clara 
station or to archaeological resources. The JPB has an obligation to preserve and maintain the station, 
as well as enhance those qualities that make the station eligible for inclusion in the National Register 
of Historic Places. Consultation with the South Bay Railroad Historical Society is recommended to 
avoid impacts to the JPB's historic asset. 
 

Response E-6: 
There are known historic resources within the Santa Clara Station Focus Area, as discussed 
in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. The General Plan includes a range of policies to ensure the 
protection of historic and archaeological resources, which are listed in Section 4.11.6 of the 
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Draft EIR. These include the coordination with historic organizations regarding historic 
preservation efforts. Therefore, the City will coordinate with the appropriate historic agencies 
during the project-level design and implementation of the Santa Clara Station Focus Area to 
ensure preservation and protection of historic and archaeological resources. 

 
Comment E-7 
Coordination with our agency, the UPRR, and the California Public Utilities Commission (CA PUC) 
is required to implement a new highway rail crossing. As part of its mission to reduce hazards 
associated with at-grade crossings and in support of the national goal of the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA), the CA PUC's policy is to reduce the number of at-grade crossings on freight 
or passenger railroad mainlines in California. The JPB also supports this goal. Any new crossing will 
need to be grade separated for public safety and to avoid traffic and operational impacts. 
 
 Response E-7: 

No new at-grade highway rail crossings are planned as part of the General Plan. Improved 
transit service and connections would be developed as part of the General Plan, which could 
include upgraded or additional crossings to accommodate the future high speed rail, as 
further discussed in Section 4.12.5.4 of the Draft EIR. The General Plan includes a policy 
regarding coordination with the CA PUC to upgrade at-grade rail crossing equipment (5.8.7-
P3). This policy is included in Table 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR. The General Plan also includes 
a policy to support grade-separated crossings to avoid traffic and operational impacts, as 
listed below. 

 
Rail and Freight Policies 
5.8.7-P4 Support grade-separated crossings and other appropriate measures to avoid mobility 

conflicts and traffic disruption associated with rail traffic. 
 
Comment E-8 
The EI Camino Real between De La Cruz Boulevard/Coleman Avenue and The Alameda is projected 
to degrade from the existing LOS D to a LOS F. The Santa Clara Caltrain station is accessed via this 
section of EI Camino Real. We strongly advise the need for offsetting mitigation and transit priority 
measures to support the transportation needs of the high densities planned in the focus areas and to 
ensure the success of BRT on the EI Camino Real. 
 

Response E-8: 
The City’s Draft General Plan designates the Santa Clara Transit Station part of the Santa 
Clara Station Focus Area, with specific goals and policies to encourage mixed-use 
development, including residential, office, and hotels, that capitalize on the proximity to 
transit. As noted, operations of El Camino Real between De La Cruz Boulevard/Coleman 
Avenue and The Alameda are forecasted to degrade to LOS F, based on a daily roadway 
volume segment analysis. The future level of service results are based on the scenario of 
narrowing of El Camino Real from six (6) travel lanes to four (4) travel lanes. The roadway 
width gained from this vehicle lane reduction may be used to provide transit-only lanes 
through Santa Clara or to provide enhanced sidewalks or bicycle facilities.  
 
The General Plan also incorporates several transit-friendly policies to facilitate access to the 
Station: 
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Santa Clara Station Focus Area Policies  
5.4.3-P15 Prioritize vehicular and transit transportation modes on roadways, such as 

Coleman Avenue and De La Cruz Boulevard, that provide access to the Station 
and prioritize pedestrian and bicycle transportation modes on internal streets 
within the Santa Clara Station Focus Area. 

5.4.3-P17 Work with appropriate transportation agencies and surrounding cities to 
maximize rail and bus transit to and from the Station. 

Transit Network Policies 
5.8.3-P3 Support transit priority for designated Bus Rapid Transit, or similar transit 

service, through traffic signal priority, bus queue jump lanes, exclusive transit 
lanes, and other appropriate techniques. 

 
With the planned improvements to El Camino Real and the support of General Plan policies 
described above, adequate connecting transit service is expected to serve the Station.  

 
Comment E-9 
We look forward to seeing the results of your cooperative work with the City of San Jose on the 
development of the station area plan at the Caltrain Santa Clara station and with the City of 
Sunnyvale on the development of a station area plan at the Caltrain Lawrence station. Please ensure 
our adopted Caltrain Access Policy, which can be found at http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/ 
Public+Affairs/pdf/Comprehensive+Access+Policy.pdf, is incorporated into future station area 
planning. 
 

Response E-9: 
This comment is noted. Section 4.1.4.2 of the Draft EIR discusses the development of the 
Focus Areas, including the areas near the Santa Clara Station and Lawrence Station. 
Individual development proposals associated with each of these areas will go through a 
development review process, which will help minimize potential conflicts between 
environmental and land use goals that could occur at the site-specific project level by 
providing a means for addressing and correcting conflicts. As part of this process, the City 
will ensure that the development proposals for these areas conform to the adopted Caltrain 
Access Policy.  

 

4.6 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN JOSE AIRPORT DEPARTMENT, 
AUGUST 13, 2010 (LETTER F): 

 
Comment F-1: 
The City of San Jose Airport Department has reviewed the aviation-related sections of the subject 
Draft EIR and has no major concerns with the information and analyses presented. We do 
recommend, however, consideration of the comments presented below to clarify or add to the 
relevant aviation-related information. 
 
 Response F-1: 

This comment is noted. Please refer to Response F-2 through Response F-4 below, regarding 
responses to specific comments on the Draft EIR. 

 
Comment F-2 
1. Chapter 3 (Consistency with Adopted Plans) or Chapter 4.1 (Land Use). In one of these EIR 
sections, the ongoing implementation of the City of San Jose's Airport Master Plan for the Norman 
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Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport (SJC) can be referenced. SJC is the only commercial airport 
in the South Bay, and its Airport Master Plan currently presents a facility development program 
intended to adequately accommodate air passenger, air cargo, and general aviation demand projected 
out to the year 2027. As part of the SJC Master Plan implementation, San Jose has completed a noise 
mitigation program that included the soundproofing of over 1300 dwelling units in the aircraft noise-
impacted residential neighborhoods of Santa Clara north of Hwy. 101.  
 
 Response F-2: 

The Draft EIR included a description of the San Jose Airport Master Plan in the cumulative 
projects discussion, under Section 6.2.14. The Draft EIR included the discussion under the 
cumulative projects because the Airport Master Plan is specific to the boundaries of the 
Airport property and does not apply to the land use and development considerations within 
the City of Santa Clara in regards to consistency or conflicts with land use. The text of the 
Draft EIR has been updated to include the additional information regarding the Airport 
Master Plan as suggested in this comment. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.17 
Cumulative Analysis. 

 
Comment F-3 
Along with interior sound insulation and dedication of avigation easements for newer residential 
development, there are currently no existing land uses in the City considered incompatible with the 
Airport under State noise standards. Further supporting Airport compatibility, it appears that the 
Draft 2010-2035 General Plan does not propose expansion of residential development into any new 
areas projected by the SJC Master Plan to be exposed to high aircraft noise levels. 
 
 Response F-3: 

Section 4.14.5.6 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the exposure of new development 
under the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan to aircraft noise. The future 65 decibel 
(dBA) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) noise contour passes through a portion of 
the De La Cruz Future Focus Area located east of De La Cruz Boulevard, which requires a 
comprehensive planning effort prior to implementation of any land use changes allowed 
under the existing Light and Heavy Industrial designations.  In addition, the proposed 
General Plan includes policies that address airport noise; these are listed in Section 4.14.5.6 
of the Draft EIR. In addition, as part of the Noise Policies of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 
General Plan, the City will implement measures to reduce interior noise levels and restrict 
outdoor activities in areas subject to aircraft noise in order to make Office/R&D uses 
compatible with the Airport land use restrictions.   

 
Comment F-4 
2. Chapter 4.13 (Hazards). The paragraph under "Federal Aviation Administration Regulations" on p. 
395 is not fully accurate or as comprehensive as may be warranted. The following explanatory text is 
offered: 
 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has promulgated regulations and policies to 
protect the safety and compatibility of aircraft operations. Foremost is Part 77 of Federal 
Aviation Regulations (FAR Part 77), "Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace", which sets 
forth standards and review requirements for protecting the airspace near airports, particularly 
by restricting the height of potential structures and minimizing other potential hazards (such 
as reflective surfaces, flashing lights, and electronic interference) to aircraft approaching or 
departing an airport. 
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Under FAR Part 77, the FAA must be notified of proposed structures within an extended 
zone defined by an imaginary slope that radiates out several miles from an airport's runways 
(almost 4 miles in the case of San Jose International Airport). Any proposed structure, 
including buildings, trees, poles, antennae, and temporary construction cranes, which would 
penetrate this slope, or which would stand 200 feet or more in height irrespective of location 
relative to an airport, must be submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical review. The FAA 
typically makes one of three determinations based on its aeronautical study: (a) the structure 
as proposed would not be an airspace obstruction or hazard; (b) the structure as proposed 
would be an airspace obstruction but not a hazard if subject to specified conditions, such as 
rooftop lighting/marking and subsequent notification to the FAA of completed construction; 
or (c) the structure as proposed would be an airspace hazard and should not be approved. 

 
As the FAA does not have authority to approve or disapprove a proposed off-airport land use, 
it is the responsibility of the City and other local land use jurisdictions to ensure that 
proposed development complies with the FAR Part 77 notification requirements and resulting 
FAA-issued determinations (the FAA does have the authority to protect the airspace by 
modifying flight procedures if feasible and/or restricting use of the airport). In its project 
review process, the City does coordinate with SJC staff on compliance with applicable FAA 
regulations and aeronautical determinations, including granting of avigation easements to San 
Jose to establish elevation limits over the project property. 

 
The FAA also has policies discouraging potential hazardous wildlife attractants near airports, 
such as landfills, other trash processing facilities, and waste-water treatment facilities. 

 
Response F-4: 
The text of the Draft EIR has been updated to include the additional information on the FAA 
regulations as suggested in this comment. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.13 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

4.7 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF SUNNYVALE, AUGUST 25, 2010 (LETTER 

G): 
 
Comment G-1: 
Thank you for allowing the City of Sunnyvale to review the General Plan Update Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 
 
Land Use Comments 
We understand the City is using a "Progressive Phasing" approach for the Plan, with different land 
use and intensities being phased in over time. Will environmental review be completed at each phase 
to ensure changes in the environmental setting are taken into account? 
 
 Response G-1: 

Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the steps, conditions and improvements 
as prerequisites for implementation of subsequent development phases of the proposed Draft 
2010-2035 General Plan, in order to evaluate future growth and the associated increased 
demand for services.   Assessment of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan utilizing 
the parameters included in the prerequisites will take place prior to implementing the next 
phase of the Plan’s implementation. This process will include development of a 
comprehensive plan for each area and an environmental evaluation to determine if there is 
adequate infrastructure, utilities and services, transportation facilities, access to transit, open 
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space and recreation facilities, retail services, and sufficient public facilities, for new 
development. Phasing, and the associated prerequisites, helps to coordinate the timing of new 
development as well as to sustain environmental quality.   

 
Comment G-2 
4.1.2.2 Adjoining Jurisdictions- Sunnyvale 
EI Camino Real Precise Plan-The DEIR should be amended to ensure the following statement is 
correct: 
 
The City of Sunnyvale has adopted a precise plan for its portion of EI Camino Real. This Plan 
provides design guidelines and identifies opportunities for redevelopment at specific locations, 
including the "gateway" to Santa Clara at Lawrence Expressway. The design guidelines encourage 
landscaping and signage to signify arrival into Sunnyvale. Sunnyvale allows building heights of up to 
eight stories and residential densities of up to 45 units per acre. 
 
The actual name for the document is the Precise Plan for EI Camino Real. 
 
The Precise Plan does not set out densities or height standards (it does provide some guidance for 
these factors), but the Zoning Code does address these issues. The majority of properties along EI 
Camino Real are zoned either C- 2/ECR (Highway Business with the EI Camino Real Combining 
District) or R- 4/ECR (High Density Residential with the EI Camino Real Combining District). 
 
The density allowance for R-4 is 45 units per acre. There is no set residential density for the C-2 
zoning district, although a minimum density of 36 units per acre is assumed for mixed use proposals. 
 
Height requirements along EI Camino Real are as follows: 
 
For properties located in designated Node areas (as shown in the Precise Plan), the maximum height 
is 75 feet, except when within 75 feet of a single-family residential district when the height limitation 
is 30 feet. For properties located outside designated Node areas, the maximum height is 55 feet, 
except when within 75 feet of a single-family residential district when the height limitation is 30 feet. 

 
Response G-2: 
The text of the Draft EIR has been updated to include the additional information on the 
Precise Plan as suggested in this comment. See Chapter 5 Text Revisions, under section 5.4 
Land Use. 
 

Comment G-3 
4.1.4.1 Physically divide an established community? 
Many of the policies listed below describe that efforts should be taken to work with the existing 
neighborhoods. Please consider adding language that requires these policies to apply to established 
neighborhoods in adjoining cities. This change will help ensure the impact on adjoining city 
neighborhoods is less than significant. 
 
These policies include: 
 
5.3.1-P1: Preserve the unique character and identity of neighborhoods through community-initiated 
neighborhood planning and design elements incorporated in new development. 
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5.3.1-P29: Encourage design of new development to be compatible with, and sensitive to, nearby 
existing and planned development, consistent with other applicable General Plan policies. 
 
5.3.2-P11: Maintain the existing character and integrity of established neighborhoods through infill 
development that is in keeping with the scale, mass and setbacks of existing or planned adjacent 
development. 
 
5.4.1-P5: Provide appropriate transition between new development in the Focus Area and adjacent 
uses consistent with General Plan Transition Policies. 
 
5.4.1-P6: Encourage lower profile development, in areas designated for Community Mixed Use in 
order to minimize land use conflicts with existing neighborhoods. 
 
Transition Policies: all 

 
Response G-3: 
Section 4.3.5.1 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the effects of the new development 
under the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan on surrounding neighborhoods. Careful 
planning of each area is essential to ensure the appropriate interface with surrounding 
development, including implementation of proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan Land Use 
and Transition policies. These policies have been developed to protect the integrity of 
residential neighborhoods and are not limited to the City’s jurisdictional boundary, but apply 
to any neighboring development, including those in adjoining cities. 

 
Comment G-4 
Traffic Comments 
Please ensure that the transportation elements of the General Plan are consistent with other local 
plans, specifically Santa Clara County's Comprehensive County Expressway Planning Study 
Implementation Plan and the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. Any 
inconsistency should be identified as a significant impact and include mitigation. 

 
Response G-4: 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General 
Plan consistency with the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
(refer to Section 3.5). Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR also includes an evaluation of the 
operation of CMP roadway segments associated with the growth under the proposed Draft 
2010-2035 General Plan (refer to Section 4.12.6 – Impact 4.12-2).  

4.8 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM GREENBELT ALLIANCE, AUGUST 24, 2010 (LETTER 

H): 
 
Comment H-1: 
Thank you for allowing Greenbelt Alliance the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact report for the City of Santa Clara’s Draft General Plan. Greenbelt Alliance has had the 
opportunity to follow this process from the beginning as part of the City’s General Plan steering 
committee. Our goal has been to work with the City in crafting an updated General Plan that is 
equitable, sustainable and progressive. Greenbelt Alliance has had the benefit of partnering with 
residents and organizations on reviewing and commenting on the Draft Plan and DEIR. The 
summation of those conversations is included in this letter. Greenbelt Alliance is also submitting two 
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attachments: commentary provided by Urban Ecology as well as State Attorney General Brown’s 
January 2009 letter to the City of Pleasanton on their General Plan update.  
 
 Response H-1: 

This comment notes that two attachments have been provided in support of the Greenbelt 
Alliance’s comment letter. The first, commentary provided by Urban Ecology, has been 
responded to directly as a separate comment letter in this First Amendment/Final EIR. See 
the following section Response to Comments From Urban Ecology, August 24, 2010.  The 
second attachment, the State Attorney General’s January 2009 comment letter concerning the 
City of Pleasanton’s General Plan update, does not specifically address the City of Santa 
Clara’s 2010-2035 General Plan or the associated Draft EIR, and therefore providing specific 
responses to the Attorney General’s comments (to another jurisdiction prepared more than a 
year and a half ago) is not possible. Rather, responses are provided below to comments from 
Greenbelt Alliance addressing the City of Santa Clara that reference the Attorney General’s 
letter to the City of Pleasanton. 

 
Comment H-2 
The Draft Santa Clara General Plan is based on seven major strategies. They include such noble 
goals as enhancing the City’s high quality of life, promoting sustainability and maximizing health 
and safety benefits. Unfortunately, the policies contained within the General Plan, which also double 
as mitigation measures for environmental impacts in the DEIR, are vague and weak. They have been 
designed to preserve the status quo rather than prepare the City for the inevitable changes of the next 
few decades. The Bay Area, California and the nation as a whole, are at an important crossroads in 
history. Cities that are currently updating their general plans have a golden opportunity to play a 
significant role in re-shaping their communities so that they respond proactively to the structural 
changes on the horizon. Global climate change, a growing and aging population, rising energy costs 
and disappearing farmland are just some of the issues our cities will face, whether we choose to plan 
for them or not.  
 

Response H-2: 
This comment expresses an opinion that the General Plan policies are vague and weak, and 
were designed to preserve the status quo, and that the City through its General Plan update 
process has an opportunity to proactively face issues including global climate change, 
demographic changes, rising energy costs, and loss of farmland. No specific example is 
provided illustrating a supposed vague or weak policy.   

 
A General Plan is a city’s constitution for development and the framework for decisions 
related to growth, public services and facilities, and environmental protection. Santa Clara’s 
2010-2035 General Plan identifies the amount and location of new development anticipated 
over the next 25 years, and includes a wide range of policies designed to manage change in a 
way that preserves the character and qualities that make the City a desirable place to live and 
work. As stated in the General Plan, most areas of the City, especially established residential 
neighborhoods, are not expected to change substantially over the course of the Plan.  

 
While the “Balanced Overall City Alternative” in the EIR was not specifically analyzed as an 
alternative to the Project, Table 5.1-Alternative Residential Growth and Density, indicates 
that in order to achieve a jobs per employed resident ratio of 1:1 for both existing conditions 
as well as new projected growth would require an additional 57,311 new units at an average 
density of 140 units to the acre. The resulting population would be 254,766, far in excess of 
ABAG projections for the City. Alternatively, if the assumed average density of 32.5 units to 
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the acre for new growth is held constant, the amount of land designated for housing would 
need to be increased by a factor of four compared to the proposed General Plan. Furthermore, 
this alternative would fall short of meeting many other goals of the General Plan, Santa Clara 
citizens, State and regional agencies, and would likely result in greater environmental 
impacts due to the substantially greater population. 

 
Comment H-3 
Phased Plan  
The Draft General Plan is touted as a model due to its multi-horizon sequence for development. 
Phase I cannot move into Phase II until certain prerequisites are met and the same is true for 
transition from Phase II to Phase III. The need to meet prerequisites before opening up the next phase 
of development may be interpreted as a housing cap. While some prerequisites may be actual 
physical limitations, others are more subjective and poor interpretation could lead to further housing 
shortages. This is especially acute in a city like Santa Clara which is jobs-rich. With the region 
expected to grow by another two million by the year 2035, all cities are expected to take on their fair 
share of growth.  
 

Response H-3: 
The primary objective for phasing is to ensure that new development, whether residential, 
commercial or industrial, is supported by the appropriate infrastructure and services. Phasing 
primarily affects the location and timing for planned land use changes in the future Focus 
Areas. It is a basic tenet of land use planning to manage growth according to a jurisdiction’s 
ability to provide adequate levels of service for existing and new development. The 
progressively phased General Plan provides clear direction about what areas of the City are 
appropriate for redevelopment over time, to allow the City to meet its RHNA obligations 
while maintaining acceptable service levels. Phasing does not represent or infer a housing 
cap. 

 
Comment H-4 
In June of 2009, State Attorney General Edmund G. Brown Jr., sued the City of Pleasanton over its 
housing cap. Pleasanton is a city where, much like Santa Clara, the number of new housing units has 
not kept pace with demand. Job growth in Pleasanton has nearly doubled in the past ten years. 
According to the Attorney General, if Pleasanton’s housing cap continues to be enforced, the 
environmental consequences include increased traffic congestion and longer commute times, urban 
sprawl, increased greenhouse gas emissions and increased dependence on foreign oil. As a result of 
the Attorney General’s involvement, Pleasanton agreed to build more housing.  
 

Response H-4: 
As discussed in the previous two responses, the City of Santa Clara has no housing cap and, 
through its 2007-2014 Housing Element, accommodates its near-term Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation (RHNA) and long term population growth (over 39,000 new residents in 
over 16,000 housing units) as forecast by ABAG for 2035.  The environmental consequences 
of the 2010-2035 Santa Clara General Plan, including increased traffic congestion, have been 
disclosed in the Draft EIR. The Plan will lead to a decrease in VMT per service population, 
compared to current conditions, and growth in VMT is only 50 percent of the growth in 
service population, indicating the mix and distribution of planned housing and job growth 
results in a more efficient land use pattern than existing conditions. The City commits to 
reducing its greenhouse gas emissions consistent with statewide AB 32 goals through a 
Climate Action Plan.  
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Comment H-5 
Does Santa Clara’s phasing plan and prerequisite goals prevent the City from meeting its share of the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation in a timely manner? If so, can it be construed as a housing cap? 
The DEIR does not adequately analyze the environmental impacts of failing to build enough housing 
and consistently ignores the opportunity to build more housing as a mitigation measure.  
 

Response H-5: 
The relationship of phasing and prerequisite policies to the City’s RHNA obligations is 
discussed above in Responses H-2, H-3, and H-4. 

 
As discussed in Chapter 4.2 Population and Housing, the City’s jobs/housing balance 
improves under the 2010-2035 General Plan, although not to a 1:1 ratio, and the City will 
remain ‘job-rich’. This means that it provides for more employment than housing and will 
lead to insufficient housing opportunities for future Santa Clara workers and will require 
substantial residential development elsewhere in the region to provide adequate housing 
opportunities for future workers. The Draft EIR discloses this is a significant impact due to 
the related secondary effects discussed in detail in the Transportation, Air Quality, and 
Climate Change sections, respectively. The City does plan to accommodate population 
growth as forecast by ABAG. 

 
It should be noted that only 30 percent of Santa Clara’s employed residents currently work in 
Santa Clara, meaning a large majority (70 percent) of the City’s employed residents commute 
to jobs outside the City even though it is currently job-rich, reflecting the highly 
interconnected nature of the region. Therefore, achieving a 1:1 jobs/housing balance provides 
opportunities for living and working in the same community but by no means guarantees that 
future residents will in fact work in the same city they call home. Therefore, building more 
housing than forecast by ABAG would not necessarily serve to appreciably mitigate traffic 
impacts, rather given the interconnected nature of the region it is likely to result in continued 
inter-jurisdictional travel and traffic impacts in adjacent jurisdictions.  Alternatives that 
would achieve a 1:1 jobs/housing balance are discussed in Chapter 5 Alternatives of the Draft 
EIR. 

 
Comment H-6 
Jobs- Housing Balance  
The City of Santa Clara has a jobs to employed resident ratio of 1.85, one of the highest in the 
County. This ratio decreases to 1.77 jobs per employed resident by 2035. Santa Clara could decide to 
build more housing on land currently designated for non-residential uses and, thereby, reduce the 
jobs/housing imbalance (a significant impact) much more than it has chosen to do. Doing this would 
positively advance transportation, air quality, energy and climate change goals.  
 

Response H-6: 
The City has planned for substantial population growth (over 39,000 new residents in over 
16,000 housing units) as forecast by ABAG for 2035, and has done so by identifying a 
number of future Focus Areas that involve developing new housing on significant amounts of 
land currently designated for non-residential uses, as suggested by the comment. Please also 
see Response H-5. 

 
Comment H-7 
The DEIR identifies many significant and unavoidable impacts, but in several cases states there are 
no feasible measures to reduce this impact. This is inadequate and the DEIR must go back and 
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clearly define feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. For example, on page ES-9, it is stated 
that, “Motor vehicle traffic and congestion due to the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan would 
increase on roadway segments in other jurisdictions. (Significant and Unavoidable)”  
 

Response H-7: 
The comment correctly notes that the Draft EIR discloses the 2010-2035 General Plan would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts, however the comment requests that feasible 
mitigation measures be defined to reduce impacts.  It is not surprising that a 25 year plan for 
development that would accommodate more than 39,000 additional residents and more than 
46,000 jobs additional jobs would, by virtue of scale alone, result in a number of significant 
impacts. The issue raised in the comment is whether there are feasible means to reduce those 
impacts to a less than significant level. According to the CEQA Guidelines, “Feasible” means 
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.  

 
Given that the project at issue is a comprehensive General Plan that will govern future City 
actions and private development activities in Santa Clara through 2035, and not a specific 
development on a specific site, the mitigation options consist of policies and programs the 
City could undertake or require of private development occurring within the City’s 
jurisdiction. Fortunately, many of the General Plan’s significant impacts can be reduced by 
measures within the City’s control through implementation of policies contained in the Plan.  

 
However, measures to reduce impacts that require actions by other public agencies or that 
occur outside Santa Clara cannot be feasibly addressed by Santa Clara in adopting its own 
policies. The specific example raised in the comment concerns traffic impacts to facilities 
under the control of adjacent jurisdictions.  In assessing traffic impacts outside the City, the 
analysis either assumed all planned transportation improvements by the adjacent jurisdictions 
were in place, or identified the planned improvements as future mitigation.  In other words, 
any anticipated improvements outside the City of Santa Clara’s boundaries were assumed to 
exist to accommodate future traffic levels.  

  
What the City of Santa Clara could not do was identify additional roadway widening projects 
or other improvements not already planned by the adjacent jurisdictions (i.e. assuming a 
roadway already planned by another agency for a maximum of four lanes could instead be 
widened to six lanes) since Santa Clara has no authority to guarantee implementation and/or 
that roadway improvements are physically feasible, i.e. would not entail removing existing 
land uses such as existing homes and/or businesses. Therefore, due to the lack of a solution or 
Santa Clara’s inability to guarantee its implementation because it would occur in another 
jurisdiction, the Draft EIR appropriately discloses the impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. No comments were received from adjacent jurisdictions suggesting additional 
feasible mitigation measures for external transportation impacts beyond what has already 
been assumed in the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis. 

 
Comment H-8 
While vehicular traffic may increase under any alternative, the amount of the increase could be 
reduced by a jobs/housing balance more equal than that proposed under the plan and by more 
aggressive land use and transportation policies. Why isn’t building more homes a feasible 
mitigation? Correcting the City’s jobs/ housing imbalance is not mentioned at all in the transportation 
and traffic executive summary. This is a feasible mitigation measure, however, it is one that Santa 
Clara prefers not to use.  
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 Response H-8: 

As discussed in Response H-5, Santa Clara is currently a job-rich city, yet only 30 percent of 
its employed residents currently work in Santa Clara, meaning a large majority (70 percent) 
of the City’s employed residents commute to jobs outside the City, reflecting the highly 
interconnected nature of the region. Therefore, achieving a jobs/housing balance would 
provide opportunities for living and working in the same community but provides no 
guarantees residents will work in the same city they call home and achieve the trip 
internalization the comment is suggesting would result.  Alternatives that would achieve a 1:1 
jobs/housing balance by constructing more housing are discussed in Chapter 5 Alternatives of 
the Draft EIR, although they are considered infeasible for the various reasons identified.   

 
Comment H-9 
Alternatives  
The Draft EIR discussion on alternatives seems to miss the point on the benefits of smart land use 
planning. The Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative proposes to meet ABAG’s 
projected housing growth while reducing the number of net new jobs. When comparing this to the 
Draft Plan, the DEIR states on page 505, “Modeling results indicate the modest reduction in jobs 
(5,600 fewer, for a citywide total of 147,000) under this Alternative would not substantially affect 
overall commute travel patterns, trip lengths, or travel modes share compared to the Draft 2010-
2035 General Plan. Given the incremental decrease in overall daily VMT under the Balanced 
General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative, traffic impacts would be incrementally decreased, 
although on a per unit basis, traffic impacts would be equivalent to the Draft 2010-2035 General 
Plan.” The same “minor reduction” is stated under Climate Change on page 506. The DEIR chose an 
alternative that would have only a minor reduction making it easy to dismiss it (despite showing a 
reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled) and go with the Draft Plan.  
 
 Response H-9: 

The purpose of the Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative was to 
evaluate whether limiting job growth to match the increase in employed residents would 
result in a more efficient land use pattern as evidenced by a decrease in VMT per service 
population (i.e. fewer and/or shorter trips per person and job). However, the traffic 
analysis found no reduction in VMT per service population compared to the 2010-2035 
General Plan. As noted in the comment, the Draft EIR discloses this alternative would 
have reduced VMT (and associated vehicular emissions) in total compared to the 2010-
2035 General Plan, by virtue of developing 5,600 fewer jobs, and therefore would be 
environmentally superior to the Plan.  

 
The comment states an opinion that it will be ‘easy’ for this alternative to be dismissed. 
The degree to which this environmentally superior alternative satisfies the City’s stated 
objectives, and whether this alternative is feasible, will be determined by the City 
Council as it makes a decision about whether to adopt the proposed 2010-2035 General 
Plan and adopt associated findings about the feasibility of the mitigation measures and 
alternatives identified in the EIR. 

 
Comment H-10 
Furthermore, the discussion around rejecting alternatives that add more homes and jobs while 
attaining a jobs/housing ratio of 1:1 is insubstantial. Why is it impractical for the City to consider 
higher density housing, or converting industrial land to residential, or encouraging high-rise mixed-
use developments? These alternatives have been rejected because they would disrupt the status quo.  
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 Response H-10: 

The City, in crafting a General Plan that accommodates an additional 39,000 new residents in 
over 16,000 new housing units, has made substantial plans for higher density housing, largely 
by encouraging mixed-use development along existing or planned transit corridors and by re-
designating large areas currently devoted to industrial uses for conversion to high density 
residential and/or mixed use development (the future Focus Areas). The implication in the 
comment is that the City should attempt to add more housing. The purpose in discussing the 
Balanced Cumulative Growth Alternative and the Balanced Overall City Alternative was to 
identify the substantial increase in land area and/or assumed density necessary to 
accommodate the identified additional housing, as well as the policy implications and 
practical challenges that render these two potential alternatives infeasible. Finally, as 
discussed in Response H-2, the General Plan does not preserve the status quo, rather it is 
crafted to manage substantial change over the next 25 years in a way that retains the character 
and qualities that make City an attractive place to live and work while transitioning Santa 
Clara to become a more mature city with a vibrant, sustainable, multi-modal land use pattern. 

 
Comment H-11 
Even further, the Environmentally Superior Alternative is ultimately dismissed due to fiscal reasons. 
Even though there are significant environmental benefits to Santa Clara providing more homes to 
meet current and future demand, the City chooses not to go down this path because of the “reduced 
revenue stream”.  
 
 Response H-11: 

As discussed in Response H-9, the degree to which the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative satisfies the City’s stated objectives, and whether this alternative is feasible, 
will be determined by the City Council as it makes a decision about whether to adopt the 
proposed 2010-2035 General Plan and adopt associated findings about the feasibility of 
the mitigation measures and alternatives identified in the EIR. The EIR identifies several 
factors that could affect the feasibility of this alternative; the final determination of 
feasibility will be made by the City Council. 

 
Comment H-12 
The City should include for study an Alternative that provides for a more equal jobs/housing balance. 
To quote the Attorney General’s letter to Pleasanton (second attachment),  
 
“The DEIR examines only three alternatives to the proposed General Plan Update, none of which 
consider significantly reducing business development or significantly increasing residential 
development. CEQA requires a local agency to identify and study a reasonable range of alternatives 
that would attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 54 The fundamental purpose of 
alternatives analysis is to examine alternatives that can eliminate or reduce significant 
environmental impacts. 55 An EIR must meaningfully compare the alternatives as they contribute to 
global warming and an EIR should compare the alternatives' greenhouse gas emissions. Further, the 
differences in greenhouse gas emissions associated with the various alternatives should figure into 
the lead agency's identification of the "environmentally superior alternative.” 
 
Santa Clara has failed to do this which has resulted in an inadequate DEIR. Instead of rushing 
through the General Plan update, the City must go back and provide a full range of alternatives and 
craft a General Plan that provides for more housing and less traffic congestion. 
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 Response H-12: 

Contrary to the comment, the EIR did consider an alternative, the Balanced General Plan 
Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative, that would limit business development (job growth) to 
match the increase in new employed residents under the General Plan, and discussed why 
additional alternatives that would provide housing beyond the City’s 2014 RHNA obligation 
and ABAG’s 2035 population forecast were infeasible. The alternatives analysis did compare 
the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the alternatives, and used that information, along 
with other environmental factors, to determine which of the alternatives was environmentally 
superior to the proposed General Plan. Therefore, the issues raised in the Attorney General’s 
comments concerning Pleasanton are inapplicable to Santa Clara. 

 
Comment H-13 
Climate Change  
The DEIR acknowledges in several places that efficient land use patterns and multi-modal transit 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. When it comes to proactively including policies that support GHG 
emissions reduction, the City becomes vague. On page 468, the DEIR states,  
 
“Santa Clara’s 2035 General Plan has a direct relationship to SB 375 in that the City’s future mix 
and distribution of land uses will influence vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within and to/from the 
City….Reducing GHG from passenger vehicles relies upon a ‘three-legged stool’ of strategies: 
driving less, using less fuel per mile, and using fuel with a lower carbon intensity. The City can only 
directly influence one ‘leg’ of the stool – VMT due to land use patterns. The other two ‘legs’ (vehicle 
fuel efficiency standards and the carbon-intensity of fuels) are the purview of state and/or federal 
agencies.” 
  
The City is building the case that there is little they can do to truly have an impact on reducing GHG 
emissions. This gives the City an excuse for inaction and maintaining the status quo of far more jobs 
than homes. On page 477 the DEIR talks about “new and substantially advanced technologies”, 
which is “out of the City’s control.” What is in the City’s control is land use, allowing more homes to 
be built in key locations. Building more homes is appropriate mitigation for the significant 
environmental impacts associated with adding far more jobs and forcing people to commute long 
distances to get to those jobs. However, as was apparent in the Alternatives Analysis, the City does 
not choose the alternative with the lowest VMT and consistently avoids any concrete language 
around adding more homes as a way for the City to meet its AB32 goals. One can assume that the 
City is more interested in its bottom line than in seriously addressing the Draft Plan’s environmental 
impacts.  
 
 Response H-13: 

The excerpted text from the Draft EIR included in the comment appropriately identifies that 
reducing GHG from passenger vehicles will depend upon 1) driving less (which the City can 
influence through its land use pattern), 2) using less fuel per mile (not within City’s control, 
but being dealt with through State regulations authorized by the federal government), and 3) 
using fuel with a lower carbon intensity (also not within City’s control, but being addressed 
by State regulations). The positive effect of reduced GHG emissions resulting from these 
latter two strategies has been accounted for in modeling future GHG emissions resulting from 
the VMT attributable to the City, such that VMT-related GHG emissions are forecast to 
decrease in 2020 and 2035 compared to 2008 conditions, despite the overall increase in VMT 
due to planned growth. In clarifying the three separate factors that affect GHG emissions 
resulting from the VMT, it was not intended to suggest the City could or would do little to 
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reduce future emissions. Instead, the City is committing to a Climate Action Plan to reduce 
its aggregate GHG emissions in 2020 to comply with the requirements of AB 32 California 
Global Warming Solutions Act.  

 
The referenced text on Page 477 of the Draft EIR concerns substantial emission reductions 
necessary in 2035 to maintain a trajectory to meet the State’s 2050 GHG emissions targets of 
80 percent below 1990 levels. While it can be expected technologies will continue to improve 
and future regulations at the state and federal level will serve to further reduce GHG 
emissions, the City in 2010 is not able to conclude the dramatic emissions reductions 
necessary in 2035 can be feasibly attained given doing so will entail actions and 
developments outside the City’s control. To illustrate this, consider that eliminating GHG 
emissions in 2035 from all sectors (including VMT) other than electrical energy would still 
not achieve the reductions necessary for Santa Clara to maintain a trajectory toward the 2050 
state target. See Draft EIR Figure 4.16-3 Santa Clara 2035 GHG Emissions Forecast. 
Clearly, actions will be necessary at the federal and state level to reduce emissions unrelated 
to land use and other sectors not directly within the City’s control. 
 

Comment H-14 
In fact, the City relies on a deferred Climate Action Plan as mitigation for known impacts. Relying 
on some possible future event as mitigation for a certain significant impact is inadequate. The City 
initially stated it would do the Climate Action Plan as part of the General Plan update, and that has 
not happened, so how do we know a CAP will happen before 2015? How can the CAP even comply 
with State goals when the City continues to pursue a significant jobs/ housing imbalance? And even 
if all cars ran on non-fossil fuels, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the impact of more jobs on 
urban sprawl and lost farmland. People will need to live somewhere to get to these jobs, and 
farmland in Gilroy and Livermore is often paved to meet the demands of Silicon Valley jobs.  
 
 Response H-14: 

As explained in Response H-7, because the project at issue is a comprehensive General Plan 
that will govern City actions and private development activities over the next 25 years in 
Santa Clara through 2035, and not a specific development project on a specific site, the 
available mitigation options consist of policies and programs the City could undertake or 
require of private development occurring within the City’s jurisdiction. Therefore, it is 
appropriate for the City to incorporate a policy into the General Plan to commit to 
preparation of a Climate Action Plan prior to 2015 (Phase II) to feasibly reduce emissions 
consistent with AB 32 in 2020. As discussed in detail beginning on page 489 in the Draft 
EIR, a commitment to prepare and implement a Climate Action Plan by 2015 for emissions 
ten years into the future is not deferred mitigation and comports with published case law. The 
comment provides no alternative reading of the identified published cases noted in the Draft 
EIR text, nor identifies other published cases that suggest a contrary conclusion. 

 
The comment speculates about a future need to convert farmland in Gilroy or Livermore for 
housing. Any decision to convert farmland in Gilroy or Livermore to accommodate housing 
will be made by each respective city, and their decision-makers will presumably consider the 
environmental implications (including GHG emissions) of those actions. As mentioned 
above, only 30n percent of Santa Clara’s current employed residents work in the City, so it is 
foreseeable that the majority of future Santa Clara employed residents accommodated in the 
new 16,000 housing units will likely work outside the City. There is no reason to predict the 
Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan will cause any other jurisdiction to plan for more 
housing growth than already forecast by ABAG for 2035. The current and future anticipated 
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locations (according to the regional Travel Demand Model) of employees working in Santa 
Clara is depicted in Figure 4.12-9 (included in Chapter 5 Text Revisions section 5.12 below), 
and it predicts minor incremental change in employee housing locations. For example, 
Alameda County’s percentage share (8.8 percent) holds constant, while Gilroy’s percentage 
share actually drops (from 0.5 percent to 0.3 percent). 

 
Comment H-15 
On page 489, the DEIR provides a list of what will be included in the CAP for 2020. However, these 
measures lack strong implementation procedures and timelines that would ensure the City does not 
back out of its commitment.  
 
“Implementation of the CAP will be an ongoing adaptive management process, whereby 
opportunities to reduce GHGs will be evaluated and selected based on a variety of factors, including 
available technology, relative cost, and policy preferences, among others. Therefore, it is not 
possible to precisely predict the specific set of actions and strategies the City will pursue and 
implement over the next 10 years to achieve the overall magnitude of GHG emission reductions 
necessary to achieve statewide 2020 goals. However, as a matter of policy integral to the General 
Plan itself, the City is committing to do its part to meet statewide AB 32 goals by 2020.”  
 
Is the City stating that if the CAP identifies a reasonable opportunity to reduce GHGs that Santa 
Clara does not like (policy preferences), it may not select it? How is this a mitigation measure 
allowed under CEQA? Why won’t Santa Clara commit to some strong measurable tactics now, as 
part of this General Plan update? The City points to various policies throughout the Plan as 
mitigation, but the language is weak, vague, lacks clear implementable actions and provides 
opportunity after opportunity for the City to choose to maintain the status quo. Again, the City 
chooses to be vague about its commitments, preferring inaction and deferral to strong implementable 
policies that will lead to significant reductions in GHG emissions.  
 
 Response H-15: 

The Draft EIR, page 489, provides a list of what will be included in the Climate Action Plan 
for 2020. The comment states an opinion that strong implementation procedures and 
timelines are lacking and the City might back out of its commitment. As discussed in 
Response H-14, it is appropriate for the City to incorporate a policy into the General Plan to 
commit to preparation of a Climate Action Plan prior to 2015 (Phase II) to feasibly reduce 
emissions consistent with AB 32 in 2020. While the City is committed to developing an 
effective Climate Action Plan, CEQA does not mandate that every potential policy for the 
CAP be individually enforceable as a mitigation measure, as long as the overall GHG 
emissions reductions necessary to meet State targets are achieved. The CAP itself will be the 
enforceable mitigation to reduce emissions, and is anticipated to rely on a variety of 
strategies. 

 
The Draft EIR text excerpted in the comment was intended to explain that the City would 
select from a variety of GHG reduction strategies to achieve the overall emissions reduction 
necessary to meet AB 32 goals for 2020. As depicted in Figure 4.16-2 Santa Clara 2020 
GHG Emissions Forecast, the City will need to reduce GHG emissions by approximately 
700,000 metric tons (from 2,395,000 metric tons), and is committed to doing so by 2020. 
What the City will determine through the Climate Action Plan is what amount of GHG 
reduction will be achieved from each sector (waste management, natural gas space heating, 
combustion processes, mobile sources, and electric energy), depending upon factors such as 
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available technology, cost, and policy preference, while achieving in 2020 the aggregate 
700,000 metric ton reduction.  

 
As an example, it may be more cost effective or the City may have a policy preference for 
achieving a substantial portion of the GHG reductions through increased reliance on 
renewable energy by its electrical utility (Silicon Valley Power). Or the City may determine 
technological advances over the next decade may cause GHG reductions in the natural gas 
space heating sector to become more cost effective than achieving the same reduction amount 
from the waste management sector. The City is not being vague about its commitment to do 
its part to achieve AB 32, rather the Draft EIR is disclosing there will be flexibility for the 
City to consider multiple options to achieve the required reductions, and technology, cost, 
and policy preferences will presumably factor into the eventual mix the City selects by 2015 
to reduce 2020 emissions. 

 
Comment H-16 
A long list of policies is given in the climate change chapter as proof that the Draft General Plan is 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The column that includes measures from the California Scoping 
Plan has clear, measurable programs such as “Install 3,000 MW of solar-electric capacity under 
California’s existing solar programs” and “Increase waste diversion from landfills beyond the 50 
percent mandate to provide for additional recovery of recyclable materials.” The language from the 
Draft General Plan, however, is weak, leading to the conclusion that many of these policies will 
never be implemented:  
 
 Response H-16: 

Please see previous Response H-15. 
 
Comment H-17 
5.10.3-P4 “Promote sustainable buildings and land planning for all new development, including 
programs that reduce energy and water consumption in new development.” How will this be 
promoted? This is an inadequate measure to reduce a significant impact.  
 
 Response H-17: 

The comment references a General Plan energy policy rather than an individually enforceable 
future project-level mitigation measure. Sustainable buildings and new development will be 
promoted through implementation of a range of mechanisms, including incentives such as 
Policy 5.5.1-P6, which provides a 10 percent density or intensity bonus for projects 
proposing to meet green building requirements equivalent to a minimum LEED Gold 
certification. 

 
Comment H-18 
5.5.1-P6 “For development proposing a minimum LEED Gold or greater equivalent, allow a ten 
percent increase in residential density and/or a ten percent increase in the maximum allowed non-
residential square-footage, provided that the increased density and/or intensity is compatible with 
planned uses on neighboring properties and consistent with other applicable General Plan policies.” 
So does this last statement effectively cancel out the density increase given the community’s aversion 
to building more homes?  
 
 Response H-18: 

The qualification included in the Policy 5.5.1-P6 is intended to ensure that new development 
that receives a ‘bonus’ for being green and therefore is allowed to develop at increased 
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residential densities or non-residential intensities is compatible with its surroundings and 
consistent with applicable City policies. It does not ‘cancel out’ the density bonus, but rather 
requires that the additional density be designed in a manner that is compatible with 
surrounding uses and consistent with City policies. 

 
Comment H-19 
5.1.1-P11“…encourage a 20 percent reduction in consumption.” Encourage is not good enough for 
mitigation. How will the City encourage? Again, this is an inadequate measure to reduce a significant 
impact.  
 

Response H-19: 
The comment refers to a General Plan Policy rather than an individually enforceable future 
project-level mitigation measure. As indicated by the General Plan’s Water Policies (see 
Draft EIR pgs.223-224), a reduction in consumption will be promoted through development 
standards, building requirements, landscape design guidelines requiring installation of native 
and low-water consumption plant species, education, and compliance with State water 
conservation landscaping ordinance. 

  
Comment H-20 
5.8.6-P3 “Encourage flexible parking standards that meet business and resident needs as well as 
avoid an oversupply in order to promote transit ridership, bicycling and walking.” How does this 
help the City achieve its greenhouse gas reduction targets? Why isn’t this required? Why not propose 
abolishing all parking minimums?  
 
 Response H-20: 

Minimum parking standards for specific uses and situations are established in the Zoning 
Ordinance, while the General Plan policy referenced in the comment sets the general standard 
for parking flexibility, recognizing the different parking demands for various land uses, based 
in large part on the context for the use, i.e. the degree to which the area is served by transit 
and/or can be easily accessed by bicyclists or pedestrians. The policy also acknowledges that 
an oversupply of parking can increase demand for auto use and decrease demand for non-
auto travel modes, thereby increasing VMT-related GHG emissions. As the City moves 
forward to update the Zoning Ordinance following completion of the General Plan update 
process, parking standards for specific uses and situations would be refined in light of this 
General Plan policy. 

 
Comment H-21 
5.10.2-P2 “Encourage development patterns that reduce vehicle miles traveled and air pollution.” 
Again, this is an inadequate measure to reduce a significant impact. Why not commit to building 
more homes along transit corridors than is currently being proposed?  
 
 Response H-21: 

The comment refers to a General Plan policy rather than an individually enforceable future 
project-level mitigation measure. The policy referenced in the comment is intended to 
support the transition in land use planned for the Focus Areas to locate jobs and housing in 
proximity to each other and in areas that are or can be accessed by transit, on foot, or bicycle. 
Modeling of future travel patterns in 2035 indicates the proposed mix and distribution of land 
uses results in a decrease in VMT per service population. 
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Comment H-22 
Santa Clara is required by law to adopt enforceable mitigation measures to lessen the project’s 
greenhouse gas emissions, yet it has failed to do so. “Encouraging” flexible parking standards and 
more efficient land use patterns is not enforceable language and therefore not proper mitigation 
measures under CEQA. The City does not commit to doing anything that might reduce impacts and 
instead relies on voluntary measures that are not enforceable. The City must go back and formulate 
specific and binding mitigation measures to be included in the General Plan update.  
 
 Response H-22: 

Please see previous Response H-14 and Response H-15. 
 
Comment H-23 
Much of the City’s vague language can be interpreted in a manner that prevents housing. The 
transition policies in particular seem to be designed to prevent infill housing. Additionally, Santa 
Clara's new land use designations sound nice, but the definitions do not support these new 
designations. For example, a minimum 0.15 FAR is too low to support regional mixed-use. This 
reduces the amount of land available to build more housing and encourages more driving and less 
walking. As a result, more homes are pushed to the urban edge which leads to a loss of open space 
and increased VMT. This is a reasonably foreseeable impact that the DEIR fails to analyze.   
 
 Response H-23: 

Santa Clara is a ‘built out’ city, with no room for geographic expansion, so therefore all new 
development will occur as a result of converting existing underutilized urban parcels to new, 
more dense/intense uses. Therefore, all new housing planned through 2035, over 16,000 new 
attached units housing more than 39,000 new residents, will be infill housing.  

 
The comment expresses an opinion that a minimum 0.15 FAR is too low to support regional 
mixed use. This classification is intended for high-intensity, mixed-use development along 
major transportation corridors in the City. This FAR minimum requirement applies to the 
commercial portion of a mixed use project and is in addition to the residential density 
requirement between 37 to 50 units per acre. Overall development heights with this 
designation would typically be between three to five stories. Development at this density is 
supportive of transit, and is an efficient use of land that allows the City to meet its fair share 
of regional housing growth as forecast by ABAG through 2035. Contrary to the comment, the 
traffic modeling conducted for the General Plan indicates infill development at this 
density/intensity, in the planned locations, will serve to reduce VMT per service population 
compared to the City’s existing travel patterns. 

 
Comment H-24 
Here, the City has an opportunity to strengthen its vague language, make good on its stated intentions 
and provide a measurable mitigation measure. Policy 5.3.1-P13 states “Support high intensity 
development within a quarter mile of transit hubs and stations and along transit corridor”. Here, the 
City should do more than “support.” It should set minimum FAR and height standards for 
development within a quarter-mile of transit hubs and along transit corridors. An FAR that leads to a 
more compact, walkable environment is much higher than 0.15. Setting a minimum of 0.15 is setting 
the bar too low. 
 
 Response H-24: 

The General Plan, through application of the proposed land use designations (i.e. High 
Density Residential, Regional Mixed Use, etc.) to properties within a quarter mile of transit, 
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does set minimum FAR and residential densities that are supportive of transit. Within the 
Santa Clara Station Focus Area, as an example, the Very High Density Residential land use 
designation requires residential densities between 51 and 90 dwelling units per acre and the 
Regional Commercial designation allows commercial FARs up to 6.0. Please also see 
Response H-23 concerning the 0.15 minimum FAR for the Regional Mixed Use designation. 

 
Comment H-25 
Conclusion  
Greenbelt Alliance is concerned that the City of Santa Clara is avoiding its responsibility to commit 
to concrete mitigation measures that reduce significant environmental impacts. While advance 
technologies and support at the federal level will help in addressing climate change, relying on these 
uncertainties does not excuse the city from taking aggressive measures to address climate change.  
 
 Response H-25: 

Please see previous Response H-14 and Response H-15. 
 
Comment H-26 
The prerequisites for phasing are an impediment to providing more homes. Stating the need to 
provide adequate services is an unsatisfactory reason for not providing homes for people who work 
in your community. This is an Environmental Impact Report, not a Fiscal Analysis. The City has also 
failed to provide a range of feasible alternatives. An alternative that provides more homes and a more 
balanced jobs/ housing ratio is entirely feasible for the City of Santa Clara considering the amount of 
land dedicated to surface parking and low-density strip malls. The reasoning behind rejecting such an 
alternative is flawed.  
 
 Response H-26: 

Please see previous Response H-3 and Response H-10. 
 
Comment H-27 
The City’s combination of vague policies and deferred mitigation is not legal under CEQA. 
Greenbelt Alliance recommends strengthening the Draft General Plan and re-writing the DEIR. We 
will continue to follow the City’s process closely.  
 
 Response H-27: 

Please see previous Response H-14 and Response H-15. 
 
Comment H-28 
Lastly, we wish to draw your attention to the two attachments. Urban Ecology raises many great 
points, several of which we have included in this letter. Please review their comments, especially as 
to how a General Plan update fails to make any mention of a professional sports stadium. The DEIR 
is woefully inadequate when it comes to any discussion of the 49ers stadium. Also note the letter 
from the Attorney General to the City of Pleasanton. The Attorney General is coming down hard on 
cities that fail to provide enough housing or adequate mitigation for environmental impacts. Santa 
Clara’s General Plan continues to exacerbate the regional jobs/ housing imbalance. Expecting to rely 
on cities like San Jose to pick up the slack is irresponsible.  
 
 Response H-28: 

With regard to the two referenced attachments, see Response H-1. With regard to the City’s 
proposed jobs/housing balance, see Response H-5.  
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The comment also notes the General Plan Draft EIR makes no specific mention of the 49ers 
stadium. This is due to the type of project being analyzed in the Draft EIR and the 
corresponding level of detail and specificity with which impacts are disclosed. As explained 
in Chapter 1.1 Introduction, the Draft EIR is a program-level document providing 
environmental review for the Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan, the City’s comprehensive, 
long-range plan for the next 25 years of development. The Draft EIR analyzes the range of 
land uses that could occur on properties depending upon the particular General Plan 
designation. A General Plan EIR is not intended, nor suited, to evaluate the effects of specific 
development projects on specific sites, such as a professional sports stadium on a particular 
site. The City prepared a project-level EIR to evaluate the 49ers stadium. The General Plan 
designates the site proposed for the 49ers stadium as Regional Commercial, which allows a 
broad range of commercial uses including sports facilities, and accordingly the Draft EIR 
evaluated the environmental impacts of the broad range of commercial uses allowed by the 
Regional Commercial designation, and identifies various policies included in the General 
Plan to avoid or reduce impacts, with project-specific mitigation measures to be developed as 
individual developments are considered, such as in the case of the 49ers stadium which has 
its own project-specific EIR.  

 
Comment H-29 
Greenbelt Alliance requests that the City post all letters related to the Draft General Plan and DEIR 
on the City’s website. This is our second request. Since all letters are part of the public record, the 
City should make it easy for people to find comment letters. We wish to remain informed of all 
meetings, reports, and changes to the calendar in a timely manner.  
 
 Response H-29: 

All formal letters received by the City regarding the General Plan Update and the EIR are a 
part of the project files. These files can view viewed at the Permit Center between Monday 
and Friday, during normal business hours. 

 

4.9 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM URBAN ECOLOGY, AUGUST 24, 2010 (LETTER I): 
Comment I-1: 
ES-7   The city could decide to build more housing on land currently designated for non-
residential development and, thereby, reduce the jobs/housing imbalance (a significant impact) much 
more than it has chosen to do. Doing this would positively advance transportation, air quality, 
energy, climate change goals. 
 
 Response I-1: 

Please see previous Response H-10. 
 
Comment I-2 
ES-12  Traffic and Circulation. Although vehicular traffic may increase under any 
alternative, the amount of the increase could be reduced by a jobs/housing balance more equal than 
that proposed under the plan and by more aggressive land use and transportation policies. 
 
 Response I-2: 

Please see previous Response H-5 and Response H-8. 
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Comment I-3 
ES-12   Climate Change. The EIR states: "Achieving the substantial reductions [by 2035] will 
require policy decisions at the federal and state level and new and substantially advanced 
technologies that cannot be anticipated, and are outside the City's control, and therefore cannot be 
relied upon as feasible mitigation strategies." First, no analysis is presented for this statement. 
Second, even if this is true, it does not excuse the city from taking aggressive measures to address 
climate change. Third, many, if not most. policy issues involve decisions and technologies "outside 
of the City's control" ; this uncertainty is not generally accepted as an excuse for inaction. 
 
 Response I-3: 

Please see previous Response H-13. 
 
Comment I-4 
ES-12-14  The Summary of Project Alternatives is noticeably user-unfriendly. It is quite 
difficult for the reader to determine the benefits and disadvantages of the alternatives and, therefore, 
come to decisions on environmental preference.  
 
 Response I-4: 

The comment expresses an opinion that Table 5.2 Comparison of Impacts by Alternative is 
difficult to understand. To clarify, the summary table presents the impacts conclusions by 
resource category resulting from the proposed General Plan, then identifies whether the level 
of impact resulting from the identified alternative would be less than, equal to, or greater 
than, the General Plan’s impact in that resource category. As an example, the General Plan’s 
Land Use impacts are ‘less than significant’, while the table indicates the No Project/Existing 
General Plan would have comparably greater land use impacts, while the Balanced General 
Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative would have essentially the same impact as the 
General Plan. 

 
Comment I-5 
ES-14   The reasoning behind the formulation of the "Environmentally Superior Alternative" 
is not documented - it is not clear that an alternative that included more housing would be 
impractical. A city that is largely built out and with such a high jobs/housing imbalance should be 
capable of financially managing additional residential development, even in these difficult times. 
Also, see discussion on page 510, which is inadequate in its rationale for rejection of an alternative 
that would provide more housing. 
 
 Response I-5: 

Please see previous Response H-10 and Response H-12. 
 
Comment I-6 
86  A minimum FAR of 0.10 is too low to support the definition of, and commonly accepted 
standards for, the neighborhood and community mixed use categories. This will cause an 
unnecessary reduction in the amount of land available for housing and will, therefore, affect the 
jobs/housing balance leading to additional adverse impacts. 
 
 Response I-6: 

The comment expresses an opinion that a minimum 0.1 FAR is too low to support 
neighborhood and community mixed use. This FAR minimum requirement applies to the 
commercial portion of a mixed use project, and is in addition to the residential density 
requirement of between 19 to 36 units per acre. Development at these densities/intensities 
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will allow the City to accommodate its fair share of regional housing growth as forecast by 
ABAG through 2035. 

 
Comment I-7 
86  A minimum FAR of 0.15 is too low to support the definition of, and commonly accepted 
standards for, the regional mixed use category. This will cause an unnecessary reduction in the 
amount of land available for housing and will, therefore, affect the jobs/housing balance leading to 
additional adverse impacts. 
 
 Response I-7: 

Please see previous Response H-23. 
 
Comment I-8 
88  The maximum FAR's for the neighborhood commercial and community commercial 
categories (which appear to be the same except for the FAR) are too low for the defined intent; a 
more compact urban form is more likely to result in community acceptance and will take up less land 
that could be used for residential uses. 
 
 Response I-8: 

The comment expresses an opinion that the maximum FARs for the Neighborhood 
Commercial and Community Commercial designations (0.4 and 0.5, respectively), are too 
low (without providing an explanation), and states the City could develop at higher 
commercial intensities, thereby making more land available for housing. The City has 
designated sufficient land at appropriate densities to accommodate its RHNA obligation in 
the near term through 2014 and its fair share of regional housing growth as forecast by 
ABAG through 2035. 

 
Comment I-9 
103  The "Land Use Policies" in the table are simply a restatement of one of the plan strategies - 
they are too general to ensure any results. Policies like these make it unlikely that the plan objectives 
can be achieved and will, therefore, have negative environmental impacts. 
 
 Response I-9: 

The comment expresses an opinion that the General Plan’s land use policies are “too general” 
to ensure any results without offering specific examples of being neither too-general nor 
specific suggestions of how they might be revised to “ensure results.” The project being 
analyzed is a General Plan consisting of broad policies intended to apply in a variety of 
situations and circumstances across the City for the next 25 years, and the Draft EIR provides 
a program-level analysis of environmental impacts. Specific, project-level measures will be 
required of future individual development projects to implement the General Plan’s broad 
policies.  

 
Comment I-10 
104  Policy 5.3.2-P5 appears to be contrary to state law. It also is an example of a policy that can 
easily be used to limit new residential development. 
 
 Response I-10: 

Second or ‘accessory’ units are included as a component of the Housing Element. General 
Plan Appendix 8.12 TABLE 8.12-5-1: PERMITTED HOUSING TYPES WITHIN 
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RESIDENTIAL ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS identifies second units as permitted in R1-
8L and R1-6L zoning districts. 

 
Page 8.12-73 of General Plan Appendix 8.12, states second units or accessory units are 
permitted by right on single family lots of 7,000 square feet or greater. The Zoning 
Ordinance Update may result in increased opportunities for second units through changes 
such as a reduction in the minimum lot size requirement for these units. 

 
Comment I-11 
103-104  Taken together, the policies appear to be designed to effectively prevent infill 
development. The vague policies on neighborhood compatibility offer almost unlimited discretion for 
not approving residential development while approving non-residential development. 
 
 Response I-11: 

The comment expresses an opinion that the Plan’s Land Use policies prevent infill 
development. Please see previous Response H-23.   

 
Second, the comment suggests the City will have discretion to approve non-residential 
development while not approving residential development. The Draft EIR evaluates 
implementation of the Plan’s new and redevelopment through 2035, including the benefits of 
internalization expected to result from placing substantial amounts of new housing (over 
16,000 new units) near existing and planned employment lands. To ensure this future 
internalization, the General Plan includes the following policy for metering non-residential 
development per each phase concurrent with housing development: 
 

General Land Use Policies 
5.3.1-P18 Meter net new industrial and commercial development excluding “Approved/not 

Constructed and Pending Projects” identified on Figure 2.1-1 so as to not exceed 
2.75 million square feet in Phase I, 5.5 million square feet in Phase II and 5.5 
million square feet in Phase III in order to maintain the City’s jobs/housing balance 
and to ensure adequate infrastructure and public services. 

 
Comment I-12 
103-104 The set of land use policies make it extremely unlikely that the city will meet its 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation. Therefore, it is very likely that more than 
"roughly 3.500 housing units" will be needed elsewhere in the area to accommodate 
the job growth in the city, thus increasing adverse environmental impacts in the area. 
It is also possible that the land use policies, which are skewed in favor of non-
residential development, will exacerbate the job/housing imbalance. 

 
Response I-12: 
The comment offers an unsupported, speculative opinion that the City will not meet its 
RHNA obligation. The City of Santa Clara, through its 2007-2014 Housing Element, has 
identified sufficient suitable, appropriate land to accommodate its near-term RHNA target, 
the large majority of which units will be developed by private development, both for-profit 
and non-profit.  The City, through supportive policies, programs, and incentives, can help 
create the conditions for the construction of new housing, but is not in the business of 
building new housing, other than through the modest resources available to its Housing and 
Community Services Division. 
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The City, in crafting a General Plan that over the next 25 years accommodates an additional 
39,000 new residents in over 16,000 new housing units, has made substantial plans for higher 
density housing, largely by encouraging mixed-use development along existing or planned 
transit corridors and by re-designating large areas currently devoted to industrial uses for 
conversion to high density residential and/or mixed use development (the future Focus 
Areas). As stated above in Response I-11, General Plan Policy 5.3.1-P18 meters new non-
residential per each phase with new residential development.  

 
Comment I-13 
119  The EIR correctly states that "From 2007-2014, the City has a RHNA of 5,783 units, of 
which 2,207 are designated for lower-income households." With the 10% inclusionary housing 
provision, the city's only significant affordable housing strategy, it will have to build 22,070 units 
before 2014 to provide its share. 
 
 Response I-13: 

The comment is incorrect, there is not a need or an obligation, nor does the City intend, to 
construct 22,070 units as part of the 2007-2014 Housing Element. The 2007-2014 Housing 
Element contains a range of strategies, in addition to the referenced inclusionary requirement, 
to achieve the affordable housing RHNA targets. Specifically, 

 
General Plan Appendix 8.12 (Housing Element) Page 8.12-83 and 84 
Policy C-1: Construct and preserve affordable housing for lower and moderate income 
households through the use of public subsidies, regulatory incentives and flexible 
development standards. 

 
General Plan Appendix 8.12 (Housing Element) Page 8.12-85 
Policy C-2: Participate in local, regional, State and federal programs that support affordable, 
transitional, supportive and permanent housing. 

 
General Plan Discretionary Use Policies, 5.5.1-P1 thru P5 allow increased residential density 
under certain cases, increasing the inclusionary component, as well as providing increased 
density if such development meets affordability criteria above and beyond minimum 
requirements. 

 
Comment I-14 
119  Prior to the Draft EIR, the city only built 65% of its then-applicable RHNA. This was during 
a time of steady home building. Is there any reason to suspect that it will do better this time, 
especially in hard economic times? 
 
 Response I-14: 

Please see previous Response I-12. 
 
Comment I-15 
119 The EIR refers to the draft General Plan Table 5.2-1. This table says that by 2010 the city 
will have built half of its RHNA targets. Did that actually happen? 
 
 Response I-15: 

As explained in previous responses, the City is not in the business of constructing housing, 
other than through the modest resources available to its Housing and Community Services 
Division. Rather the vast majority of new housing is built by private, for-profit housing 
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developers, as well as to a lesser extent, by non-profit affordable housing developers which 
typically rely upon some form of public subsidy, such as tax credits or low-interest loans, or 
incentives such as density bonuses in appropriate circumstances. The 2,917 housing units 
identified in Table 5.2-1 consisted (in 2008 when the table was created as the General Plan 
was drafted) of projects that were approved, on file or under construction, and were (in 2008) 
expected to be implemented before the end of 2010. Given the passage of time, some of the 
projects have progressed from being ‘on file’ to ‘approved’, but due to the ongoing economic 
challenges in the housing market, and specifically difficulty obtaining project financing for 
new construction, very few, if any, of the units have actually been built, but are expected to 
be constructed when favorable economic conditions return.  

 
Comment I-16 
287-294  Some of the policies are unnecessarily vague. For example: 

 Policy 5.3.1-P13: "The city should do more than ·'support.'· It should set minimum FAR and 
height standards for development within a quarter-mile of transit hubs and stations and along 
transit corridors. 

 Policy 5.3.2-P2: The city should do more than "encourage." It should require some minimum 
level. 

 Policy 5.3.3-P6: The city should do more than ·'encourage.” It should require zoning 
regulations that meet the policy intent. 

 Policy 5.3.4-P2: The city should do more than ··encourage." It should require zoning 
regulations that meet the policy intent. 

 Policy 5.8.4-P9: To what does this apply? Policy 5.8 .4-P8 already requires these features for 
new development. 

 Policy 5.3.4-P11: The city should do more than "foster." It should require pedestrian-friendly 
uses at the ground floor in some areas. 

 There are numerous other examples, although many of them may not be so obvious. This 
vagueness undermines the probability that the city will achieve even its own modest 
jobs/housing balance objectives. 

 
Response I-16: 
This comment expresses an opinion that some of the Plan’s policies are unnecessarily vague, and 
cites several examples, with the conclusion the City may not achieve its jobs/housing objectives.  
As explained in Response I-11, the Plan includes Policy 5.3.1-P18, which meters non-residential 
development with new housing development in each Phase. See also Response I-12. 

 
Comment I-17 
296  Policy 5.3.4-P16: Table 4.1-3 prohibits some auto-oriented uses in several mixed use 
districts. The policy and the table should be consistent. 
 

Response I-17: 
This comment does not concern the Draft EIR; rather it provides an opinion about the 
purported lack of consistency between a General Plan policy and the description of new 
mixed-use land use designations. The referenced Policy 5.2.4-P16 ‘discourages’ auto-
oriented uses in mixed-use designations, while Table 4.1-3 includes descriptions of the 
various mixed use land use designations, all of which include text that auto-oriented uses are 
‘not appropriate’ in each mixed use designation. The Policy and Table are consistent.  

 
 
 



  Response to Comments  
 

2010-2035 General Plan 55 Final EIR 
City of Santa Clara   September 2010 

Comment I-18 
303  Policy 5.8.1-P6: The deferred adoption of LOS standards, together with the deferred adoption 
of the CAP, provides little assurance that the air quality objectives will, in fact, be achieved. Deferred 
mitigation is not allowed in an EIR. 
 

Response I-18: 
The referenced policy speaks to the need to consider the adoption of alternative LOS 
standards that favor alternative travel modes as traffic congestion levels increase in select 
areas of the City as new development occurs over the next 25 years. The current citywide 
vehicular LOS policy establishes a LOS ‘D’ requirement which only considers the peak a.m. 
or p.m. period level of service for vehicular traffic only, with minimal consideration for 
bicycle, pedestrian or transit levels of service. Policy 5.1.1-P14 requires that prior to 2015, 
the City will implement LOS standards for transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities that 
support the vehicular LOS standard. 

 
Please see previous Response H-14 and Response H-15 addressing the contention that the 
Climate Action Plan would constitute impermissibly deferred mitigation. 

 
Comment I-19 
304  Policy 5.1.1-P 10: The deferred adoption of the CAP, together with the deferred adoption of 
the LOS standards, provides little assurance that the GHG objectives will, in fact, be achieved. 
Deferred mitigation is not allowed in an EIR. 
 

Response I-19: 
Please see previous Response I-18. 

 
Comment I-20 
478  Polity 5.5.1-P6: Introducing an explicit compatibility test, given opposition to increased 
densities, will assure that no such development actually takes place. 
 
 Response I-20: 

Please see previous Response H-18. 
 
Comment I-21 
478-486  Discussion of local food systems (community gardens, farmers markets, etc.) is 
missing. Food systems are normally part of a local sustainability plan. 
 
 Response I-21: 

Several of the General Plan’s Commercial Land Use Policies address this issue: 
 

General Land Use Policies 
5.3.3-P4 Promote community events, such as farmer’s markets and street festivals within 

the public right-of-way and on City-owned land, in order to support economic 
development, business retention, and healthy food options within the City. 

5.3.3-P10 Encourage new grocery stores near residential neighborhoods to provide Santa 
Clara residents with access to fresh and healthy food options. 

5.3.2-P22 Allow residential gardens to be credited toward development landscaping 
requirements where appropriate. 

Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Polices 
5.9.1-P9 Support access to local food sources by providing opportunities for community 

gardening and farmers’ markets. 
5.9.1-P10 Explore opportunities to partner with local private non-profits and public 
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agencies, such as school districts, to provide community gardens and opportunities 
for community socialization in the City. 

 
Comment I-22 
478-486 Many of the policies are noticeably weak, leading to the conclusion that they may 
never be implemented. For example, Policy 5.3.3-P6 encourages neighborhood retail uses; the city, 
given its zoning powers, should have a more proactive policy to ensure that such uses take place. 
 
 Response I-22: 

This comment suggests many of the policies identified in Draft EIR Table 4.16-5 that will 
help reduce GHG emissions are ‘weak’ and may never be implemented. The comment’s 
implication, presumably, is that the City will not be able to honor its commitment to reducing 
GHG emissions per AB 32. See Response H-15. 

 
The comment calls attention to Policy 5.3.3-P6. Draft EIR Figure 5.3-1 Retail and 
Commercial Accessibility (2035) depicts the various locations of retail and mixed use nodes 
and the 5- and 10-minute walking distance zones surrounding them. Policy 5.3.3-P6 
encourages neighborhood retail within a ten minute walk of residential uses throughout the 
City, and the Land Use Diagram supports this policy by providing substantial new mixed-use 
development along the El Camino and Stevens Creek corridors, Downtown, and in the future 
Focus Areas, the large majority of which will be within a ten minute walk of neighborhood 
retail. The City through its upcoming Zoning Ordinance update process will have additional 
opportunities to facilitate retail uses through supportive use regulations and development 
standards.  

 
Comment I-23 
478-486  Many of the policies are redundant and confusing. For example, Policy 5.8.5-P3 
encourages bicycle facilities. First, it is extremely unlikely that the city means to apply this to "all 
new development." Second, this policy covers the same topic, but not as well, as Policy 5.8.4-P8, 
which requires such facilities. A long list of policies does not necessarily make for good planning 
 
 Response I-23: 

This comment expresses an opinion that certain policies may overlap, and that the Plan’s 
long list of policies don’t necessarily result in ‘good planning.’ This is not a comment 
directed at the Draft EIR’s analysis and conclusions. While there is overlap between the two 
referenced policies, they serve not-mutually exclusive purposes:  the former is a 
transportation demand management policy primarily directed at reducing vehicle use at 
employment sites, while the latter is a bicycle and pedestrian network policy emphasizing 
mobility, safety, and access for cyclist to amenities and services. 

 
Comment I-24 
489 Relying on a Climate Action Plan, which may or may not be adopted according to schedule 
in 2015, is, contrary to the discussion in the EIR, deferred mitigation. Sufficient knowledge currently 
exists for devising measures to mitigate the impacts of climate change at a citywide level. 
 
 Response I-24: 

Please see previous Response H-14 and Response H-15. 
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Comment I-25 
504  The EIR states that "It is anticipated that the lower level of job growth would result in 38,000 
less daily VMT compared to the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan:” This does not appear 
realistic, assuming that the average commute is only 3 miles each way? 
 
 Response I-25: 

According to the travel demand model, the average trip length is 5.72 miles. The total VMT 
generated under the proposed 2010-2035 General Plan is estimated to be 3.74 million 
vehicle-miles per day, while the Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative 
would result in 38,000 fewer (roughly 1 percent less) daily vehicle miles traveled.  

 
Comment I-26 
506  The EIR states that "Emissions on a per unit basis would ... continue to exceed state goals." 
This is a continued acknowledgement that the mitigation measures fall short of meeting legislatively 
adopted goals. 
 
 Response I-26: 

The Draft EIR text from page 506 quoted above addresses the climate change impacts of the 
Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative. The discussion notes overall GHG 
emissions would be incrementally reduced, but on a service population basis, GHG emissions 
would be essentially equivalent to the proposed Plan, and would exceed state goals, such that 
a Climate Action Plan would continue to be necessary to reduce emissions. This is not an 
acknowledgment that mitigation measures will fall short, rather it is indicating that the same 
mitigation measure (a Climate Action Plan) would be necessary to reduce the Alternative’s 
GHG emissions that is necessary for the General Plan.  

 
Comment I-27 
506  The EIR states that "A Climate Action Plan would continue to be necessary to reduce 2020 
emissions to comply with State goals." In addition to being deferred mitigation, (I) it is very unlikely 
that the CAP can meet state goals with the proposed jobs/housing balance, and (2) even with a 
transportation sector fueled by non-fossil fuels there will still be a need to significantly reduce VMT, 
according to the EIR analysis, in order to achieve a 40% reduction of GHG by 2035. 
 
 Response I-27: 

Please see previous Response H-15 for discussion of 2020 GHG emissions, and previous 
Response H-13 for 2035 GHG emissions. Mobile source emissions, including VMT-related 
emissions, represent less than a quarter of the City’s emissions. In fact, City-generated on-
road VMT emissions decrease in 2020 and 2035 compared to 2008 emissions, despite the 
increase in total VMT from 2008 to 2020 and 2035, due to state-mandated increases in fuel 
efficiency and fuel with lower carbon intensity. See Table ES-2 of Technical Report 
Greenhouse Gas Inventories City of Santa Clara, September 2010.  

 
Comment I-28 
509-510  The EIR presents insufficient reasons for not even including the "Additional 
Jobs/Housing Alternatives" in the subsequent comparison of alternatives. The reader is, therefore, 
deprived of a useful way of comparing possible alternatives, such as in Table 5.2 Comparison of 
Impacts of Alternative. 
 
 Response I-28: 

Please see previous Response H-10 and Response H-12. 
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Comment I-29 
509-510  The "Additional Jobs/Housing Alternatives" is a "red herring:” designed to be 
rejected. A more reasonable way of constructing this alternative would be to produce more housing 
than the "Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative" but fewer than the proposed 
'"Additional Jobs/Housing Alternatives." This would provide more housing, improve transportation 
and air quality, and more effectively address climate change. Providing services are important, but 
they should not be used as an excuse for denying people a place to live. In any case, the financial 
impacts should be within the city's capabilities to manage. 
 
 Response I-29: 

Please see previous Response H-10. 
  
Comment I-30 
A.  The Prerequisite Goals and Policies, while admirable on their face, constitute a de facto 
impediment for improving the jobs/housing balance and, therefore, undermine the housing, air 
quality, energy, and climate change objectives. 
  

Response I-30: 
Please see previous Response H-2 and H-3. 

 
Comment I-31 
B.  The EIR is remarkable in its omission of any discussion of a probable professional sports 
stadium. 
 
 Response I-31: 

Please see previous Response H-28. 
 
Comment I-32 
C.  An alternative that provides for a more equal jobs/housing balance should have been 
considered. It is difficult to believe that a city with the characteristics of Santa Clara cannot manage 
its finances in order to build adequate housing. 
 
 Response I-32: 

Please see previous Response H-12. 
 
Comment I-33 
D.  The combination of vague policies to protect existing residential development, vague policies 
that may or may not result in any concrete action, prerequisites for phasing development, and relying 
on a Climate Action Plan that may or may not be adopted in some form constitutes a system that 
makes it unlikely that even the very modest jobs/housing goals will be achieved. 
 
 Response I-33: 

This comment raises no new issues, but generally restates in combination previous issues 
raised by this commenter, as well as Greenbelt Alliance. No additional response is required 
beyond what has already been provided in the context of each individual comment/response 
presented above and in the aforementioned Greenbelt Alliance comment letter. 
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5 TEXT REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
 
The following section contains revisions/additions to the text of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, City of Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan, dated July 2010. Revised or new language is 
underlined. All deletions are shown with a line through the text. 

5.1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Page ES-6 Executive Summary, Table ES-1 will be REVISED as follows: 
 

Increased motor vehicle traffic and increased 
congestion with the proposed Draft 2010-2035 
General Plan would result in increased transit 
travel times on transit corridors. (Significant and 
Unavoidable) 

There are no feasible measures to reduce this impact. 
The proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan also includes policies to support 
transit and relieve congestion along transit routes – including a key policy to 
support Bus Rapid Transit or similar service on El Camino Real. However, 
because implementation feasibility of transit-only lanes would be evaluated in 
more detailed studies and the effect of these policies is not fully known, the 
impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

 

5.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Page 23  Chapter 2, Project Description; Section 2.5.3 Phase III: 2025-2035; the first bullet in 

the description of Phase III will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 Develop new residential neighborhoods in conjunction with appropriate retail, parks, open 
space and other public uses, along transit corridors, such as Great America Parkway, Central 
Expressway, and De La Cruz Boulevard. and Tasman Drive 

 
Page 27 Chapter 2, Project Description; Table 2-2 will be REVISED as follows: 
 
TABLE 2-2: SUMMARY OF GENERAL PLAN DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 2008-2035 

 2008 Existing 
Development A 

2008-2010 
Proposed 
(Net) B 

2010-2015 
Proposed  
(Net) C 

2010-2035 
Projected 
General Plan 
(Net)1 D 

2008-2035 Total 
Proposed + 
Projected 
General Plan 
(Net) E 

City at 2035 
F 

Population2 115,500 7,090  
7,190 

0 32,400   
32,135 

39,490  
39,325 

154,990 
154,825 

Jobs3 106,680 660 
2,225 

20,480 
16,875 

25,040 
28,500 

46,180 
47,620 

152,860 
154,300 

    Detached Housing Units 18,617 0 0 0 0 18,617 
    Attached Housing Units 25,549 2,917 

2,957 
0 13,312 

13,222 
16,229 
16,179 

41,778 
41,728 

Total Residential Development 44,166 2,917 
2,957 

0 13,312 
13,222 

16,229 
16,179 

60,395 
60,345 

     Commercial (sf)2 4 10,323,600 523,600 0 1,892,100 
1,857,100 

2,415,700 
2, 380,700 

12,739,300 
12,704,300 

     Office/R&D/Industrial (sf) 46,444,800 
48,522,400 

287,300 
417,300 

9,852,100 
9,012,100 

11,545,000 
11,708,400 

21,684,400 
21,137,800 

68,129,200 
68,660,200 

Public/Quasi Public (sf)3  2,077,600 130,000 0 23,500 153,500 2,231,100 
Total Non-Residential 58,846,000 940,900 9,852,100 13,460,600 24,253,600 83,099,600 
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Development 5 9,012,100 13,565,500 23,518,500 82,364,500 

Park (acres)4 6 272.5 9.1 0.0 60.7 
89.5 

69.8 342.3 
371.1 

1. The net new development for the Santa Clara Station Area Plan  and the Downtown Plan is included as part of this total. This includes: 1,663 
attached housing units with a population of approximately 4,040: 1,490,000 square feet of commercial (retail/hotel) and 550,000 square feet of 
office space resulting in approximately 4,300 jobs: and 4.5 acres parkland, for the Santa Clara Station Area. This also includes 396 attached 
housing units, with a population of approximately 960, and 129,000 square feet of commercial (retail) resulting in approximately 270 jobs for the 
Downtown Core. 
2. Assumes a 2.78 percent vacancy rate and 2.5 persons per household for new residential units. 
3. Assumes a 6.5 percent vacancy rate for new non-residential square footage. 
4. Commercial development includes retail, hotel, professional offices, entertainment, and eating and drinking establishments, as well as 
approximately seven percent of Office/R&D square footage for supporting commercial uses. 
5. Includes data centers and Public/Quasi-Public uses such as schools, institutions, places of assembly, civic/municipal and other public/quasi 
public facilities. 
4 6. The total park acreage for the proposed General Plan (Net) includes one 20 25-acre park to be located north of the Caltrain corridor. 
A. This represents existing development on the ground as of the beginning of 2009.  
B. This includes the projects approved, on file or under construction expected to be implemented by the end of 2010. 
C. This column indicates projects on file or approved as of 2009, but not expected to be under construction until after January 1, 2010. New 
housing units anticipated in Phase I are included in the 2010-2035 Projected General Plan numbers. 
D. This represents the expected development for the three phases of the General Plan. Existing development lost to redevelopment was 
subtracted from gross new development. 
E. This total summarizes the total development assumed from both proposed (i.e., approved, on file, or under construction) development and 
projected development resulting from the General Plan between 2010 and 2035. 
F. Adding existing (A) to the total proposed + projected General Plan development (E) provides an overall picture of the City in 2035 (F). 

 
Page 32 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-6 Land Use Diagram Phase I: 2010-2015 

REVISED to update the land use designation parcel colors for one property in the 
southeast corner of the City to Regional Commercial. The property is located at the 
northwest corner of Dorcich Street and North Winchester Boulevard; 3101 Dorcich 
St. (APN 303-17-046). The revised figure is below: 

 
Page 33 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-7 Land Use Diagram Phase II: 2015-2025 

REVISED to update the land use designation parcel colors for two properties in the 
southeast corner of the City to Regional Commercial. One property is located at the 
northwest corner of Dorcich Street and North Winchester Boulevard; 3101 Dorcich 
St. (APN 303-17-046). The other property is located at the southwest corner of 
Pruneridge Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard; 1850 Pruneridge (APN 303-16-
080). The revised figure is below: 

 
Page 34 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-6 Land Use Diagram Phase III: 2025-2035 

REVISED to update the land use designation parcel colors for two properties in the 
southeast corner of the City to Regional Commercial. One property is located at the 
northwest corner of Dorcich Street and North Winchester Boulevard; 3101 Dorcich 
St. (APN 303-17-046). The other property is located at the southwest corner of 
Pruneridge Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard; 1850 Pruneridge (APN 303-16-
080). The revised figure is below: 
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LAND USE DIAGRAM PHASE III : 2025-2035                                            FIGURE 2-8
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Page 41 Chapter 2 Project Description; Section 2.8 Areas of Potential Development; the 

description in the second paragraph of will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Proposed projects, or development that is approved, pending or under construction as of the end of 
2008, are included in the General Plan build-out (refer to Appendix 8.6 and Table 8.6-21 in the 
proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan). By the end of 2010, the City anticipates that all proposed 
residential, commercial, mixed-use and public/quasi public projects will be completed (resulting in 
523,600 square feet of commercial space, 130,000 square feet of quasi public space, and 2,917 2,957 
dwelling units). For proposed Office/ R&D projects, 287,300 square feet are anticipated to be 
complete by 2010 and the remaining 9,852,100 9,012,100 square feet is anticipated for completion 
between 2010 and 2015.  
1Note that the proposed non-residential square-footage in Table 8.6-2 excludes the proposed San Francisco 49ers 
Stadium proposal because its unique development characteristics do not translate into equivalent square feet. 
 
 
Page 46 Chapter 2 Project Description; Section 2.9.1 El Camino Real Focus Area; ADD 

footnote to text in last paragraph: 
 
Transit, whether Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 1 or similar facility, is emphasized along the entire 
corridor and takes priority over single occupancy vehicles.  For Regional Mixed use development, 
both transit and pedestrian circulation have priority. To support this emphasis, intersections in the El 
Camino Real Focus Area may be exempted from the City-wide level of service (LOS) standard for 
vehicles on a case-by-case basis until the City completes the prerequisite for an alternate LOS under 
General Plan policies, as further described below under Mobility and Transportation Classifications. 
This corridor should emphasize LOS for pedestrian and transit circulation rather than single-
occupancy vehicles. 
1 VTA is in the process of planning for BRT service on EI Camino Real. In May 2009, the VTA Board adopted the 
VTA BRT Strategic Plan, which included three corridors for near term implementation: EI Camino Real, Alum 
Rock Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard in Santa Clara County. In April 2010 VTA initiated Conceptual 
Engineering for the EI Camino Real BRT project. The proposed schedule for the new BRT service between the Palo 
Alto Transit Center and Downtown San Jose is for service to begin in 2015, with East Valley service starting in 
2013. 
 
Page 47 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-11 Focus Areas REVISED to remove the 

Proposed Trail. The trail is proposed to begin at the terminus of the existing San 
Tomas Aquino Creek trail and head south through existing neighborhoods and across 
El Camino Real, then follow Arroyo Drive/White Drive adjacent to Central Park, 
then head west along Homestead Road to Kiely Boulevard, then follow Kiely 
Boulevard to Pruneridge Avenue, and head west along Pruneridge Avenue to the City 
limits. The Proposed Trail also splits at the corner of Pruneridge Avenue and 
Redwood Avenue and heads west on Mauricia Avenue to terminate at Lawrence 
Espressway. The revised figure is below:  

 
Page 48 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-12 El Camino Real Focus Area REVISED to 

note that the roadway section detail is illustrative and does not preclude any particular 
BRT options the VTA may pursue; the revised figure is below: 

 
Page 51 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-13 Downtown Focus Area REVISED to 

include the Downtown/BART Transit Loop on the figure; the revised figure is below: 
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Page 57 Chapter 2 Project Description; Section 2.9.4 Stevens Creek Boulevard Focus Area; 

ADD footnote to text in third paragraph and REVISE text as follows: 
 
Vehicular access is a priority along Stevens Creek Boulevard to support the primary commercial 
uses, with transit access a priority for the mixed uses planned near Saratoga Avenue and Stevens 
Creek Boulevard.  Parking, loading and bus rapid transit1, in conjunction with streetscape amenities, 
street trees and wider sidewalks should be incorporated into the street design along the corridor.  
While pedestrian comfort will be improved along the street overall, the corridor will retain its auto-
dominant character. While the City expects that the land uses along the corridor will generally retain 
their auto-oriented character, the streetscape is expected to be improved to better accommodate 
multimodal travel including transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities. 
1 In May 2009, the VTA Board adopted the VTA BRT Strategic Plan, which included three corridors for near term 
implementation: EI Camino Real, Alum Rock Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard in Santa Clara County. The 
Stevens Creek Boulevard corridor is next in priority after the Santa Clara/Alum Rock and EI Camino Real corridors. 
 
Page 59 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-15 Stevens Creek Boulevard Focus Area 

REVISED to note that the roadway section detail is illustrative and does not preclude 
any particular BRT options the VTA may pursue; the revised figure is below: 

 
Page 65 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-18 Bicycle & Pedestrian Network REVISED to 

remove asterisk notation and include potential bicycle corridors for future study along 
Mauricia Avenue at the bridges located below Pruneridge Avenue and to the east of 
Lawrence Expressway; the revised figure is below: 

 
Page 69 Chapter 2 Project Description; Figure 2-20 Public Facilities REVISED to incorporate 

the Proposed Trail. The trail is proposed to begin at the terminus of the existing San 
Tomas Aquino Creek trail and head south through existing neighborhoods and across 
El Camino Real, then follow Arroyo Drive/White Drive adjacent to Central Park, 
then head west along Homestead Road to Kiely Boulevard, then follow Kiely 
Boulevard to Pruneridge Avenue, and head west along Pruneridge Avenue to the City 
limits. The Proposed Trail also splits at the corner of Pruneridge Avenue and 
Redwood Avenue and heads west on Mauricia Avenue to terminate at Lawrence 
Espressway. The revised figure is below: 
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5.3 CONSISTENCY WITH ADOPTED PLANS 
 
Pages 77-78 Chapter 3 Consistency; Section 3.3.2 Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan; text will 

be REVISED as follows: 
 

3.3.2 Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 

The Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP)2 provides an updated comprehensive plan to 
improve Bay Area air quality and protect public health, taking into account future growth projections 
to 2035. The legal impetus for the Bay Area 2010 CAP is to update the most recent ozone plan, the 
Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, to comply with State air quality planning requirements as codified in 
the California Health & Safety Code. On March 11, 2010, the Air District released the Draft 2010 
CAP, as well as a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report addressing the 2010 CAP. On 
September 15, 2010 the District’s Board of Directors adopted the 2010 CAP.  Once the 
environmental process has been completed, the Air District staff will present the 2010 CAP to the 
District's Board of Directors for potential adoption.  
 
Consistency: The consistency of the proposed project with the 2010 CAP is primarily a question of 
consistency with population/employment assumptions utilized in developing BAAQMD’s plans. The 
Ozone Strategy projections were based on the most current ABAG growth projections at the time, 
Projections 2002 and Projections 2003. The population projections used in the 2010 CAP were based 
on ABAG Projections 2007. 
 
Population projections under the proposed General Plan are slightly above (approximately 5 percent) 
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy and the Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, as further described 
in section 4.10 Air Quality. However, traffic modeling completed for the General Plan (see Section 
4.12 Transportation, Table 4.12-11) indicates the proposed mix and distribution of land uses cause 
VMT to grow at slightly less than half the rate of population growth and VMT per service population 
decreases compared to existing levels. Consequently even if population growth exceeds BAAQMD 
projections by five percent, that increased growth, occurring in a VMT-efficient manner, would not 
cause emissions to exceed BAAQMD’s projections. In addition, the policies under the proposed 
Draft 2010-2035 General Plan support and reasonably implement the applicable Bay Area 2005 
Ozone Strategy and the Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan transportation control measures 
(TCMs). Therefore, the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan would be consistent with the 2010 
CAP. 
 
Page 80 Chapter 3 Consistency; Section 3.5 Santa Clara Congestion Management Program; 

text in bullet list of policies will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 5.8.2-P1 Require that new and retrofitted roadways implement “Full-Service Streets” 
standards, including minimal vehicular travel lane widths, pedestrian amenities, adequate 
sidewalks, street trees, bicycle facilities, transit facilities, lighting and signage, where 
feasible. 

                                                   
 
2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2010. Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. March 
September 2010. 
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5.4 LAND USE 
 
Page 86 4.1 Land Use; Table 4.1-3 will be REVISED as follows: 
 

Proposed 2010-2035 
General Plan 

Land Use Designation 

Definition 

Community Mixed Use (19 to 
36 DU/AC) 

This classification is a combination of the Community Commercial and 
Medium Density Residential designations and is intended to encourage a 
mix of residential and commercial uses along major streets.  Auto-oriented 
uses, including gas stations, are not appropriate in this designation. Parking 
should be behind buildings, below-grade or in structures, to ensure that 
active uses face public streets. Retail, commercial and neighborhood office 
uses, with at a minimum FAR of 0.10, is are required, in conjunction with 
residential development between 19 and 36 units per acre.  

Regional Mixed Use (37 to 
50 DU/AC) 

This classification is a combination of the Regional Commercial and High 
Density Residential designations and is intended for high-intensity, mixed 
use development along major transportation corridors in the City.  This 
designation permits all types of retail, hotel and service uses, except for 
auto-oriented uses (such as gas stations) along with local-serving offices, to 
meet local and regional needs. A minimum FAR of 0.15 for commercial uses 
is required. Residential development of 37 to 50 units per gross acre is 
required. Site frontage along major streets (arterials or collectors) is required 
to have active, commercial uses.   

Very Low Density 
Residential ( up to 10 
DU/AC) 

Development is typically single family in scale and character, with a 
prevailing building type of single family detached dwelling units.  
Development in this classification maintains a feeling of sub-urban living 
with setbacks between structures, parking, large landscaped yards and tree 
lined streets. 

Neighborhood Commercial This classification is intended for local-serving retail, personal service and 
office uses that meet neighborhood needs, excluding new gas stations.  
Permitted uses include supermarkets, stores, local serving offices, 
restaurants, cafes, hair salons/barber shops, and banks.  The maximum 
FAR is 0.4. 

 
Regional Commercial 

This classification is intended for retail and commercial uses that provide 
local and regional services. It is intended for commercial developments that 
serve both Santa Clara residents and the surrounding region.  A broad 
range of retail uses is allowed, including regional shopping centers, local-
serving offices, home improvement/durable goods sales and service, 
warehouse membership clubs, new and used auto sales and services, 
hotels, and travel-related services such as hotels, gas stations, restaurants, 
convention centers, amusement parks, and professional sports venues. The 
maximum FAR is 0.60. 

Light Industrial This classification is intended to accommodate a range of light industrial 
uses, including general service, warehousing, storage and distribution, and 
manufacturing. It includes flexible space, such as buildings that allow 
combinations of single and multiple users, warehouses, mini-storage, 
wholesale, bulk retail, gas stations, data centers, indoor auto-related use, 
and other uses that require large, warehouse-style buildings.  Ancillary office 
uses are also permitted to a maximum of 20 percent of the building area.  
Because uses in the designation may be noxious or include hazardous 
materials, places of assembly, such as clubs, theaters, religious institutions 
and schools and uses catering to sensitive receptors, such as children and 
the elderly, are prohibited.  The maximum FAR is 0.60. 
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Public/Quasi Public This classification is intended for a variety of public and quasi public uses, 
including government offices, fire and police facilities, transit stations, 
commercial adult care and child care centers, religious institutions, schools, 
cemeteries, sports venues, hospitals and convalescent care facilities, places 
of assembly, and other facilities that have a unique public character. 
 
New public and quasi-public uses, including places of assembly, may also 
be allowed in all other General Plan land use designations, except Heavy 
and Light Industrial, provided that they take access from a Collector, or 
larger street, that they are compatible with planned uses on neighboring 
properties and other applicable General Plan policies, and that they are on 
parcels of less than one-half acre in areas designated for High or Low 
Intensity Office/Research and Development. 

Parks/Open Space This classification is intended for improved and unimproved public or private 
park and open space facilities, managed natural resource areas, and 
outdoor recreation areas. It includes neighborhood, community, and regional 
parks, public golf courses, recreational facilities, and nature preserves, such 
as Ulistac Natural Area, that provide active or visual open space and serve 
the outdoor recreational needs of the community. 

 
 
Page 96 4.1 Land Use; Section 4.1.2.1 Long Range Plans; ADD text to this section as follows: 

Mission College 

Mission College is the only public community college in Santa Clara. Currently, the College is 
undergoing an update to their Master Plan, planning for future facilities. Mission College has spoken 
with the City about future housing on their property, as well as other future expansion opportunities. 

Santa Clara Unified School District 

Santa Clara Unified School District (SCUSD) covers approximately 90 percent of the City, enrolling 
89 percent of the City’s student population (2009). Demographic trends indicate an increase in school 
age children, possibly requiring additional school facilities in the future. The City maintains an open 
relationship with the District, with members of staff sitting on the long range planning committee and 
District representatives sitting on the General Plan Steering Committee. 

Santa Clara University 

Santa Clara University (SCU) is one of the major universities in the region. SCU is an asset to the 
community, providing highly educated graduates to the workforce. The City works closely with the 
University regarding new buildings, both on and off campus, as well as regarding community 
relations and student activities. 
 
Page 98 4.1 Land Use; Section 4.1.2.2 Adjoining Jurisdictions; the text in the second 

paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 

 Precise Plan for El Camino Real Precise Plan 

The City of Sunnyvale has adopted a precise plan for its portion of El Camino Real (Precise Plan).  
Theis Precise Plan provides design guidelines and identifies opportunities for redevelopment at 
specific locations, including the “gateway” to Santa Clara at Lawrence Expressway.  The design 
guidelines encourage landscaping and signage to signify arrival into Sunnyvale.  The majority of 
properties along EI Camino Real are zoned either C- 2/ECR (Highway Business with the EI Camino 
Real Combining District) or R-4/ECR (High Density Residential with the EI Camino Real 
Combining District). Sunnyvale allows building heights of up to eight stories and residential 
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densities of up to 45 units per acre for the R-4 zoning district and minimum density of 36 units per 
acre is assumed for mixed use proposals (C-2). For properties located in designated Node areas (as 
shown in the Precise Plan), the maximum building height is 75 feet (except when within 75 feet of a 
single-family residential district when the height limitation is 30 feet). For properties located outside 
designated Node areas, the maximum height is 55 feet (except when within 75 feet of a single-family 
residential district when the height limitation is 30 feet). 
 
Page 99 4.1 Lane Use, Section 4.1.2.3 Regional Planning Efforts; Table 4.1-5 will be REVISED 

as follows:  
 

TABLE 4.1-5. REGIONAL PLANNING EFFORTS 
Jurisdiction Plan Name 

Association of Bay Area Governments Local Hazard Mitigation Plan: Taming Natural Disasters 
Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, and Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 

Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 

FOCUS Program – Priority Development Areas 

California High Speed Rail Authority California High Speed Rail 
Caltrain Caltrain Electrification Project 

El Camino Real Grand Boulevard Initiative 
Climate Protection 
Disaster Planning Initiative 

Joint Silicon Valley Network 

Silicon Valley Economic Development Alliance 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 
Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission San Jose International Airport Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan 
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Master 
Plan 

San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant 

South Bay Water Recycling Project 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Bus Rapid Transit Facilities Design 

Valley Transportation Plan 2035 
Source: City of Santa Clara 2010-2035 Draft General Plan. March 2010. 

 
 
Page 106 4.1 Lane Use, Section 4.1.4.2; the text in the second paragraph under the El Camino 

Real Focus Area description and table will be REVISED as follows: 
 
The vision for El Camino Real is to transform this Focus Area from a series of automobile-oriented 
strip-malls to a pedestrian- and transit-oriented corridor with a mix of residential and retail uses. 
Future development in these areas would be characterized by lower-intensity mixed-, or single-use, 
development (as compared to the existing uses and land use identified in the current 2000-2010 
General Plan) with signature landscaping, streetscape design, signage and public art, to contribute to 
the area’s identity of this Focus Area. Future development in these areas would be characterized by 
higher intensity (as compared to the existing uses and land use identified in the current 2000-2010 
General Plan) mixed, or single use, development. Larger properties, designated as Regional Mixed 
use and located at key intersections, will provide the primary catalyst for this transformation. The 
Regional Mixed Use designation may be developed at an intensity of up to 1.5 FAR for combined 
retail and residential uses, with a minimum 0.20 FAR for commercial uses.   The Regional Mixed 
Use designation should be developed with a minimum 0.15 FAR for commercial uses. Overall 
development heights would typically be between three and five stories. The predominate designation  
on properties located throughout the Focus Area, between the larger Regional Mixed Use designated 
properties, is Community Mixed Use.  Within the El Camino Real Focus Area, this designation may 
be implemented consistent with either Community Commercial, or Medium Density Residential, or a 
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combination of both. Retail, commercial and neighborhood offices uses, at a minimum FAR of 0.10 
are required in conjunction with residential development between 19 and 36 units per acre in the 
Community Mixed Use designation. The maximum building density for Community Mixed Use in 
this area is 36 residential units per gross acre. For properties under one-half acre, there is a maximum 
0.75 FAR for combined residential and commercial uses.  The resulting development is proposed to 
allow a mix of residential and retail uses, which is a change from the existing automobile-oriented 
strip malls. 
 
Page 107 4.1 Lane Use, Section 4.1.4.2; the text in the second paragraph under the Downtown 

Focus Area will be REVISED as follows: 
 
The vision for the Downtown Focus Area includes boutique shopping, restaurants, public gathering 
places and civic venues, as well as a transit loop connection to the Santa Clara Station Area. This 
vision for Santa Clara’s Downtown also includes approximately 130,000 square feet of retail and 
commercial uses along with almost 400 new residences on the seven-acre Focus Area property that 
will be designated Community Mixed Use and High-Density residential. Development under this 
designation could be at intensities of approximately 2.0 FAR, with building heights between five and 
eight stories.  Allowed building intensity and heights in the remainder of the Downtown Focus Area 
are typically lower, ranging from 0.75 FAR to a maximum combined 1.25 FAR with maximum 
heights of between three and five stories. The buildout of the Downtown Focus Area will differ from 
existing mixed uses by including higher density residential and retail development and a transit loop 
connection. 
 

5.5 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
Page 120 4.2 Population and Housing; Section 4.2.5.2 Jobs/Housing Balance; the second 

paragraph and Table 4.2-2 in this section will be REVISED as follows: 
 
The cumulative total of new development anticipated within the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General 
Plan horizon (‘in process’ development + General Plan growth) is 39,490 residents (yielding 23,694 
employed residents) and 46,180 47,500 jobs. Therefore, the cumulative new growth jobs/employed 
resident ratio is 1.95 2.0, or 46,180 47,500 jobs divided by 23,694 employed residents. The resulting 
citywide jobs/employed resident ratio as envisioned by the General Plan in 2035, taking into account 
existing (as of 2008) and planned jobs and population anticipated in 2035, is projected to be 1.64 
1.77. This decrease from 1.85 jobs/employed resident is primarily attributable to regional 
demographic trends where more workers are assumed per household, reflecting a return to historic 
levels of roughly 0.6 employed residents per capita as the regional economy recovers from the  
recession. 3   
 

TABLE 4.2-2. JOBS/HOUSING     

  Jobs Population employed residents jobs per employed resident 

Existing 2008 106,700 115,500 57,600 1.85 

Net New GP 25,040 32,400 19,440 1.29 

Combined  
46,180 
47,500 39,490 23,694 1.95 2.0 

                                                   
 
3 Hing Wong. Senior Regional Planner. Association of Bay Area Governments. Personal Communication. March 16, 
2010. 
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Citywide 2035 
152,860 
154,000 154,990 92,994 86,800 1.64 1.77 

Source: ABAG 2007, 2010-2035 General Plan.  
Note: Combined equals ‘in process’ development plus net new General Plan growth. 

 

5.6 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Page 142 4.4 Hydrology and Water Quality; Figure 4.4-1 Water Courses and Flood Zones 

REVISED to remove the Proposed Trail. The trail is proposed to begin at the terminus 
of the existing San Tomas Aquino Creek trail and head south through existing 
neighborhoods and across El Camino Real, then follow Arroyo Drive/White Drive 
adjacent to Central Park, then head west along Homestead Road to Kiely Boulevard, 
then follow Kiely Boulevard to Pruneridge Avenue, and head west along Pruneridge 
Avenue to the City limits. The Proposed Trail also splits at the corner of Pruneridge 
Avenue and Redwood Avenue and heads west on Mauricia Avenue to terminate at 
Lawrence Espressway. The revised figure is below:  

 
Page 168 4.4 Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.4.4.7; ADD text to the policies table as 

follows: 
 

Water Policies 
5.10.4-P12 Encourage diversion of run-off from downspouts, and replacement of hardscapes to landscaped 

areas and permeable surfaces. 
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5.7 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
Page 196 4.6 Public Services; Section 4.6.1.4 Library Services; text in the first paragraph will 

be REVISED as follows: 
 
Existing libraries in Santa Clara are the Central Park Library, the Main Library, located on 
Homestead Road, and the Mission Library Family Reading Center, located in the historic core of the 
City (shown on Figure 4.6-1). The Central Park Library is 84,000 square feet and was reconstructed 
and expanded in 2004. With more than 1.4 million visitors per year, and over 3,000 people per day 
using the library, the facility is able to handle the existing volume of people and activities; features 
include: group study and large community rooms, a computer training classroom, genealogy and 
local history collection, and an extensive collection of materials for educational and recreational use. 
The Mission Library Family Reading Center, located on Lexington Street at Main Street, provides 
books and resources, community and group study rooms, computers with internet access, children 
and adult classes, and book clubs is a full service library facility including Read Santa Clara, and the 
adult and family literacy program of the Santa Clara library. 
 
Page 196 4.6 Public Services; Section 4.6.1.5 Arts, Cultural and Community Facilities; the 

following text will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 Triton Museum of Art collects and exhibits contemporary and historical works of art with an 
emphasis on artists from the Greater Bay Area. The Triton building is owned by the City, 
which is a major sponsor of the museum. 

 
 Santa Clara Convention Center, a City owned facility, is located on Great America Parkway 

at Tasman Drive, has fully-equipped facilities that accommodate meetings, trade shows, 
conventions, association gatherings, banquets and special events. 

 
Page 197 4.6 Public Services; Section 4.6.1.5 Arts, Cultural and Community Facilities; the 

following text will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 Berryessa Adobe is the City’s oldest adobe structure which features documents, objects, and 
other artifacts from the era before California’s Statehood in 1850. It was purchased and 
restored by the City, and is open to tours as a historic resource for the community. 

 
 Teen Center, located in front of the Youth Activity Center on Cabrillo Avenue near San 

Tomas Expressway, off ers a variety of activities and services to the teen community which 
consists of an after school program, recreation classes, Teen Breakaway (summer only) and 
special events, and operates the City’s Skate Park. 

 
Page 205 4.6 Public Services; Section 4.6.5.2 Schools and Community Facilities; the text in the 

second paragraph under the Library and Community Facilities header will be 
REVISED as follows: 

 
New growth as a result of the implementation of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan is 
expected to increase the demand for arts, cultural and community facilities. This future demand does 
not, however, appear to exceed the existing service capacity or generate the need for additional 
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facilities particularly when the City can optimize the use of streets or other existing neighborhood 
amenities for community events.  
 
Page 209 4.7 Public Utilities; Section 4.7.1.1 Water Supply; the text in the first paragraph will 

be REVISED as follows: 
 
Recycled Water. Tertiary treated (or ‘recycled’) water serves as the fourth source of Valley water 
supply and comprises approximately 10 percent of the City’s overall water supply.  It is supplied 
from the San José/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), which is an advanced tertiary 
treatment facility.  Its primary use is irrigation of large turf areas at golf courses, parks and schools.  
Several City industries also use recycled water as industrial process water, in cooling towers, or for 
toilet flushing in dual-plumbed buildings.  In addition, the City’s electric utility operates a 147-MW 
power plant that uses recycled water exclusively for cooling and steam for power production.  
 
Use of recycled water in the City is well-established through the recycled water program. In 2009, 
the program delivered more than one billion gallons of recycled water throughout the City for parks, 
landscaping, public services, and businesses, including Intel, Sun Microsystems/Oracle, California 
Paperboard, Municipal Golf & Tennis Club and the San Francisco 49ers training facility. 
 
Page 226 4.7 Public Utilities; Section 4.7.5.4 Solid Waste Impacts; the text in the policies table 

will be REVISED as follows: 
 

5.1.1-P8 Prior to approval of residential development for Phase II and for Phase III in any Future Focus 
Area, complete a comprehensive plan for each area that specifies: Infrastructure and Utilities, with 
provisions for sufficient storm drain, sanitary sewer conveyance, wastewater treatment, water, 
solid waste disposal and energy capacity. 

 

5.8 OPEN SPACE, PARKS AND RECREATION 
 
Page 230 4.8 Open Space, Parks, and Recreation; Section 4.8.1.1 Parks and Recreation 

Facilities; text in second paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
The City’s parks and recreation facilities are organized into categories based on typical size, 
programming and intended use, as listed below. In 2008, the City’s Neighborhood and Community 
Parks served a population of approximately 115,500 residents, resulting in 2.4 acres of local serving 
parkland per 1,000 residents. This ratio includes parks that primarily serve Santa Clara residents and 
businesses, and excludes regional serving facilities such as Ulistac Natural Area, the Municipal Santa 
Clara Golf & Tennis Club and the Pruneridge Golf Course. 
 
Page 232 4.8 Open Space, Parks, and Recreation; Section 4.8.1.1 Parks and Recreation 

Facilities; text in second paragraph under the Public Open Space header will be 

REVISED as follows: 
 
Several of the City’s prominent civic and community buildings are located within parks, offering 
open space focused on civic activities. For example, the Agnews Historic Park, on Sun 
Microsystem/Oracle’s Oracle’s (formerly Sun Microsystems) Santa Clara campus, provides a 
peaceful open space that also houses four historic buildings, preserved through a historic easement 
(Figure 4.8-1). The park is open to the public and provides restrooms, picnic areas, benches, beautiful 
trees and grass areas. Use of these parks is primarily passive; however, they provide an open, 
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landscaped setting for historic resources in the City. Ulistac Natural Area, 40 acres of open space 
located along the Guadalupe River on Lick Mill Boulevard, between Tasman Drive and Montague 
Expressway, showcases seven distinct natural California and wildlife habitats. Only a few parks are 
classified as public open space, making up a little more than six percent of the City’s total park 
acreage.  
 
Page 233 4.8 Open Space, Parks, and Recreation; Section 4.8.1.1 Parks and Recreation 

Facilities; text in third paragraph under the Regional Trails, Open Space, and 
Facilities header will be REVISED as follows: 

 
Located on the Bay, just to the north of Santa Clara (and connected to Guadalupe River Park through 
bicycle and pedestrian trails), the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge provides 30,000 acres 
of a habitat and conservation area for wildlife, migratory birds, and threatened and endangered 
species. Within Santa Clara, the 40.8 40-acre Ulistac Natural Area, located in Santa Clara along Lick 
Mill Boulevard south of Tasman Drive, is home to several natural Bay Area habitats.  Opportunities 
for additional regional open space within the City are limited as most of the City is built-out. 
Enhancement of existing non-park open space, such as the Hetch-Hetchy Aqueduct right-of-way, 
east of Lafayette Street, and the City’s two retention basins, located near the Baylands, have some 
potential as open space resources. 
 
Page 234 4.8 Open Space, Parks, and Recreation; Figure 4.8-1 Parks, Recreation, and Open 

Space and Pedestrian Accessibility REVISED to reflect the split in the Proposed Trail. 
The trail is proposed to begin at the terminus of the existing San Tomas Aquino 
Creek trail and head south through existing neighborhoods and across El Camino 
Real, then follow Arroyo Drive/White Drive adjacent to Central Park, then head west 
along Homestead Road to Kiely Boulevard, then follow Kiely Boulevard to 
Pruneridge Avenue, and head west along Pruneridge Avenue to the City limits. The 
Proposed Trail also splits at the corner of Pruneridge Avenue and Redwood Avenue 
and heads west on Mauricia Avenue to terminate at Lawrence Espressway. The 
revised figure is below:  

 
Page 239 4.8 Open Space, Parks, and Recreation; Section 4.8.4.2 Future Recreation Facilities; 

text in second paragraph following the table will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Figure 4.8-1 illustrates potential future locations for new parkland. In accordance with maintaining 
2.4 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, the City anticipates approximately 78 acres of new 
parkland to serve the 32,400 people anticipated with the buildout of the proposed Draft 2010-2035 
General Plan. The City is also considering an optional 3.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents as a 
goal to achieve for existing and future population In addition, increasing the standard to 3.0 acres of 
parkland per 1,000 residents will be explored in the context of the Parks and Recreation Needs 
Assessment (Parks Master Plan), which would result in approximately 97 acres of new parkland.  
Strategies to meet this higher standard could include increasing the building intensity (i.e., taller 
structures) on planned residential sites, which would reduce the overall building footprint and free up 
more land for parks. The City could also devote more land for residential development overall, with 
the extra land used for the increased parkland. This latter strategy would reduce the supply of land 
for non-residential uses, meaning less land available for job growth or retail tax generating 
commercial uses.  
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PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE AND 
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Page 241 4.8 Open Space, Parks, and Recreation, Section 4.8.4.2 Future Recreation Facilities; 

ADD text to the policies table as follows: 
 

Residential Land Use Policies 
5.3.2-P4 Encourage private and common open space as part of all new residential developments, including 

clustering of units to maximize open space opportunities where appropriate. 
Parks, Open Space, and Recreation Policies 
5.9.1-P20 Promote the continuation of a parks per population ratio of 2.4 per 1,000 residents and explore the 

potential to increase the ratio to 3.0, based on the Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment 
(Parks Master Plan), referenced in Plan Prerequisite 5.1.1- P24. 

 

5.9 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Page 249 4.9 Biological Resources; Section 4.9.3.1 Vegetative Communities; the text in the 

first paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
The City is located at the south end of San Francisco Bay, where temperate climate and diverse 
landscape combine to support one of the most biologically diverse regions in the world. 
However, there are few natural areas within Santa Clara; native habitats have largely been 
replaced with urban hardscape accompanied by ornamental landscaping. Landscaped areas can 
provide some habitat value to common native species, particularly birds and insects. Although 
some of these areas support native flora and fauna, habitats in the City are generally not 
representative of the unique environs found throughout the Bay Area. In summary, the biological 
resources in the City of Santa Clara are limited and constrained by the urbanized character of the 
planning area. 

 
Page 250 4.9 Biological Resources; Section 4.9.3.3 Riparian/Riverine; the text in the first 

paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
As identified in section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, all of the creeks that flow through the 
City have been modified for flood control purposes. As a result, there is limited native riparian 
vegetation along the creek corridors, providing the City an opportunity to restore habitat in these 
areas. For the majority of their span, Calabazas, Saratoga, and San Tomás Aquino creeks are 
concrete-lined trapezoidal flood control channels with little native riparian vegetation, while the 
Guadalupe River is a large, mostly earthen channel, portions of which support some in-channel 
emergent vegetation and remnant riparian corridor.  
 
Page 261 4.9 Biological Resources; Section 4.9.5.1; ADD text to the policies table as follows: 
 

Conservation Policies 
5.10.1-P11 Require use of native plants and wildlife compatible non-native plants, when feasible, for 

landscaping on City property. 
5.10.1-P12 Encourage property owners and landscapers to use native plants and wildlife-compatible 

nonnative plants, when feasible. 
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Page 262 4.9 Biological Resources; Section 4.9.5.3; the text in the last paragraph will be 
REVISED as follows: 

 
The two riparian protection policies are functionally equivalent and will ensure that new and 
redevelopment on either bank of the Guadalupe River doesn’t significantly impact wildlife 
movement along the Guadalupe River.  In addition, the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan 
includes updated biological policies that address impacts to riparian habitat; listed below.   There are 
no other sensitive natural communities present in the City. (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 

Conservation Policies 
5.10.1-P2 Work with Santa Clara Valley Water District and require that new development follow the 

“Guidelines and Standards for Lands Near Streams” to protect streams and riparian habitats. 
5.10.1-P5 Encourage enhancement of land adjacent to creeks in order to foster the reinstatement of natural 

riparian corridors where possible. 
 

5.10 AIR QUALITY 
 
Pages 284-285 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.1 Consistency with Clean Air Plan Projections; text 

starting in the third paragraph under the Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan will be 
REVISED as follows: 

Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 

The Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP)4 provides an updated comprehensive plan to 
improve Bay Area air quality and protect public health, taking into account future growth projections 
to 2035. The legal impetus for the Bay Area 2010 CAP is to update the most recent ozone plan, the 
Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, to comply with State air quality planning requirements as codified in 
the California Health & Safety Code. On March 11, 2010, the Air District released the Draft 2010 
CAP, as well as a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report addressing the 2010 CAP. Once 
the environmental process has been completed, the Air District staff will present the 2010 CAP to the 
District's Board of Directors for potential adoption.  On September 15, 2010 the District’s Board of 
Directors adopted the 2010 CAP.  The population projections used in the 2010 CAP were based on 
ABAG 2007 Projections. 
 
Table 4.10-5 compares the forecast Santa Clara population BAAQMD used in preparing the 2005 
Ozone Strategy and Draft 2010 CAP with the population accommodated by the 2035 General Plan. 
 
The additional population accommodated under the General Plan, beyond what has been assumed by 
BAAQMD in the 2005 Ozone Strategy and the Draft 2010 CAP, could lead to increased emissions of 
ozone precursor pollutants and particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10).  In 2025 and 2030, Santa Clara’s 
population could be approximately four to six percent greater than assumed by BAAQMD in 
preparing the 2005 Ozone strategy. At build-out in 2035, Santa Clara’s population could be as much 
as six percent greater (approximately 9,000 more residents) than assumed by BAAQMD in 
developing the draft 2010 CAP. 
 
The General Plan is forecast to accommodate roughly five percent more population growth than 
BAAQMD assumed in either the 2005 Ozone Strategy or the Draft 2010 CAP. This is a potentially 
                                                   
 
4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2010. Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. March 
September 2010. 
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significant impact because, depending upon that nature of that additional growth, it could lead to 
emissions beyond what BAAQMD has assumed in its regional air quality plans. However, as 
discussed below, the traffic modeling (see Section 4.12 Transportation Table 4.12-11) completed for 
the General Plan indicates the proposed mix and distribution of land uses cause VMT to grow at 
slightly less than half the rate of population growth, so therefore, even if population growth is 
roughly five percent more than BAAQMD assumed in its plans, that increased growth, occurring in 
this VMT-efficient manner, would not lead to emissions exceeding BAAQMD’s plans. 
 
Page 286 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.1 Consistency with Clean Air Plan Projections; text 

in first paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Impact 4.10-1: Population projections under the proposed General Plan are slightly above the Bay 
Area 2005 Ozone Strategy and the Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, but the rate of VMT growth 
is less than half the rate of population growth. Therefore, the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan 
would be consistent with the CAP. (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Page 286 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.2 Consistency with Clean Air Plan Transportation 

Control Measures; text in second paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Impact 4.10-2: The policies under the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan support and 
reasonably implement the applicable Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy and the Draft Bay Area 2010 
Clean Air Plan TCMs. Therefore, the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan would be consistent 
with the TCMs. (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Page 287 4.10 Air Quality; header text in Table 4.10-6 will be REVISED as follows: 
 

Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy 
Transportation Control 

Measures 

Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan  
Transportation Control Measures 

Relevant General Plan Policies 

 
 
Page 290 4.10 Air Quality; text in Table 4.10-6 will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Relevant General Plan Policies 

 5.8.2-P1 Require that new and retrofitted roadways implement “Full-Service Streets” standards, including minimal 
vehicular travel lane widths, pedestrian amenities, adequate sidewalks, street trees, bicycle facilities, transit facilities, 
lighting and signage, where feasible. 

 
 
Page 297 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.3 Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial 

Pollutant Concentrations; ADD text to the policies table as follows: 
 

Rail and Freight Policies 
5.8.7-P5 Require new development to implement appropriate measures to reduce the negative effects, 

such as noise and vibration, of rail and freight services. 
  
Page 297 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.3 Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial 

Pollutant Concentrations; text in bullet list under headed Existing Regulations and 
Programs will be REVISED as follows: 
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 Clean Air Act 
 Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy 
 Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 
 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
 Santa Clara City Code Chapter 16.65 
 

Page 298 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.4 Expose Sensitive Receptors to Objectionable 
Odors; text in bullet list under headed Existing Regulations and Programs will be 
REVISED as follows: 

 
 Clean Air Act 
 Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy 
 Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 
 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
 

Page 302 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.5 Construction Dust and Exhaust Emissions; text in 
bullet list under headed Existing Regulations and Programs will be REVISED as 
follows: 

 
 Clean Air Act 
 Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy 
 Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 

 
Page 303 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.6; text in bullet list under headed Existing 

Regulations and Programs will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 Clean Air Act 
 Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy 
 Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 
 Santa Clara City Code Chapter 16.65 

 
Page 304 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.5.7 Climate Change; text in bullet list under headed 

Existing Regulations and Programs will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) 
 Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 

 
Page 305 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.6; text in first paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Policy 5.1.1-P25: Prior to implementation of Phase II, the City will include The BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines also recommend that communities adopt a Community Risk Reduction Plan (CRRP) for 
acceptable to address TACs concentrations, consistent with the . Prior to 2015, develop and adopt a 
CRRP, to bring TAC and PM2.5 concentrations down to acceptable levels as identified by 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, including risk and exposure reduction targets, measures to reduce 
emissions, monitoring procedures, and a public participation  process. 
 
Page 305 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.6; text in second paragraph will be REVISED as 
follows: 
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Policy 5.10.5-P34: Include minimum setbacks of 500 feet for freeways (or busy arterial roadways 
with average daily trips of 100,000 or more) and 100 feet for railroad tracks for new residential or 
other uses with sensitive receptors, unless a project-specific study identifies measures, such as 
Exceptions may be made for projects that do not meet the distance requirements, but can be 
determined compatible with adjacent uses through a project-specific study that determines potential 
health risks. Complete modeling for health risks for individual projects located within the minimum 
setbacks for roadways and railroads. Mitigation measures such as (but not limited to); site redesign, 
tiered landscaping plantings of trees, air filtration systems, and location of air intakes and design of 
windows design to reduce exposure, demonstrating that the potential shall be required to reduce these 
risks can be reduced to acceptable levels. 
 
Page 305 4.10 Air Quality; Section 4.10.6; text in third paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Policy 5.10.5-P35: Implement BAAQMD guidelines that e Establish minimum screening or buffers 
distances between odor sources and new residential or other uses with sensitive receptors, consistent 
with BAAQMD guidelines, unless . Exceptions may be made for projects that do not meet the 
distance requirements, but can be determined compatible with adjacent uses through a project-
specific study demonstrates that these risks can be reduced that determines potential nuisance. 
Mitigation measures shall be required to reduce these risks to acceptable levels. The mitigation 
measures will vary depending on the source of the odor (i.e., wastewater treatment plant, landfill, 
food services, etc) and could include scrubbers, filters and covers. 

5.11 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 
Page 314 4.11 Cultural and Historic Resources; Section 4.11.2.3 Local; text in paragraph under 

the City of Santa Clara Criteria for Local Significance header will be REVISED as 
follows: 

 
The Criteria for Local Significance were adopted on April 8, 2004, by the City of Santa Clara City 
Council. These criteria establish evaluation measures that help to determine significance for 
properties not yet included on the historic list.  Any building, site, or property in the City that is 50 
years old or older and meets certain criteria of architectural, cultural, historical, geographical or 
archeological significance is potentially eligible. As buildings and other resources age, additional 
properties will be added to the inventory. In order to accomplish this, a property owner can apply to 
have their property listed as a historic resource, or the City can nominate properties. The Historical 
and Landmarks Commission evaluates these applications and forwards a recommendation to the City 
Council. Updates to the Historic Preservation and Resource Inventory are considered an amendment 
to the General Plan. 
 
Page 317 4.11 Cultural and Historic Resources; Section 4.11.3.2 Historic Resources; text in 

second paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Historical resources are buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts of significance in history, 
archaeology, architecture, and culture. These resources include intact structures of any type that are 
50 years or more of age. They are sometimes called the built environment and can include, in 
addition to houses, structures such as irrigation works and engineering features. Historical resources 
are preserved because they provide a link to a region’s past and a frame of reference for a 
community. Often these sites are a source of pride for a City. The City’s list of historic resources 
includes properties that appear eligible for local, State, and/or national listing and properties that 
have been designated local, State, and/or national landmarks. Properties that have been surveyed; 
catalogued; determined to meet local, State, or national significance criteria; and have been 
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designated as local landmarks as of May 2010 are included in Appendix 8.9 of the proposed Draft 
2010-2035 General Plan, Appendix I of this EIR, and shown on Figure 4.11-1. 
 

5.12 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
 
Page 333 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.1.2 Motor Vehicle Circulation; the first 

bullet list text will be REVISED as follows: 
 

Major north/south roadways connect residential uses in the south to key employment centers in the 
central and north areas of Santa Clara: 

 Lawrence Expressway 
 San Tomas/Montague Expressway 
 Montague Expressway 
 Great America Parkway/Bowers Avenue/Kiely Boulevard 
 De La Cruz Boulevard 
 Lafayette Street 

 
Montague and San Tomas Expressways are considered two separate expressways (San Tomas is a 
north-south expressway and Montague is an east-west expressway), that connect at their interchange 
with the US 101. 
 
Page 350 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.1.10 Pedestrian Circulation; text in 

third paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 

Key pedestrian focus areas in Santa Clara include Mixed Use Nodes, Neighborhood Centers, 
Downtown, and City Hall. Pedestrian amenities near these focus areas are enhanced with wide 
sidewalks, street trees, pedestrian-scale lighting, and attractive landscaping. Major barriers limiting 
pedestrian movement in Santa Clara include the US 101 freeway, Lawrence, San Tomas/Montague, 
Montague, and Central Expressways, railroad tracks, and El Camino Real.  
 
Page 358 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.2 Regulatory Setting; text in first 

paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 

The City of Santa Clara has jurisdiction over all City streets and City-operated traffic signals. The 
neighboring Cities of Sunnyvale, Cupertino, and San Jose have jurisdiction over local roadways 
outside the City limits. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has jurisdiction over 
State facilities including I-280, I-880, US 101, SR 237, and SR 82 (El Camino Real). Caltrans also 
has jurisdiction over on- and off-ramp intersections with local streets such as the traffic signals that 
control access to and from US 101 at Great America Parkway, although the City maintains these 
intersections. The County of Santa Clara has jurisdiction over the Countywide Expressway system, 
including Lawrence Expressway, Central Expressway, Montague Expressway, and San 
Tomas/Montague Expressway. Transit agencies with operations within the City limits are VTA, 
Caltrain, ACE, and the Capitol Corridor.  
 
Page 358 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.2 Regulatory Setting; ADD text to the 

third paragraph under the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) header: 
 

VTA requires that the proposed project impacts on the Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
System be addressed. The CMP system in Santa Clara includes the freeway and expressway systems, 
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El Camino Real (SR 82), and intersections of regional significance, such as those along Great 
America Parkway-Bowers Avenue.  
 
VTA has developed the Valley Transportation Plan 2035, which identifies the programs, projects and 
policies the VTA would like to pursue by 2035. It connects projects with anticipated funds and lays 
out a framework for the development and maintenance of the transportation system over the next 25 
years. It considers all travel modes and addresses the links between transportation and land use, air 
quality, energy use and community livability. 
 
Page 358 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.2 Regulatory Setting; ADD text to the 

fourth paragraph under the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) header: 
 

The majority of federal, State, and local financing available for transportation projects is allocated at 
the regional level by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the transportation 
planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county Bay Area. The current regional 
transportation plan, known as Transportation 2035, was adopted by MTC on April 22, 2009. 
Transportation 2035 specifies a detailed set of investments and strategies throughout the region from 
2009 through 2035 to maintain, manage, and improve the surface transportation system. The Plan 
outlines eight goals: Maintenance and Safety, Reliability, Efficient Freight Travel, Security and 
Emergency Management, Clean Air, Climate Protection, Equitable Access and Livable 
Communities. The Plan specifies how anticipated federal, state, and local transportation funds will be 
spent in the Bay Area during the next 25 years. Most of this “committed funding” will go toward 
maintaining the region’s existing transportation infrastructure. Major transit projects included in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan include a BART extension from Fremont to San Jose/Santa Clara; 
electrification of the Caltrain system; enhanced service along the Amtrak Capitol Corridor; and 
improvements to local and express bus services (including Bus Rapid Transit services on San Jose’s 
Santa Clara Street/Alum Rock Corridor). 
 
Page 362 to 363 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.4.1 Planned Transportation 

Changes; text of list will be REVISED as follows: 
 

1. Widening Central Expressway to six lanes between Lawrence Expressway and San Tomas 
Expressway (Countywide Expressway Study Funding Tier 1A) 

2. Widening Montague Expressway to eight lanes between Trade Zone to Park Victoria 
(Countywide Expressway Study Funding Tier 1A) 

3. Widening San Tomas Expressway to eight lanes between Williams Road and El Camino Real 
(Countywide Expressway Study Funding Tier 1A) 

4. Widening Central Expressway between Mary Avenue and Lawrence Expressway to provide 
auxiliary lanes or acceleration/deceleration lanes (Countywide Expressway Study Funding 
Tier 1A) 

5. Converting Central Expressway HOV queue jump lanes at Bowers Avenue to mixed flow 
lanes (Countywide Expressway Study Funding Tier 1A)  

6. 5. Converting at-grade intersections on Lawrence Expressway at Arques Avenue, Kifer 
Road, and Monroe Street to grade-separated interchanges (Countywide Expressway Study 
Funding Tier 1B) 
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7. 6. Converting US 101/Montague Expressway interchange to partial cloverleaf (Countywide 
Expressway Study Funding Tier 1B) 

8. Improvements at I-280/Lawrence Expressway/Calvert Drive interchange (Countywide 
Expressway Study Funding Tier 1C):  

a. Providing additional southbound through lane at Calvert Drive 

b. Widening I-280 southbound on-ramp to add one mixed flow lane 

c. Constructing I-280 southbound slip on-ramp from Calvert Drive west of Lawrence 
Expressway  

d. Prohibiting eastbound through movement at Calvert Drive/Lawrence Expressway 
intersection  

9. Improvements at Great America Parkway/Mission College Boulevard (City of Santa Clara 
Capital Improvement Project): 

e. Constructing third westbound left-turn lane from Mission College Boulevard to 
southbound Great America Parkway 

f. Adding a southbound through lane on Great America Parkway 

g. Adding a third northbound left-turn lane from Great America Parkway to Mission 
College Boulevard  

10. 7. Widening the westside of Coleman Avenue from two to three lanes from Brokaw Road to 
City Limits (City of Santa Clara Capital Improvement Project) 

Page 378 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.5.6 Roadway Segment Traffic Analysis 
in Adjacent Communities; text in second paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 

 
Figure 4.12-8 presents the roadway segments in adjacent communities that meet these criteria, and 
thus, were included in the analysis. Table 4.12-12 summarizes the chosen study segments, daily 
capacity, calculated one (1) percent of the daily capacity, and growth due to the proposed Draft 2010-
2035 General Plan. Growth due to the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan was determined by 
isolating the traffic volume attributable to Santa Clara land uses for both the proposed Draft 2010-
2035 General Plan and current 2000-2010 General Plan, and taking the difference between the two 
scenarios. Figure 4.12-9 identifies the current (2008) and future (2035) distribution of Santa Clara 
employees residing in other cities and counties. 
 
Page 381 ADD Figure 4.12-9 Locations of Employees Living Outside of the City of Santa Clara 

as follows: 
 
Page 386 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; text in policy table will be REVISED as follows: 
 

5.8.2-P1 Require that new and retrofitted roadways implement “Full-Service Streets” standards, including 
minimal vehicular travel lane widths, pedestrian amenities, adequate sidewalks, street trees, bicycle 
facilities, transit facilities, lighting and signage, where feasible. 

 
 



LOCATIONS OF EMPLOYEES 
LIVING OUTSIDE OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA                                   FIGURE 4.12-9
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Page 390 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.6; text in bullet list under Impact 4.12-6 

will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 El Camino Real  
 Montague-San Tomas Expressways 
 San Tomas Expressway 
 Central Expressway 
 Bascom Avenue 
 Coleman Avenue 
 De La Cruz Boulevard 
 Trimble Road 

 
Page 392 4.12 Transportation and Traffic; Section 4.12.6; text in bullet list under Impact 4.12-

10 will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 El Camino Real-The Alameda 
 Montague Expressway-San Tomas Expressway 
 San Tomas Expressway 
 De La Cruz Boulevard 
 Coleman Avenue 
 Central Expressway 
 Trimble Road 

 

5.13 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Page 395 4.13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Section 4.13.1.1; the text under Federal 

Aviation Administration Regulations will be REVISED as follows: 

Federal Aviation Administration Regulations 

The Federal Aviation Administration (the FAA) issues and administers the Federal aviation 
Regulations (the “FAR” set forth in Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 of the FAR) 
sets standards for obstructions to navigable airspace. The FAA sets height restrictions around each of 
Santa Clara County’s airports based on the approach and departure surfaces outlined in the Part 77 
regulations.  In general, any structure or object that penetrates an FAR Part 77 surface is presumed to 
be a hazard to air navigation and will be considered an incompatible land use. If, however, the 
structure or object is above the FAR Part 77 surface and the proponent submits the project data to the 
FAA for evaluation, the FAA may determine that there is no incompatability. 
 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has promulgated regulations and policies to protect the 
safety and compatibility of aircraft operations. Foremost is Part 77 of Federal Aviation Regulations 
(FAR Part 77), "Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace", which sets forth standards and review 
requirements for protecting the airspace near airports, particularly by restricting the height of 
potential structures and minimizing other potential hazards (such as reflective surfaces, flashing 
lights, and electronic interference) to aircraft approaching or departing an airport. 
 

Under FAR Part 77, the FAA must be notified of proposed structures within an extended zone 
defined by an imaginary slope that radiates out several miles from an airport's runways (almost 4 
miles in the case of San Jose International Airport). Any proposed structure, including buildings, 
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trees, poles, antennae, and temporary construction cranes, which would penetrate this slope, or which 
would stand 200 feet or more in height irrespective of location relative to an airport, must be 
submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical review. The FAA typically makes one of three 
determinations based on its aeronautical study: (a) the structure as proposed would not be an airspace 
obstruction or hazard; (b) the structure as proposed would be an airspace obstruction but not a hazard 
if subject to specified conditions, such as rooftop lighting/marking and subsequent notification to the 
FAA of completed construction; or (c) the structure as proposed would be an airspace hazard and 
should not be approved. 
 

As the FAA does not have authority to approve or disapprove a proposed off-airport land use, it is the 
responsibility of the City and other local land use jurisdictions to ensure that proposed development 
complies with the FAR Part 77 notification requirements and resulting FAA-issued determinations 
(the FAA does have the authority to protect the airspace by modifying flight procedures if feasible 
and/or restricting use of the airport). In its project review process, the City of Santa Clara does 
coordinate with San Jose staff on compliance with applicable FAA regulations and aeronautical 
determinations, including granting of avigation easements to San Jose to establish elevation limits 
over the project property. 
 

The FAA also has policies discouraging potential hazardous wildlife attractants near airports, such as 
landfills, other trash processing facilities, and waste-water treatment facilities. 
 

5.14 NOISE 
 
Page 445 4.14 Noise; Section 4.14.5.3; the text in the policies table will be REVISED as follows: 
 

Rail and Freight Policies 
5.8.7-P6 
5.8.7-P7 

Maintain consistency with the Federal Transportation Authority vibration standards for land uses in 
proximity to railroads, light rail and future high speed rail. 

 

5.15 ENERGY 
Page 456-457  4.15 Energy; Table 4.15-1 will be REVISED as follows: 
 

Generation Resource Type Total Capacity 
Percent Capacity 
to SVP Capacity to SVP 

Donald Van Raesfeld Power Plant, City 
of Santa Clara 

Natural Gas 147 MW 100% 147 MW 

Cogeneration Plant No. 1, City of 
Santa Clara 

Natural Gas 7 MW 100% 7 MW 

Gianera Generating Station, City of 
Santa Clara 

Natural Gas 49.5 MW 100% 49.5 MW 

M-S-R Bighorn Wind Project, Bickleton, 
WA 

Wind 200 MW 52.5% Purchase 
Agreement 

105 MW 

NCPA Geothermal Project, 
Sonoma/Lake County Border, CA 

Geothermal 238 MW 44% 105 MW 

Stoney Creek Hydroelectric System, 
Stoney Creek River System, CA 

Hydroelectric 11.6 MW 100% 11.6 MW 

Grizzly Hydroelectric Project, Plumas 
County, CA 

Hydroelectric 20 MW 100% 20 MW 
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Generation Resource Type Total Capacity 
Percent Capacity 
to SVP 

Capacity to SVP 

Altamont Wind Power Project, 
Alameda County, CA 

Wind 20 MW 100% Purchase 
Agreement 

20 MW 

NCPA Combustion Turbine Project No. 
1; Roseville, Alameda and Lodi, CA 

Natural Gas 124.5 MW 25% 31 MW 

Western Area Power Administration 
(WAPA), Sacramento, CA 

Hydroelectric N/A Purchase 
Agreement 

136 MW 

M-S-R/San Juan, Four Corners, NM Coal 507 MW 10% 51 MW 

NCPA Calaveras Hydroelectric Project, 
Stanislaus River Basin, CA 

Hydroelectric 247 MW 37% 91.4 MW 

Ameresco – Forward, Manteca, CA1 Landfill Gas (LFG) 4.2 MW 100% Purchase 
Agreement 

4.2MW 

Ameresco – Santa Clara, City of Santa 
Clara 

Landfill Gas (LFG) 0.8 MW 100% Purchase 
Agreement 

0.8 MW 

G2 Energy, Wheatland, CA Landfill Gas (LFG) 1.3 MW 100% Purchase 
Agreement 

1.3 MW 

Lodi Energy Center, Lodi, CA1 Natural Gas 280 MW 26% 72 MW 

M-S-R Bighorn Wind Project II, 
Bickleton, WA1 

Wind 50 MW 35% Purchase 
Agreement 

17.5 MW 

Total Owned or Purchased 774.5 MW 
870.3 

Total SVP Owned 513.5 MW 
 

Notes:  
1- This project is still under construction and not yet producing power, but the contracts are finalized or bonds are already sold. 

 
Page 461 4.15 Energy; Section 4.15.3 Regulatory Environment; ADD text to the section as 

follows: 
 
4.15.3.3 Local 
 

City of Santa Clara Silicon Valley Power Environmental Stewardship and Renewable 
Portfolio Standard Policy 

 
It is the policy of the City of Santa Clara to support the purchase and delivery of renewable energy to 
all customers in Santa Clara as a part of its business plan. Renewable energy shall be included in the 
utility portfolio of energy provided to customers. These resources shall be cost-effective, reliable, 
clean, and part of the ongoing energy purchase operations that reduces risk through a diversity of 
resources. Public Utilities Code Section 399.15 requires  electric utilities to maintain a minimum of 
20 percent of their energy from Eligible Renewable Resources by 2017 with one percent annual 
increases until that requirement is reached. The 2017 target was subsequently advanced to 2010 via 
Senate Bill 107 passed in 2006. Current proposed legislation would increase the 20 percent minimum 
to 33 percent by 2020. 
 
 SVP has exceeded California's 20 percent target for the past 20 years. More than 28 percent of SVP 
electricity is currently derived from Eligible Renewable Resources, as defined by Section 387 (which 
excludes large hydropower facilities). When large hydropower facilities are included, over 50 percent 
of SVP resources are derived from renewable resources. 
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 It is the intent of the City of Santa Clara to continue to support the acquisition and/or ownership of 
renewable resources, work diligently to increase the amount of renewable power in our portfolio, and 
set yearly goals and milestones to increase their use. The goal and milestones under this policy 
statement are as follows: 
 
 Santa Clara's resource portfolio used to supply its retail electricity customers should contain: 
 

 at least 33 percent Eligible Renewable Resources in the year 2020, with milestones of: 
 

o at least 20 percent Eligible Renewable Resources through 2013, 
 

o 24 percent Eligible Renewable Resources from 2014-2016, and 
 

o 28 percent Eligible Renewable Resources from 2017-2019. 
 
Customers also are given the opportunity to participate directly in programs that increase their 
individual use of renewable energy. Programs that support the retail installation of renewable energy 
resources, such as the Neighborhood Solar Program or rebates for the installation of Solar Electric 
generation systems, are available to customers through the Public Benefits Program. 
 

5.16 CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
Page 464 4.16 Climate Change; text in first paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
This report is based in part on quantitative modeling of future greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
completed by Sierra Research, Inc. (see Technical Appendix L entitled Technical Report Greenhouse 
Gas Inventories, City of Santa Clara, dated September June 2010). 
 
Page 464 4.16 Climate Change; Section 4.16.2.1 Climate Science Overview; text in first 

paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Unlike emissions of criteria and toxic air pollutants (previously described in Section 4.10 Air 
Quality), which have local or regional impacts, emissions of GHGs have a broader, global impact. 
Global warming is a process whereby GHGs accumulating in the atmosphere contribute to an 
increase in the temperature of the earth’s atmosphere. The principal GHGs contributing to global 
warming are carbon dioxide (CO

2
), methane (CH

4
), nitrous oxide (N

2
O), and fluorinated 

compounds. The primary GHGs of concern are summarized in Table 4.16-1.  
 
Page 465 4.16 Climate Change; Section 4.16.2.3; text will be REVISED as follows: 
 
4.16.2.3 Effects of Climate Change Santa Clara 2008 Emissions Inventory 
Santa Clara, with a service population of 222,000 (employees + residents) in 2008 is estimated to 
have generated GHG emissions of approximately 2.064 MMT, for emissions of approximately 9.3 
MT CO2e/SP/yr. The largest emission sector was electric energy consumption (43%), followed by 
mobile sources including on-road VMT (29%), industrial/commercial combustion processes (14%), 
natural gas space heating (11%), and waste management (3%). For a detailed breakdown of 
emissions by each sector, refer to Technical Appendix L. 
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4.16.2.3 4.16.2.4 Effects of Climate Change 
Among the potential implications of global warming are rising sea levels, and adverse impacts to 
water supply, water quality, agriculture, forestry, and habitats. In addition, global warming may 
increase electricity demand for cooling, decrease the availability of hydroelectric power, and affect 
regional air quality and public health. Details of these changes in California include5:  
 

 Mean annual temperature increases from 2 to 6 degree C. California’s complex terrain will 
modulate the temperature gains locally.  

 Unknown change to annual precipitation total but an increase in extreme wet and dry 
conditions is expected. More precipitation will fall as rain than snow in the middle elevations 
of the mountains.  

 Decreased seasonal snowpack accumulation particularly in the northern Sierra (up to 90 
percent by 2100) and earlier melt time.  

 Less mountain block recharge from snowpack expected with possible implications for long-
term support of regional aquifers.  

 Annual runoff concentrated more in winter months with more variability and greater 
extremes.  

 Sea level rise up to 55 inches with the potential for higher rises if ice sheets collapse.  
 Ecosystem challenges increased due to exacerbation of existing threats from above 

changes.  
 
Page 472 4.16 Climate Change; Section 4.16.5.4; text in second paragraph will be REVISED as 

follows: 
 
However, the Plan-level GHG emissions per service population methodology adopted by BAAQMD 
for assessing a comprehensive General Plan’s contribution to future climate change involves a 
fundamentally different analysis in that a Plan’s emissions are compared to desired future levels, in 
2020 and 2035 (based on a straight-line projection to 2050). In this analytical approach, the City’s 
existing GHG emissions are only of secondary importance.  As described above, Santa Clara, with a 
service population of 222,000 (employees + residents) in 2008 is estimated to have generated GHG 
emissions of approximately 2.064 MMT, for emissions of approximately 9.3 MT CO2e/SP/yr. The 
primary focus is a comparison of the City’s future GHG emissions against future statewide ‘carbon-
efficiency’ targets. The City’s existing 2008 GHG emissions become relevant in identifying how 
‘carbon-efficient’ the City is at the moment, and how much more carbon-efficient the City may need 
to become over time. Baseline 2008 emissions of 9.3 MT CO

2
e/SP need to be reduced 29% to 

achieve the 2020 statewide efficiency. However, determining the significance of the General Plan’s 
forecast GHG emissions (whether cumulatively considerable or not), and if so, the magnitude of 
GHG emissions reduction necessary, depends on the comparison of future conditions - 2020 and 
2035 GHG emissions under the General Plan and whether they would: 1) exceed AB32; and 2) be on 
a trajectory to meet EO S-3-05 emissions levels, respectively.  
 
Page 475 4.16 Climate Change; Section 4.16.6.1 Santa Clara 2020 GHG Emissions; text in first 

paragraph will be REVISED as follows: 
 

                                                   
 
5 California Climate Change Center, Our changing Climate- Assessing the Risks to California. 2006. Available at 
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/biennial_reports/index.html#2006report.  

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/biennial_reports/index.html#2006report
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Dividing the total emissions by the City’s 2020 service population yields an average carbon-
efficiency of 9.2 MT CO

2
e/SP, or roughly 39 percent 2.6 MT CO

2
e/SP above the statewide 

efficiency standard of 6.6 MT CO
2
e/SP necessary to achieve AB 32 goals for 2020. At the state 

level, 2020 emissions are forecast under the ‘business as usual’ scenario to be 596 MMT CO2e, and 
need to be reduced to 422 MMT CO2e, a reduction of 174 MMT. Thus forecast state emissions will 
need to be reduced by 29% (0.292 x 596 = 174).  
 
Santa Clara’s 2020 forecast CO2e emissions are 2.395 MMT, and need to be reduced to 1.7 MMT, a 
reduction of 0.695 MMT. As a percentage, this largely matches the state as a whole; City 2020 
emissions need to be reduced 29% to meet the AB 32 target (2.395 x 0.29 = 0.695). On a service 
population basis, City’s 2020 emissions are forecast to be 9.2 MT CO

2
e/SP, and need to be reduced 

to 6.6 MT CO
2
e/SP, a reduction of 28% on a per person and job basis.  

 
So, Santa Clara’s 2020 emissions need to be reduced by the same Proportionally, this is somewhat 
more than the   percentage as the statewide reduction in GHG emissions mandated under AB 32. 
However, t The estimates of the City’s future GHG emissions largely reflect past and current 
performance and may represent scenarios that are in fact worse than what is likely to occur. An 
updated, more refined 2020 emissions inventory estimate will be made as part of the Climate Action 
Plan prior to 20156. Figure 4.16-2 depicts the relative contribution of the City’s various emissions 
sectors as forecast in 2020, and the emission reduction necessary to meet the 2020 state target as 
translated for Santa Clara’s projected 2020 service population. 
 
Page 479 4.16 Climate Change; Section 4.16.6.3 Mitigation; DELETE the following text from 

Table 4.16-5: 
 
5.10.4-P2 Implement water transmission alternatives to ensure a reliable supply in Santa Clara. 
 
Page 487 4.16 Climate Change; text in Table 4.16-6 will be REVISED as follows: 
 

 
Santa Clara 2035 General Plan Policy 

BAAQMD 
Sector 

Reduction 
Percentage 

5.8.2-P1 Require that new and retrofitted roadways implement “Full-Service Streets” standards, including 
minimal vehicular travel lane widths, pedestrian amenities, adequate sidewalks, street trees, bicycle facilities, 
transit facilities, lighting and signage, where feasible. 

0% to 9% 

  

5.17 CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
Page 513 Chapter 6 Cumulative Analysis; Section 6.2.1 BART Extension to Silicon Valley; the 

text will be REVISED as follows: 
 
The BART to Silicon Valley Project consists of an extension of the existing BART regional heavy 
rail system to Milpitas, San José and Santa Clara. The BART Extension to Silicon Valley will extend 
over 16 miles along the existing Union Pacific Railroad alignment south of the planned BART Warm 
Springs Station in Fremont. When completed, this fully grade-separated project will include: six 
stations – one in Milpitas, four in San José and one in Santa Clara; a 10-mile extension to Milpitas 
and the Berryessa area in east San Jose; a 5-mile tunnel in downtown San Jose; and a new 
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maintenance and storage facility in Santa Clara. The BART extension from Fremont to Warm 
Springs is now under construction. This project is being managed by the Valley Transportation 
Authority on behalf of BART. The 5-mile extension to Warm Springs is planned to be complete by 
2014. 
 
The current efforts by VTA are focused on obtaining $900 million in Federal funding for the a first 
phase extension from Warm Springs to Berryessa. This $2 billion, 10-mile project is in will begin 
final design in 2011 and is planned to start construction in 2012 and be complete by 2018. The 
remaining gap in the BART to Silicon Valley project is the 6-mile, $4 billion link from Berryessa to 
Downtown San Jose, Diridon Station, and the Santa Clara station near the Mineta San Jose 
International Airport. This section includes 5 miles of tunnel construction. The project is at 65 
percent design completion and will resume project development when federal funding is secured for 
the first phase. , but is “on hold” until construction funding is secured. The possible financing 
strategies are based on: improvement in the local economy (sales tax revenues are the source of local 
BART funds); seeking additional Federal funds (once the Berryessa extension funds are secured); 
increased Federal funding opportunities for urban transit as part of new Federal transportation policy 
bill (expected in 2011); and increased BART ridership projections based on connectivity with HSR 
service at Diridon Station (not accounted for in current BART studies). Overall, the goal is to secure 
funding to allow For purposes of this EIR, the Berryessa-Downtown San Jose-Santa Clara Station 
BART segment is assumed in the cumulative analysis to be complete sometime between 2025 and 
2035. 
 
Page 518 Chapter 6 Cumulative Analysis; Section 6.2.14 San Jose Airport Master Plan; the text 

will be REVISED as follows: 
 
A portion of the City of Santa Clara’s eastern border is adjacent to the San Jose Airport.  The Airport 
Master Plan for San Jose International consists of a program of facility improvements designed to 
fully accommodate commercial aviation demand (passengers and cargo) projected for the year 2017, 
with development phased as demand warrants and is determined to be financially feasible. The 
Master Plan was originally adopted by the City of San Jose in June 1997 and approved by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) in December 1999. Subsequent to its 1997 approval, the Airport 
Master Plan has been revised through a series of City-approved amendments and construction of 
various capital improvement projects has been completed or is currently underway. Most of the 
airfield improvement projects have been completed. Other projects that have been completed include 
various improvements to the on-Airport roadway system, a new Federal Inspection Services (FIS) 
building for international flights, and a new jet fuel storage and distribution facility. As part of the 
Airport Master Plan implementation, the City of San Jose has also completed a noise mitigation 
program that included the soundproofing of over 1,300 dwelling units in the aircraft noise-impacted 
residential neighborhoods of Santa Clara north of US 101. Current construction activities include a 
new passenger terminal and adjacent parking garage with associated roadway improvements. 
 
The City of San Jose is proposing to amend the approved Airport Master Plan in two primary 
categories: 1) Shift the horizon year from 2017 to 2027; and 2) With regard to air passenger, air 
cargo and general aviation, modify development program objectives and future facilities 
requirements to reflect updated demand forecasts. In 2009, the City completed an update to the 
aviation demand forecasts for San Jose Airport. Based on this 2009 updated forecast, the level of air 
passenger activity (i.e., 17.6 million annual passengers) at San Jose Airport that was originally 
projected to be reached by year 2010, and subsequently projected to be reached by 2017, is now 
projected not to be reached until year 2027. The projected annual air cargo volume for year 2027 is 
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189,700 tons. This demand level is 40 percent less than the 315,300 tons that had been previously 
projected to occur by year 2017.  

5.18 REFERENCES 
Page 538 Chapter 8 References; text under Consistency header will be REVISED as follows: 
 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2010. Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. 
March September 2010. 
 
Page 545 Chapter 8 References; text under Air Quality header will be REVISED as follows: 
 
BAAQMD. 2010. Draft Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. March September 2010. 

5.19 APPENDICES 
 
Appendix L Appendix L Technical Report Greenhouse Gas Inventories, City of Santa 

Clara; the July 2010 version has been REPLACED by a September 2010 
version as follows: 

 
The file is included on CD in the back cover of this document. Copies are 
available in print upon request to the City.  
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Arnold Schwarzenegger 
Governor 
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Cathleen Cox 
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Julie Moloney 
City of Santa Clara 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Subject: City of Santa Clara Draft 2010-2035 General Plan 
SCH#: 2008092005 

Dear Julie Moloney: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On 
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that 
reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 23,2010, and the comments from the 
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed .. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 
Clearinghouse immediately .. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future · 
correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 211 04( c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 

. required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 
specific documentation." 

These comments are forwarded for l).Se in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 
commenting agency directly. . 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the 
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review 
process. 

Sincer~ly, 

~~ 
- ~' . .' :; . 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency ' .. 

1400 TENTH STRE~T P.O. BOX 3044 . SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www,opr.ca.gov 
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2009-2014 Housing Element is also a part of the Draft General Plan . Potential development identified 
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expansion of the allowed uses under the previous General Plan. In addition to the General Plan 

update, the project include specific General Plan land use designation and map amendments to sites 
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land use designation to reflect the existing land use on that site. The project also includes two 
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Sent By: CALTAANS TAANSPOATATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5560; 
To: STATECLEAAINGHOU At: 919163233018 . 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
11 I ORAND AVENUE 
p, O. BOX 23660 
OAKLAND, CA 94623·0660 
PHONE (510) 622-5491 
FAX (510) 286-5559 
TIY 711 

August 23, 2010 

Aug-23-10 3:08PM; Page 1/2 

Fit.!.' ,your power! 
iJe t!flt!Tgy efjkjt!nI/ 

.' C\~(}.V

.Q~ 17b\\O 
QI 

RECEIVED 
AUG.2 32010 

SCL-GEN 
SCLOO197 
SCH#2008092005 

Ms. Julie Moloney 
Ci.ty of Santa Clara 
1500 Warburton Aventi~ . 
Santa Clara, CA 95050·· . 

Dear Ms. Moloney: 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

CITY O}" SAN'rA·CLAn·:DRAFr 2010-2035 GENERAL PLAN - DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ·REPORT 

Thank you fOT cOTlliauing·to include the Califomia Department of Tra:nsportation (Department) 
in the environmental re·v.iew. process for· the Santa Clara General Plan Update project. The 
following comments artrbaso'd on the Draft Environ~ental Impact Report (OEIR). 

TnifJic F9,ecasting:ti.l#gh~ayJ;Jperatio"s 
The Department recomrn~nd~·.th~tthe background aJ.1a cumulative conditions of the General Plan 
include 11 li~ting· of ·on~g6irig{appro'Ved andanticipaled proposed project facilities fpr Phase I, II 
and m development conditions. 

Page 363, Section·4.12:4.2: Travel Demand Forecasting, Table 4.12-8: Change in Citywide 
Vehicle Trip Oeneration'Colllpared to·Existing Conditions, demonstrates 545,900 vehicles' per 
hour (vph) under- Exi&tir(g.Conditions.and 625,750 vph under 2035· General Plan Conditiorts. In 
other words. Table 4.12'w8·shows an increase of generated trips of 79,850 vph between Existing 
Conditio·ns·. and 2035 General Conditions, which could potentially cause a significant traffic 
impact on US 1O't and 'State Route (SR) 237 within .the study area. The Department notes that the 
report. conducts roadway. segment .analysis in Table 4.12-9: Existing ·.and.2010-2035 General Plan 
Roadway Segment LOS Summary and Table .4.12-12-; Roadway SegMents in Adjacent 
Communities Analysis.summary. However, thc report should als.o·include turning movement 
traffic per study intersection per AM and PM· peak hour shown in. the: diagram under EXisting 
~onditjons and 2035 Qeneral Plan COnditions. It is .particularlY·important that the repott include 

. intersection/interchange an·aiysis of US 101 and SR 237 underExistingCondilions and 2035 
General Plan Conditions. 

As traffic growth occur.s,· the 'report should discuss the impacts to the· surrounding freeway 
corridors. Incll:lde freeway segment analysis far US 101, SR 237 and Interstate 280. 

"ClJif7TUlS imp,(J~cs nwbility ar,m.l'.\· CaliflJrnla" 
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The report should discuss Transpoi1~1tlon Demand ~~nagement (roM) programs in more detail. 
It should specify clearly what· kind of measures the City is planning to implement, such as free 
shuttle bus rides within: the· downtOWll. core, park and ride facilities, car and van pooling pickup 
locations, and other incentives to mitigate and reduce tTaffic demand. 

- -----, --------~- -.-- - -.------ -- --_. - _._--- -~ - - - . - --- --- ------------ .---------------- .--~- . -- . _. -, ---- -.. --- -. ,--

Please discuss what feasible strategies·or fair-share contributions to Slate and Congestion 
Management Program ,facililies wiB significantly improve the City's major and local roadway 
traffic movements and conditiotis. 

The City should consider instaUing·traffi'c monitoring devices for traffic management, such as 
installing red-light and ;no-right-tum violat:or CCTV monitoring systems on some major city 
intersections. 

Please feel free to call or .email me at'(510) 622-5491 or !A,g Carboni@doLca.gov with any 
questions regarding this.le~.ter.. 

Sincerely. 

J _~ ~~. 
~ " .. " 

LISA CARBONI 
District. Branch Chief . 
Locl11 Development ~ Intergovemmental Review 

c: State Clearingho~se 
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Sent By : CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5560; 
To: CITY SANTA CLARA At: 914082479857 
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STATE Of CAl.!FQltNI{\ .. D\lSiNESS, J'BANSPQRIAIlON ANt> UQUSING AGENCY ARNOLpSCHWAkZliNf>ClGE!t, GQYCXI!!l 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
111 GRAND AVENUE 
P. 0, BOX 23660 
OAKLAND. CA 94623·0660 
PHONE (510) 622-5491 
FAX (510) 286-5559 
TTY 711 

August 23, 2010 

ffi5J
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Fit). )'I)I4r power! 
lk trlr.rKY ~ffici~! 

SCL-GEN 
SCLOO197 
SCl:l#2008092005 

Ms. Julie Moloney 
City of Santa Clara 
1500 Warburton A venue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Dear Ms. Moloney: 

CITY OF SANTA CLARA DRAFT 2010.2035 GENERAL PLAN - DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Thank you for continuing to include the ,California l)epartment of Transportation (Department) 
in the environmental review:process for the santa Clara General Plan Update project. The 
following comments are baSed on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DElR). 

TroJJic F orecastingtzlidHlghWl1:yoperations 
The Department recoml1lendHhatthe background and cumulative conditions of the General Phm 
include a listing of on-g{)irigjapproved and anticipated proposed project facilities for Phase I, n 
and ill development conditions, 

Page 363, Section 4, 12.4.2:. Travel Demand Forecasting, Table 4.12-8: Change in Citywide 
Vehicle Trip OenerationCompared to Existing Conditions, demonstrlltes 545,900 vehicles per 
hour (vph) under Existing Conditions and 625.750 vpb under 2035 General Plan Conditions. In 
other words. Table 4.1i;;,s'shows an increase of generated trips of 79,850 vph between Existing 
Conditions and 2035 Genera' Conditions. which could potentially cause a significant traffic 
impact on US 101· and State Route (SR) 237 within the study area, The Department notes that the 
report conducts road,waysegment .arialysis in Table 4.12-9: Existing~d 2010-2035 General Plan 
Roadway Segment WS Summary and Table 4.12~12: Roadway Segments in Adjacent 
C6lrtmunities Analysis Summary. However, the report should also include turning movement 
traffic per study intersection per AM and PM peak hour shown in the diagram under Existing 
Conditions and 2035 General Plan Con<litions. It is panicul.arly imponant that the repon include 
intersectionlinterc·bange analysis of US 101 and SR 237 under Existing' Conditions and 2035 
General Plan Conditions. 

As traffic growth occurs, the report should discuss the impacts to the surrounding freeway 
corridors. Include freeway segment analysis for US 101. SR 237 and lnterstate 280. 

"Calmms (/llflroves nt(lblllr), acms,~ Callf(lrtl/(l " 
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The report should discuss Transportation Demand Management (1DM) programs in more detail. 
It should specify clearly what kind of measW'es the City is planning to implement, such as free 
shuttle bus rides within the downtown core~ park and ride facilities, car and van pooling pickup 
locations, and other incentives to mitigate and reduce traffic demand. 

Please discuss what feasible strategies or fair-share contributions to state and Congestion 
Management Program facilities will significantly improve the City's major and local roadway 
traffic movements and conditions. 

The City should consid¢r installing traffic monitOring devices for traffic management, such as 
installing red-light and no..tight-tum violator CCTV monitoring systems on some major city 
intersections. 

Please feel free. to call or email meat(51O)622~5491orLisaCarboni@dot.ca.gov with any 
questions regarding this Jetter. 

Sincerely, 

USA CARBONI 
District Branch Chief .. 
Local Development - Int~r.govemmenta.l R.eview 

c: State Clearinghouse 

"Calll'M,f irttpMIIt!,r mobility Q('ro,.\'/t Cul/forn'(." 
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Santa Clara County Roads & Airports Department 
Comments on Draft Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan and DEIR 

I. There are four County expressways within the limits of the City of Santa Clara: Central 
Expressway, Lawrence Expressway, Montague Expressway, and San Tomas Expressway. 
The 2010-2035 General Plan and DEIR refer to Montague and San Tomas Expressways as 
one expressway throughout both documents. These are considered two separate expressways 
(San Tomas is a north-south expressway and Montague is an east-west expressway). For 
consistency with County documents, countywide transportation plans, and regional 
transportation plans, please reference them as two expressways in the General Plan and EIR. 

2. As noted on page 362 of the DEIR, the City opted to perfonn "a conservative analysis" of 
traffic impacts in the vehicular traffic modeling and roadway segment analysis. They did this 
by excluding several expressway-related projects that are listed in the Comprehensive County 
Expressway Planning Study 2008 Update adopted by the Board of Supervisors on March 3, 
2009. The 2008 Update was endorsed by several cities, including the Santa Clara City 
Council on December 2,2008. The City's reason for excluding these projects was to test 
whether each of these capacity enhancement projects was really needed. The County has the 
following conunents about the list of projects excluded from analysis (page 362): 

a. Project #1 (Widening Central Expressway between Lawrence Expressway and San 
Tomas Expressway), Project #4 (Widening Central Expressway between Mary Avenue 
and Lawrence Expressway), and Project #7 (Converting US I Ol/Montague Expressway 
interchange to partial cloverleaf) - The City's traffic analysis indicated LOS deficiencies 
for these segments without the projects and, therefore, listed these projects as mitigations. 
Our understanding is that this means these projects would be consistent with the 20 I 0-
2035 General Plan. Please confinn this understanding. 

b. Project #2 (Widening Montague Expressway between Trade Zone and Park Victoria) -
This project is not listed as a mitigation in the Transportation and Traffic section of the 
DEIR. In addition, this segment of Montague Expressway is not listed in Table 4.12-12 
so there is no indication of whether Santa Clara's growth affects this segment of 
Montague Expressway. The County does not concur with excluding an approved project 
from the traffic modeling when the project is completely outside of the boundaries of the 
City of Santa Clara and the cities through which the project travels support the project. 
The EIR should provide traffic impact analysis for this segment to indicate whether it is 
needed as a mitigation for Santa Clara City's growth projections in the General Plan. 

c. Project #3 (Widening San Tomas Expressway between Williams Road and EI Camino 
Real) - This project is not listed as a mitigation in the Transportation and Traffic section 
of the DEIR. In addition, the General Plan DEIR traffic analysis was based only segment 
analysis and 24-hour ADT volumes and did not look at peak period intersection LOS. 
We note that Page 8.7-13 in the Draft 2010-2035 General Plan lists some forecasted 
intersection LOS conditions but does not include any San Tomas Expressway 
intersections most of which are CMP intersections. The County requests that the General 
Plan DEIR provide infonnation on the future condition peak hour intersection LOS for 
San Tomas Expressway as was done for the 13 intersections listed in Table 8.7-6 in the 

Sllllfa Clara General Plan Ulld DEIR Page 1 0(2 August 25. 20/IJ 



General Plan. In addition, please clarify whether the San Tomas widening project is 
consistent with the 2010-2035 General Plan. 

d. Project #5 (Converting Central Expressway HOV queue jump lanes at Bowers Avenue to 
mixed-flow lanes) - This project was completed by the County in 2009 and, therefore, it 
should be removed from the list of projects on page 362. 

c. Project #6 (Converting at-grade intersections on Lawrence Expressway at Arques 
Avenue, Kifer Road, and Monroe Street to grade-separated interchanges) - These 
projects are not listed as mitigations and, as explained to us at a meeting with City staff 
and consultants on July 29, 2010, would not be considered consistent with the 2010-2035 
General Plan. The analysis for Lawrence Expressway was based only on segment 
analysis and did not include LOS analysis for the intersections in question. The 
Lawrence/ Arques and Lawrence/Monroe intersections are CMP intersections and must 
meet CMP standards. These grade separation projects were included in the Expressway 
Study due to intersection LOS F conditions in 2002. The Lawrence/Monroe intersection 
continued to be LOS F in 2007 and the remaining two intersections are expected to return 
to LOS F in the future. We note that Page 8.7-13 in the Draft 2010-2035 General Plan 
lists some forecasted peak hour intersection LOS conditions but these three Lawrence 
Expressway intersections are not included in the lis\. In addition, the Arques project is 
completely located within City of Sunnyvale and the Kifer and Monroe intersections are 
shared with the City of Sunnyvale. The County requests that the General Plan DEIR 
analyze the future condition peak hour LOS for these intersections to determine if the 
planned grade separations should be included as mitigations for General Plan growth 
impacts. 

f Project #8 (Improvements at I-280lLawrence Expressway/Calvert Drive interchange)
This is an operational improvement project, not a capacity enhancing project. It should 
be removed from the list of projects on page 362 and it should be considered consistent 
with the General Plan. 

3. Page 8.7-4 of the Draft 2010-2035 General Plan lists the CMP facilities. This listing needs to 
be consistent with the existing conditions for Lawrence ExpresswaylEl Camino Real and 
Lawrence Expressway/Stevens Creek Blvd. Both of these locations have existing grade 
separations in a tight diamond configuration which includes two different signalized 
intersections for the on- and off-ramps at each location. Therefore, the list should indicate 
that there are the two separate CMP facilities for each location. This is also true for Table 
8.7-6 on page 8.7-13 which is showing existing and future peak hour LOS conditions for 
Lawrence Expressway/El Camino Real - there should be LOS information for both of the 
Lawrence Expressway/El Camino Real signalized intersections. 

Sallta Claru GelJeral Plan and DEIR Page 2 0(2 August 25.2010 
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SA.lA CIliA 

Valley Transportation Authority 

August 25, 2010 

City of Santa Clara 
Planning Department 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Attention: Carol Anne Painter 

Subject: Draft Santa Clara General Plan Update 2010-2035 and Draft ElR 

Dear Ms. Painter: 

Thank you for involving Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) early in the development of 
your General Plan Update. VTA has reviewed the draft Santa Clara General Plan Update 2010-
2035 and accompanying Draft Envirorunental Impact Report (ElR). Based on our review and 
discussions with City staff, we have the following comments: 

In general, VTA commends the City for its vision and for adopting a multi-modal approach in 
the Mobility and Transportation Element of the General Plan Update. We support the 
introduction of the "full service streets" concept and the City's efforts to incorporate sidewalks, 
bicycle lanes, and transit improvements as appropriate in roadway improvements included in the 
General Plan Update. These improvements will help make alternative modes more attractive for 
Santa Clara residents and workers and help reduce single-occupant automobile travel in the City, 
which can help reduce the transportation impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 

El Camino Real Focus Area 
VTA supports the overall direction in the General Plan update to designate the El Camino Real 
corridor as a Focus Area and work toward a roadway design that includes enhanced facilities for 
transit users, pedestrians and bicyclists. As noted in the draft General Plan and EIR, VT A is in 
the process of planning for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service on EI Camino Real. In May 2009, 
the VTA Board adopted the VTA BRT Strategic Plan, which included three corridors for near
term implementation: EI Camino Real, Alum Rock Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard in 
Santa Clara County. In April 2010 VTA initiated Conceptual Engineering for the EI Camino 
Real BRT project. The proposed schedule for the new BRT service between the Palo Alto 
Transit Center and Downtown San Jose is for service to begin in 2015, with East Valley service 
starting in 2013. VT A believes that BRT can playa significant role in reducing single-occupant 
automobile trips and supporting development goals in the El Camino Real Focus Area in Santa 
Clara. 

3331 Norlh Firsl 51",1 • Son jD!O. (A 95134 ·1927 • Adminislralion 408.321.5555· (u,lomer SorYi" 408 .321.2300 



City of Santa Clara 
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It is important to note that the BRT service may either run in a dedicated transit lane in the 
middle of the roadway, or in a mixed-flow travel lane on the outside of the roadway. The 
location and configuration ofBRT facilities along the corridor will be determined through the 
Conceptual Engineering and environmental review process for the El Camino Real BRT project, 
which will include coordination between VTA, the cities along the corridor, and Caltrans. Until 
the configuration of the BRT alignment is determined, it is important to ensure that options are 
not precluded. Accordingly, we are concerned that Figure 5.4-2 in the draft General Plan and 
Figure 2-12 in the DEIR is misleading because it does not show a center-running BRT lane as 
the 2009 BRT Strategic Plan indicates. For this reason, we suggest that these figures be 
modified to show potential BRT lanes in the median and explain that these figures are only 
illustrative and are not intended to preclude dedicated lanes for BRT. 

Stevens Creek Focus Area 
As noted above, the Stevens Creek Boulevard corridor is also included in the VT A BRT 
Strategic Plan and is identified for near-term implementation, next in priority after the Santa 
Clara/Alum Rock and EI Camino Real corridors. We commend the City for including policies in 
the draft General Plan (such as Policy S.4.4-PIO and 5.4.4-PII) that support BRT and 
multimodal transportation improvements along the Stevens Creek Boulevard corridor. 

Similar to our comment about the EI Camino Real Focus Area, we suggest that the Stevens 
Creek Boulevard graphic (Figure 5.4-5 in the draft General Plan and Figure 2-15 in the DEIR) be 
modified to include a possible median alignment. In addition, we suggest that the language in 
the draft General Plan and DEIR be modified to clarify that "While the City expects that the land 
uses along the corridor will generally retain their auto-oriented character, the streetscape is 
expected to be improved to better accommodate multimodal travel including transit, pedestrian, 
and bicycle facilities." 

LOS Approach 
Based on conversations with City staff and consultants, our understanding is that the City 
assumed an "averaged" LOS approach. Please provide further details of the methodology and an 
explanation of how this approach would be applied. 

Consistency with the Valley Transportation Plan 2035 
Section 4.12 of the General Plan shows that ten roadway projects included in the Valley 
Transportation Plan (VTP) 2035 financially constrained project list (projects 1 to 7) were not 
included in the assumptions. While we gained a preliminary understanding of the intent for not 
including these improvements, the rational is not sufficiently explained in the General Plan 
documents. Furthermore, the impacts of the inconsistency with the VTP and the 2008 
Countywide Expressway Study were not analyzed. We believe it is important to understand the 
effects on the City's transportation system, as well as CMP facilities, of including and not 
including these projects. Accordingly, we would like to suggest further analysis on the impacts 
with and without these improvements be provided in the General Plan and EIR. 
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Roadway Level of Service Policy & Congestion Management Program 
VTA supports the City's proposed approach of pursuing more flexible, multimodal roadway 
level of service standards at a citywide level, as described in Policy 5.8.I-P6. VTA also 
generally supports the proposed approach of exempting specific intersections in Focus Areas 
from the City-wide level of service standard for vehicles on a case-by-case basis or adopting an 
alternate standard in these areas, as described for example in Policy 5.4.I-PI7. Because the 
DEIR transportation analysis shows vehicular level of service on a number of CMP facilities 
deteriorating below LOS E under the proposed General Plan, the City will need to prepare a 
Deficiency Plan in accordance with VT A's Deficiency Plan Requirements. The Deficiency Plan 
can be prepared in conjunction with the Area Development Policy and must contain a list of 
actions to help offset the vehicular level of service impacts, and an implementation plan with 
specific responsibilities and a schedule. 

Impacts on Transit Bus Travel Times 
The DEIR states that increased motor vehicle traffic and increased congestion with the proposed 
draft General Plan would result in increased transit travel times on transit corridors and classifies 
this as a Significant and Unavoidable Impact (Impact 4.12-6). While VTA agrees that the build 
out of the proposed General Plan and the accompanying changes to the level of service policy to 
exempt certain intersections would lead to increased travel times for buses running in mixed
flow operations, we do not agree that these impacts are de facto unavoidable. Adopting transit 
priority measures such as transit-only lanes, queue jump lanes, and transit signal priority could 
largely mitigate these impacts. Chapter 4 of the DEIR contains a thorough discussion of this 
impact and mentions the possible mitigation measures and the limitations on what can be 
assumed for the DEIR. purposes. However, the Executive Summary (DEIR page ES-9) is 
inconsistent with this by omitting this discussion and simply classifying this impact as 
Significant and Unavoidable and that ''There are no feasible measures to reduce this impact." 
As noted, VTA disagrees with this statement and requests that the language in the Executive 
Summary for this impact be modified to note that "Measures to reduce this impact such as 
transit-only lanes, queue jump lanes, and transit signal priority exist, but may not be fully within 
the control of the City of Santa Clara. However, the City of Santa Clara will work with VTA 
and Caltrans to pursue these transit priority measures, as stated in draft General Plan Policy 
5.8.3-P3." 

Transit Network Policies - North-South Transit Service 
The Mobility & Transportation Diagram - Transit Network (Figure 5.7-2 of the DEIR) indicates 
"Potential Express Bus or BRT Corridor" along the Bowers/Great America corridor and the 
Lafayette Street corridor. The existing land use and projected growth patterns will likely not 
sustain enhanced transit service along this corridor. Therefore, VTA does not support the 
inclusion of this statement. VTA's Transit Sustaillability Policy & Service Design Guidelilles 
(TSP/SDG), adopted by the VTA Board in February 2007, contain information about land use 
thresholds and characteristics for considering potential service changes. We recommend that the 
draft General Plan policies (such as Policies 5.8.3-P2 and 5.8.3-P5) be modified to include a 
reference to the VTA TSP/SDG. In addition, we encourage the City to explore opportunities for 
public-private partnerships or employer contributions to provide improved transit service for the 
spread-out employment areas along these north-south corridors. 
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BART Extension to Silicon Valley 
In order to provide updated information, we recommend that Section 6.2.1 of the Cumulative 
Analysis, the Draft EIR, on the BART Extension to Silicon Valley, be revised as shown in 
Attachment 1 to our letter. 

VTA looks forward to continuing to partner with the City of Santa Clara in the General Plan 
2010-2035 Update process, as well as future planning activities to implement the updated 
General Plan. If you have any questions, please call me at (408) 321-7093 or Robert Swierk at 
(408) 321-5949. 

Sincerely, 

~~a~ 
Chris Aug~t:in, AICP 
Deputy Director, Planning 

CA:YS:RS:kh 

cc: Ying Smith, Robert Swierk, Roy Molseed, VTA 

SC0806 



6.2.1 BART Extension to Silicon Valley 
The BART to Silicon Valley Project consists of an extension of the existing BART regional 
heavy rail system to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. The BART Extension to Silicon Valley 
will extend over 16 miles along the existing Union Pacific Railroad alignment south of the 
planned BART Warm Springs Station in Fremont. When completed, this fully grade-separated 
project will include: six stations - one in Milpitas, four in San Jose and one in Santa Clara; a I (J

mile extension to Milpitas and thc BCI1'yessa area in east San Jose: a 5-mile tunnel in downtown 
San Jose; and a new maintenance and storage facility in Santa Clara. The BART extension from 
Fremont to Warm Springs is now under construction. This project is being managed by the 
Valley Transportation Authority on behalf of BART. The 5-mile extension to Warm Springs is 
planned to be complete by 2014. 

The current efforts by VT A are focused on obtaining $900 million in Federal funding for tH.!-1! 
first phase extension from Warm Springs to Berryessa. This $2 billion, I O-mile project is in final 
design and is planned to start construction in 2012 and be complete by 2018. The remaining gap 
in the BART to Silicon Valley project is the 6-mile_. S4 bill ian link from Berryessa to Downtown 
San Jose, Diridon Station, and the Santa Clara station near the Mineta San Jose International 
Airport. This section includes 5 miles of tunnel construction. The project is at 65 percent design 
completion, but in "an hold" llIllil eOllslFueliall 1~lRdillg is seeureddoes not have a capital funding 
plan. The financing strategies are based on: improvement in the local economy (sales tax 
revenues are the source oflocal BART funds); seeking additional Federal funds (once the 
Berryessa extension funds are secured); increased Federal funding opportunities for urban transit 
as part of new Federal transportation policy bill (expected in 2011); and increased BART 
ridership projections based on connectivity with HSR service at Diridon Station (not accounted 
for in current BART studies). Overall. Ihe goal is 10 seelfr!! funding la alia'"" Il~e Ben'yess8 
DflWnlflYd~ gall .In,;e gallta Clara gtatifln BART segment tEl be eomj'llele sflmeliJlle flelween 2025 
and 2035. 
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SAN JOSE 
INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT 

Ms. Julie Moloney 
City of Santa Clara Planning Division 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Subject: Draft EIR for Proposed 2010-2035 General Plan 

Dear Ms. Moloney: 

August 13,2010 

The City of San Jose Airport Department has reviewed the aviation-related sections of the 
subject Draft EIR and has no major concerns with the information and analyses presented. 
We do recommend, however, consideration of the comments presented below to clarify or 
add to the relevant aviation-related information. 

1. Chapter 3 (Consistency with Adopted Plans) or Chapter 4.1 (Land Use). In one of 
these EIR sections, the ongoing implementation of the City of San Jose's Airport 
Master Plan for the Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport (SJC) can be 
referenced. SJC is the only commercial airport in the South Bay, and its Airport 
Master Plan currently presents a facility development program intended to adequately 
accommodate air passenger, air cargo, and general aviation demand projected out to 
the year 2027. As part of the SJC Master Plan implementation, San Jose has 
completed a noise mitigation program that included the soundproofing of over 1300 
dwelling units in the aircraft noise-impacted residential neighborhoods of Santa Clara 
north of Hwy. 101. Along with interior sound insulation and dedication of avigation 
easements for newer residential development, there are currently no existing land uses 
in the City considered incompatible with the Airport under State noise standards. 
Further supporting Airport compatibility, it appears that the Draft 2010-2035 General 
Plan does not propose expansion of residential development into any new areas 
projected by the SJC Master Plan to be exposed to high aircraft noise levels . 

2. Chapter 4.13 (Hazards). The paragraph under "Federal Aviation Administration 
Regulations" on p. 395 is not fully accurate or as comprehensive as may be warranted. 
The following explanatory text is offered: 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has promulgated regulations and policies 
to protect the safety and compatibility of aircraft operations. Foremost is Part 77 of 
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR Part 77), "Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace", 
which sets forth standards and review requirements for protecting the airspace near 
airports, particularly by restricting the height of potential structures and minimizing 

CITY OF A 
SANJOSE 
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other potential hazards (such as reflective surfaces, flashing lights, and electronic 
interference) to aircraft approaching or departing an airport. 

Under FAR Part 77, the FAA must be notified of proposed structures within an 
extended zone defined by an imaginary slope that radiates out several miles from an 
airport's runways (almost 4 miles in the case of San Jose International Airport). Any 
proposed structure, induding buildings, trees, poles, antennae, and temporary 
construction cranes, which would penetrate this slope, or which would stand 200 feet 
or more in height irrespective of location relative to an airport, must be submitted to 
the FAA for an aeronautical review. The FAA typically makes one of three 
determinations based on its aeronautical study: (a) the structure as proposed would 
not be an airspace obstruction or hazard; (b) the structure as proposed would be an 
airspace obstruction but not a hazard if subject to specified conditions, such as roof
top lighting/marking and subsequent notification to the FAA of completed 
construction; or (c) the structure as proposed would be an airspace hazard and should 
not be approved. 

As the FAA does not have authority to approve or disapprove a proposed off-airport 
land use, it is the responsibility of the City and other local land use jurisdictions to 
ensure that proposed development complies with the FAR Part 77 notification 
requirements and resulting FAA-issued determinations (the FAA does have the 
authority to protect the airspace by modifying flight procedures if feasible andlor 
restricting use of the airport). In its project review process, the City does coordinate 
with SJC staff on compliance with applicable FAA regulations and aeronautical 
determinations, induding granting of avigation easements to San Jose to establish 
elevation limits over the project property. 

The FAA also has policies discouraging potential hazardous wildlife attractants near 
airports, such as landfills, other trash processing facilities, and waste-water treatment 
facilities. 

If your office or the EIR consultant has any questions regarding the above comments, 
please contact me at (408) 501-7702 or cgreene@sjc.org. Please also provide the San Jose 
Airport Department a copy of any further DEIR or Final EIR document when available. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Cary Greene 
Airport Planner 
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August 25, 2010 

Julie K. Moloney 
Associate Planner 
Planning Division 
City of Santa Clara 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Re: Comments on the City of Santa Clara General Plan Update Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Moloney: 

Thank you for allowing the City of Sunnyvale to review the General Plan Update 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

Land Use Comments 
We understand the City is using a "Progressive Phasing" approach for the Plan, 
with different land use and intensities being phased in over time. Will 
environmental review be completed at each phase to ensure changes in the 
environmental setting are taken into account? 

4.1.2.2 Adjoining Jurisdictions- Sunnvvale 
EI Camino Real Precise Plan-The DEIR should be amended to ensure the 
following statement is correct: 

The City of SunnyVale has adopted a precise plan for its portion of EI Camino 
Real. This Plan provides design guidelines and identifies opportunities for 
redevelopment at specific locations, including the "gateway" to Santa Clara at 
Lawrence Expressway. The design guidelines encourage landscaping and 
signage to signify arrival into Sunnyvale. Sunnyvale allows building heights of up 
to eight stories and residential densities of up to 45 units per acre. 

The actual name for the document is the Precise Plan for EI Camino Real. 

The Precise Plan does not set out densities or height standards (it does provide 
some guidance for these factors), but the Zoning Code does address these 
issues. The majority of properties along EI Camino Real are zoned either C-
2/ECR (Highway Business with the EI Camino Real Combining District) or R-
4/ECR (High Density Residential with the EI Camino Real Combining District). 
The density allowance for R-4 is 45 units per acre. There is no set residential 
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density for the C-2 zoning district, although a minimum density of 36 units per 
acre is assumed for mixed use proposals. 

Height requirements along EI Camino Real are as follows: 

• For properties located in designated Node areas (as shown in the Precise 
Plan), the maximum height is 75 feet, except when within 75 feet of a 
single-family residential district when the height limitation is 30 feet. 

• For properties located outside designated Node areas, the maximum 
height is 55 feet, except when within 75 feet of a single-family residential 
district when the height limitation is 30 feet. 

4.1.4.1 Physically divide an established communitv? 
Many of the policies listed below describe that efforts should be taken to work 
with the existing neighborhoods. Please consider adding language that requires 
these policies to apply to established neighborhoods in adjoining cities. This 
change will help ensure the impact on adjoining city neighborhoods is less than 
significant. 

These policies include: 

5.3.1-P1: Preserve the unique character and identity of neighborhoods through 
community-initiated neighborhood planning and design elements incorporated in 
new development. 

5.3.1-P29: Encourage design of new development to be compatible with, and 
sensitive to, nearby existing and planned development, consistent with other 
applicable General Plan policies. 

5.3.2-P11: Maintain the existing character and integrity of established 
neighborhoods through infill development that is in keeping with the scale, mass 
and setbacks of existing or planned adjacent development. 

5.4.1-P5: Provide appropriate transition between new development in the Focus 
Area and adjacent uses consistent with General Plan Transition Policies. 

5.4.1-P6: Encourage lower profile development, in areas designated for 
Community Mixed Use in order to minimize land use conflicts with existing 
neighborhoods. 

Transition Policies: all 

Traffic Comments 

Please ensure that the transportation elements of the General Plan are 
consistent with other local plans, specifically Santa Clara County's 



City of Santa Clara General Plan Update DEIR 
City of Sunnyvale Comments 

August 25, 2010 
Page 3 of 3 

Comprehensive County Expressway Planning Study Implementation Plan and 
the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. Any inconsistency 
should be identified as a significant impact and include mitigation. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. Please contact Andrew Miner, 
Principal Planner, at 408 730-7707, if you have any questions or concerns about 
items discussed in this letter. 

Andrew Miner 
Principal Planner 
Planning Division of the Community Development Department 

Cc: Hanson Hom, Director of Community Development 
Trudi Ryan, Planning Officer 
Jack Witthaus, Transportation and Traffic Manager 
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August 24, 2010 
 
 
Ms. Carol Anne Painter, City Planner 
City of Santa Clara 
Planning Division 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 
 
RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of Santa  
 Clara‟s General Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Painter, 
 
Thank you for allowing Greenbelt Alliance the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact report for the City of Santa Clara‟s Draft General Plan.  Greenbelt 
Alliance has had the opportunity to follow this process from the beginning as part of the City‟s 

General Plan steering committee.  Our goal has been to work with the City in crafting an updated 
General Plan that is equitable, sustainable and progressive. Greenbelt Alliance has had the 
benefit of partnering with residents and organizations on reviewing and commenting on the Draft 
Plan and DEIR.  The summation of those conversations is included in this letter.  Greenbelt 
Alliance is also submitting two attachments: commentary provided by Urban Ecology as well as 
State Attorney General Brown‟s January 2009 letter to the City of Pleasanton on their General 
Plan update. 
 
The Draft Santa Clara General Plan is based on seven major strategies. They include such noble 
goals as enhancing the City‟s high quality of life, promoting sustainability and maximizing 
health and safety benefits.  Unfortunately, the policies contained within the General Plan, which 
also double as mitigation measures for environmental impacts in the DEIR, are vague and weak. 
They have been designed to preserve the status quo rather than prepare the City for the inevitable 
changes of the next few decades. The Bay Area, California and the nation as a whole, are at an 
important crossroads in history.  Cities that are currently updating their general plans have a 
golden opportunity to play a significant role in re-shaping their communities so that they respond 
proactively to the structural changes on the horizon.  Global climate change, a growing and aging 
population, rising energy costs and disappearing farmland are just some of the issues our cities 
will face, whether we choose to plan for them or not. 
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Phased Plan 

 

The Draft General Plan is touted as a model due to its multi-horizon sequence for development.  
Phase I cannot move into Phase II until certain prerequisites are met and the same is true for 
transition from Phase II to Phase III. The need to meet prerequisites before opening up the next 
phase of development may be interpreted as a housing cap.  While some prerequisites may be 
actual physical limitations, others are more subjective and poor interpretation could lead to 
further housing shortages. This is especially acute in a city like Santa Clara which is jobs-rich. 
With the region expected to grow by another two million by the year 2035, all cities are expected 
to take on their fair share of growth.   
 
In June of 2009, State Attorney General Edmund G. Brown Jr., sued the City of Pleasanton over 
its housing cap. Pleasanton is a city where, much like Santa Clara, the number of new housing 
units has not kept pace with demand. Job growth in Pleasanton has nearly doubled in the past ten 
years. According to the Attorney General, if Pleasanton‟s housing cap continues to be enforced, 
the environmental consequences include increased traffic congestion and longer commute times, 
urban sprawl, increased greenhouse gas emissions and increased dependence on foreign oil.  As a 
result of the Attorney General‟s involvement, Pleasanton agreed to build more housing. 
 
Does Santa Clara‟s phasing plan and prerequisite goals prevent the City from meeting its share 
of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation in a timely manner? If so, can it be construed as a 
housing cap?  The DEIR does not adequately analyze the environmental impacts of failing to 
build enough housing and consistently ignores the opportunity to build more housing as a 
mitigation measure. 
 
 

Jobs- Housing Balance 

 

The City of Santa Clara has a jobs to employed resident ratio of 1.85, one of the highest in the 
County. This ratio decreases to 1.64 jobs per employed resident by 2035. Santa Clara could 
decide to build more housing on land currently designated for non-residential uses and, thereby, 
reduce the jobs/housing imbalance (a significant impact) much more than it has chosen to do. 
Doing this would positively advance transportation, air quality, energy and climate change goals. 
 
The DEIR identifies many significant and unavoidable impacts, but in several cases states there 
are no feasible measures to reduce this impact.  This is inadequate and the DEIR must go back 
and clearly define feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts.  For example, on page ES-9, it 
is stated that, “Motor vehicle traffic and congestion due to the proposed Draft 2010-2035 
General Plan would increase on roadway segments in other jurisdictions. (Significant and 
Unavoidable)”  While vehicular traffic may increase under any alternative, the amount of the 
increase could be reduced by a jobs/housing balance more equal than that proposed under the 
plan and by more aggressive land use and transportation policies.  Why isn‟t building more 
homes a feasible mitigation?  Correcting the City‟s jobs/ housing imbalance is not mentioned at 

all in the transportation and traffic executive summary. This is a feasible mitigation measure, 
however, it is one that Santa Clara prefers not to use. 
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Alternatives 

 

The Draft EIR discussion on alternatives seems to miss the point on the benefits of smart land 
use planning.  The Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative proposes to meet 
ABAG‟s projected housing growth while reducing the number of net new jobs. When comparing 
this to the Draft Plan, the DEIR states on page 505, “Modeling results indicate the modest 
reduction in jobs (5,600 fewer, for a citywide total of 147,000) under this Alternative would not 
substantially affect overall commute travel patterns, trip lengths, or travel modes share 
compared to the Draft 2010-2035 General Plan. Given the incremental decrease in overall daily 
VMT under the Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing Alternative, traffic impacts would 
be incrementally decreased, although on a per unit basis, traffic impacts would be equivalent to 
the Draft 201-2035 General Plan.”  The same „minor reduction‟ is stated under Climate Change 
on page 506.  The DEIR chose an alternative that would have only a minor reduction making it 
easy to dismiss it (despite showing a reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled) and go with the Draft 
Plan. 
 
Furthermore, the discussion around rejecting alternatives that add more homes and jobs while 
attaining a jobs/housing ratio of 1:1 is insubstantial.  Why is it impractical for the City to 
consider higher density housing, or converting industrial land to residential, or encouraging high-
rise mixed-use developments?  These alternatives have been rejected because they would disrupt 
the status quo.  Even further, the Environmentally Superior Alternative is ultimately dismissed 
due to fiscal reasons.  Even though there are significant environmental benefits to Santa Clara 
providing more homes to meet current and future demand, the City chooses not to go down this 
path because of the “reduced revenue stream”. 
 
The City should include for study an Alternative that provides for a more equal jobs/housing 
balance. To quote the Attorney General‟s letter to Pleasanton (second attachment),     
 

 
 
Santa Clara has failed to do this which has resulted in an inadequate DEIR.  Instead of rushing 
through the General Plan update, the City must go back and provide a full range of alternatives 
and craft a General Plan that provides for more housing and less traffic congestion. 
 
 

Climate Change 

 

The DEIR acknowledges in several places that efficient land use patterns and multi-modal transit 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. When it comes to proactively including policies that support  
GHG emissions reduction, the City becomes vague. On page 468, the DEIR states,  
 
“Santa Clara‟s 2035 General Plan has a direct relationship to SB 375 in that the City‟s future 
mix and distribution of land uses will influence vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within and to/from 
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the City….Reducing GHG from passenger vehicles relies upon a „three-legged stool‟ of 

strategies: driving less, using less fuel per mile, and using fuel with a lower carbon intensity. The 
City can only directly influence one „leg‟ of the stool – VMT due to land use patterns. The other 
two „legs‟ (vehicle fuel efficiency standards and the carbon-intensity of fuels) are the purview of 
state and/or federal agencies.” 
 
The City is building the case that there is little they can do to truly have an impact on reducing  
GHG emissions. This gives the City an excuse for inaction and maintaining the status quo of far 
more jobs than homes. On page 477 the DEIR talks about “new and substantially advanced 
technologies”, which is “out of the City‟s control.”  What is in the City‟s control is land use, 
allowing more homes to be built in key locations. Building more homes is appropriate mitigation 
for the significant environmental impacts associated with adding far more jobs and forcing 
people to commute long distances to get to those jobs. However, as was apparent in the 
Alternatives Analysis, the City does not choose the alternative with the lowest VMT and 
consistently avoids any concrete language around adding more homes as a way for the City to 
meet its AB32 goals. One can assume that the City is more interested in its bottom line than in 
seriously addressing the Draft Plan‟s environmental impacts. 
 
In fact, the City relies on a deferred Climate Action Plan as mitigation for known impacts. 
Relying on some possible future event as mitigation for a certain significant impact is 
inadequate. The City initially stated it would do the Climate Action Plan as part of the General 
Plan update, and that has not happened, so how do we know a CAP will happen before 2015?  
How can the CAP even comply with State goals when the City continues to pursue a significant 
jobs/ housing imbalance? And even if all cars ran on non-fossil fuels, the DEIR fails to 
adequately analyze the impact of  more jobs on urban sprawl and lost farmland.  People will need 
to live somewhere to get to these jobs, and farmland in Gilroy and Livermore is often paved to 
meet the demands of Silicon Valley jobs.  
 
On page 489, the DEIR provides a list of what will be included in the CAP for 2020.  However, 
these measures lack strong implementation procedures and timelines that would ensure the City 
does not back out of its commitment.   
 
“Implementation of the CAP will be an ongoing adaptive management process, whereby 
opportunities to reduce GHGs will be evaluated and selected based on a variety of factors, 
including available technology, relative cost, and policy preferences, among others. Therefore, 
it is not possible to precisely predict the specific set of actions and strategies the City will 

pursue and implement over the next 10 years to achieve the overall magnitude of GHG 
emission reductions necessary to achieve statewide 2020 goals. However, as a matter of policy 
integral to the General Plan itself, the City is committing to do its part to meet statewide AB 32 
goals by 2020.” 
 
Is the City stating that if the CAP identifies a reasonable opportunity to reduce GHGs that Santa 
Clara does not like (policy preferences), it may not select it?  How is this a mitigation measure 
allowed under CEQA?  Why won‟t Santa Clara commit to some strong measurable tactics now, 
as part of this General Plan update?  The City points to various policies throughout the Plan as 
mitigation, but the language is weak, vague, lacks clear implementable actions and provides 
opportunity after opportunity for the City to choose to maintain the status quo.  Again, the City 
chooses to be vague about its commitments, preferring inaction and deferral to strong 
implementable policies that will lead to significant reductions in GHG emissions. 
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A long list of policies is given in the climate change chapter as proof that the Draft General Plan 
is reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The column that includes measures from the California 
Scoping Plan has clear, measurable programs such as “Install 3,000 MW of solar-electric 
capacity under California‟s existing solar programs” and “Increase waste diversion from landfills 
beyond the 50 percent mandate to provide for additional recovery of recyclable materials.”  The 
language from the Draft General Plan, however, is weak, leading to the conclusion that many of 
these policies will never be implemented: 
 
5.10.3-P4 “Promote sustainable buildings and land planning for all new development, including 
programs that reduce energy and water consumption in new development.”   How will this be 
promoted? This is an inadequate measure to reduce a significant impact. 
 
5.5.1-P6 “For development proposing a minimum LEED Gold or greater equivalent, allow a ten 
percent increase in residential density and/or a ten percent increase in the maximum allowed 
non-residential square-footage, provided that the increased density and/or intensity is 

compatible with planned uses on neighboring properties and consistent with other applicable 

General Plan policies.”  So does this last statement effectively cancel out the density increase 
given the community‟s aversion to building more homes? 
 
5.1.1-P11“…encourage a 20 percent reduction in consumption.”  Encourage is not good enough 
for mitigation.  How will the City encourage?  Again, this is an inadequate measure to reduce a 
significant impact. 
 
5.8.6-P3 “Encourage flexible parking standards that meet business and resident needs as well as 
avoid an oversupply in order to promote transit ridership, bicycling and walking.”  How does 
this help the City achieve its greenhouse gas reduction targets?  Why isn‟t this required?  Why 
not propose abolishing all parking minimums? 
 
5.10.2-P2 “Encourage development patterns that reduce vehicle miles traveled and air 
pollution.” Again, this is an inadequate measure to reduce a significant impact. Why not commit 
to building more homes along transit corridors than is currently being proposed? 
 
Santa Clara is required by law to adopt enforceable mitigation measures to lessen the project‟s 

greenhouse gas emissions, yet it has failed to do so. “Encouraging” flexible parking standards 
and more efficient land use patterns is not enforceable language and therefore not proper 
mitigation measures under CEQA.  The City does not commit to doing anything that might 
reduce impacts and instead relies on voluntary measures that are not enforceable.  The City must 
go back and formulate specific and binding mitigation measures to be included in the General 
Plan update.   
 
Much of the City‟s vague language can be interpreted in a manner that prevents housing.  The 
transition policies in particular seem to be designed to prevent infill housing.  Additionally, Santa 
Clara‟s new land use designations sound nice, but the definitions do not support these new 
designations. For example, a minimum 0.15 FAR is too low to support regional mixed-use. This 
reduces the amount of land available to build more housing and encourages more driving and 
less walking. As a result, more homes are pushed to the urban edge which leads to a loss of open 
space and increased VMT. This is a reasonably foreseeable impact that the DEIR fails to 
analyze.   
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Here, the City has an opportunity to strengthen its vague language, make good on its stated 
intentions and provide a measurable mitigation measure.  Policy 5.3.1-P13 states “Support high 
intensity development within a quarter mile of transit hubs and stations and along transit 
corridor”.  Here, the City should do more than “support.”  It should set minimum FAR and 
height standards for development within a quarter-mile of transit hubs and along transit 
corridors.  An FAR that leads to a more compact, walkable environment is much higher than 
0.15.  Setting a minimum of 0.15 is setting the bar too low. 
 
 
Conclusion 

 

Greenbelt Alliance is concerned that the City of Santa Clara is avoiding its responsibility to 
commit to concrete mitigation measures that reduce significant environmental impacts. While 
advance technologies and support at the federal level will help in addressing climate change, 
relying on these uncertainties does not excuse the city from taking aggressive measures to 
address climate change.   
 
The prerequisites for phasing are an impediment to providing more homes. Stating the need to 
provide adequate services is an unsatisfactory reason for not providing homes for people who 
work in your community.  This is an Environmental Impact Report, not a Fiscal Analysis.  The 
City has also failed to provide a range of feasible alternatives. An alternative that provides more 
homes and a more balanced jobs/ housing ratio is entirely feasible for the City of Santa Clara 
considering the amount of land dedicated to surface parking and low-density strip malls.  The 
reasoning behind rejecting such an alternative is flawed. 
 
The City‟s combination of vague policies and deferred mitigation is not legal under CEQA.  
Greenbelt Alliance recommends strengthening the Draft General Plan and re-writing the DEIR.  
We will continue to follow the City‟s process closely.  
 
Lastly, we wish to draw your attention to the two attachments.  Urban Ecology raises many great 
points, several of which we have included in this letter.  Please review their comments, 
especially as to how a General Plan update fails to make any mention of a professional sports 
stadium.  The DEIR is woefully inadequate when it comes to any discussion of the 49ers 
stadium.  Also note the letter from the Attorney General to the City of Pleasanton.  The Attorney 
General is coming down hard on cities that fail to provide enough housing or adequate mitigation 
for environmental impacts. Santa Clara‟s General Plan continues to exacerbate the regional jobs/ 
housing imbalance.  Expecting to rely on cities like San Jose to pick up the slack is irresponsible. 
 
Greenbelt Alliance requests that the City post all letters related to the Draft General Plan and 
DEIR on the City‟s website.  This is our second request.  Since all letters are part of the public 
record, the City should make it easy for people to find comment letters.  We wish to remain 
informed of all meetings, reports, and changes to the calendar in a timely manner. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Michele Beasley 
Senior Field Representative, South Bay 
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COMMENTS ON SANTA CLARA GENERAL PLAN EIR 
 

Page Comment 

ES-7 The city could decide to build more housing on land currently designated for non-residential development and, thereby, 
reduce the jobs/housing imbalance (a significant impact) much more than it has chosen to do. Doing this would positively 
advance transportation, air quality, energy, climate change goals. 

ES-12 Traffic and Circulation. Although vehicular traffic may increase under any alternative, the amount of the increase could be 
reduced by a jobs/housing balance more equal than that proposed under the plan and by more aggressive land use and 
transportation policies.   

ES-12 Climate Change. The EIR states: “Achieving the substantial reductions [by 2035] will require policy decisions at the federal 
and state level and new and substantially advanced technologies that cannot be anticipated, and are outside the City’s control, 
and therefore cannot be relied upon as feasible mitigation strategies.”  First, no analysis is presented for this statement.  
Second, even if this is true, it does not excuse the city from taking aggressive measures to address climate change.  Third, 
many, if not most, policy issues involve decisions and technologies “outside of the City’s control”; this uncertainty is not 
generally accepted as an excuse for inaction.   

ES-12-14 The Summary of Project Alternatives is noticeably user-unfriendly. It is quite difficult for the reader to determine the 
benefits and disadvantages of the alternatives and, therefore, come to decisions on environmental preference. 

ES-14 The reasoning behind the formulation of the “Environmentally Superior Alternative” is not documented – it is not clear that 
an alternative that included more housing would be impractical.  A city that is largely built out and with such a high 
jobs/housing imbalance should be capable of financially managing additional residential development, even in these difficult 
times.  Also, see discussion on page 510, which is inadequate in its rationale for rejection of an alternative that would 
provide more housing.   

86 A minimum FAR of 0.10 is too low to support the definition of, and commonly accepted standards for, the neighborhood and 
community mixed use categories.  This will cause an unnecessary reduction in the amount of land available for housing and 
will, therefore, affect the jobs/housing balance leading to additional adverse impacts. 

86 A minimum FAR of 0.15 is too low to support the definition of, and commonly accepted standards for, the regional mixed 
use category. This will cause an unnecessary reduction in the amount of land available for housing and will, therefore, affect 
the jobs/housing balance leading to additional adverse impacts. 



  

Page 2       9/28/2010 

Page Comment 

 

88 The maximum FAR’s for the neighborhood commercial and community commercial categories (which appear to be the same 
except for the FAR) are too low for the defined intent; a more compact urban form is more likely to result in community 
acceptance and will take up less land that could be used for residential uses. 

103 The “Land Use Policies” in the table are simply a restatement of one of the plan strategies – they are too general to ensure 
any results.  Policies like these make it unlikely that the plan objectives can be achieved and will, therefore, have negative 
environmental impacts. 

104 Policy 5.3.2-P5 appears to be contrary to state law.  It also is an example of a policy that can easily be used to limit new 
residential development. 

103-104 Taken together, the policies appear to be designed to effectively prevent infill development.  The vague policies on 
neighborhood compatibility offer almost unlimited discretion for not approving residential development while approving 
non-residential development. 

103-104 The set of land use policies make it extremely unlikely that the city will meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation.  
Therefore, it is very likely that more than “roughly 3,500 housing units” will be needed elsewhere in the area to 
accommodate the job growth in the city, thus increasing adverse environmental impacts in the area.  It is also possible that 
the land use policies, which are skewed in favor of non-residential development, will exacerbate the job/housing imbalance. 

119 The EIR correctly states that “From 2007-2014, the City has a RHNA of 5,783 units, of which 2,207 are designated for 
lower-income households.” With the 10% inclusionary housing provision, the city’s only significant affordable housing 
strategy, it will have to build 22,070 units before 2014 to provide its share.  

119 Prior to the Draft EIR, the city only built 65% of its then-applicable RHNA. This was during a time of steady home building.  
Is there any reason to suspect that it will do better this time, especially in hard economic times? 

119 The EIR refers to the draft General Plan Table 5.2-1. This table says that by 2010 the city will have built half of its RHNA 
targets. Did that actually happen?  

287-294 Some of the policies are unnecessarily vague.  For example: 

Policy 5.3.1-P13: “The city should do more than “support.”  It should set minimum FAR and height standards for 
development within a quarter-mile of transit hubs and stations and along transit corridors.   
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Policy 5.3.2-P2:  The city should do more than “encourage.”  It should require some minimum level. 

Policy 5.3.3-P6:  The city should do more than “encourage.”  It should require zoning regulations that meet the policy intent. 

Policy 5.3.4-P2:  The city should do more than “encourage.”  It should require zoning regulations that meet the policy intent. 

Policy 5.8.4-P9:  To what does this apply?  Policy 5.8.4-P8 already requires these features for new development. 

Policy 5.3.4-P11:  The city should do more than “foster.”  It should require pedestrian-friendly uses at the ground floor in 
some areas.  

There are numerous other examples, although many of them may not be so obvious.  This vagueness undermines the 
probability that the city will achieve even its own modest jobs/housing balance objectives. 

296 Policy 5.3.4-P16:  Table 4.1-3 prohibits some auto-oriented uses in several mixed use districts.  The policy and the table 
should be consistent. 

303 Policy 5.8.1-P6:  The deferred adoption of LOS standards, together with the deferred adoption of the CAP, provides little 
assurance that the air quality objectives will, in fact, be achieved.  Deferred mitigation is not allowed in an EIR. 

304 Policy 5.1.1-P10:  The deferred adoption of the CAP, together with the deferred adoption of the LOS standards, provides 
little assurance that the GHG objectives will, in fact, be achieved.  Deferred mitigation is not allowed in an EIR. 

478 Polity 5.5.1-P6:  Introducing an explicit compatibility test, given opposition to increased densities, will assure that no such 
development actually takes place. 

478-486 Discussion of local food systems (community gardens, farmers markets, etc.) is missing.  Food systems are normally part of 
a local sustainability plan. 

478-486 Many of the policies are noticeably weak, leading to the conclusion that they may never be implemented.  For example, 
Policy 5.3.3-P6 encourages neighborhood retail uses; the city, given its zoning powers, should have a more proactive policy 
to ensure that such uses take place. 

478-486 Many of the policies are redundant and confusing.  For example, Policy 5.8.5-P3 encourages bicycle facilities.  First, it is 
extremely unlikely that the city means to apply this to “all new development.”  Second, this policy covers the same topic, but 
not as well, as Policy 5.8.4-P8, which requires such facilities.  A long list of policies does not necessarily make for good 
planning 
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489 Relying on a Climate Action Plan, which may or may not be adopted according to schedule in 2015, is, contrary to the 
discussion in the EIR, deferred mitigation.  Sufficient knowledge currently exists for devising measures to mitigate the 
impacts of climate change at a citywide level.   

 

504 The EIR states that “It is anticipated that the lower level of job growth would result in 38,000 less daily VMT compared to 
the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan.”  This does not appear realistic, assuming that the average commute is only 3 
miles each way? 

506 The EIR states that “[E]missions on a per unit basis would . . . continue to exceed state goals.”  This is a continued 
acknowledgement that the mitigation measures fall short of meeting legislatively adopted goals.   

506 The EIR states that “A Climate Action Plan would continue to be necessary to reduce 2020 emissions to comply with State 
goals.” In addition to being deferred mitigation, (1) it is very unlikely that the CAP can meet state goals with the proposed 
jobs/housing balance, and (2) even with a transportation sector fueled by non-fossil fuels there will still be a need to 
significantly reduce VMT, according to the EIR analysis, in order to achieve a 40% reduction of GHG by 2035.   

509-510 The EIR presents insufficient reasons for not even including the “Additional Jobs/Housing Alternatives” in the subsequent 
comparison of alternatives.  The reader is, therefore, deprived of a useful way of comparing possible alternatives, such as in 
Table 5.2 Comparison of Impacts of Alternative.     

509-510 The “Additional Jobs/Housing Alternatives” is a “red herring,” designed to be rejected.  A more reasonable way of 
constructing this alternative would be to produce more housing than the “Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing 
Alternative” but fewer than the proposed “Additional Jobs/Housing Alternatives.”  This would provide more housing, 
improve transportation and air quality, and more effectively address climate change.  Providing services are important, but 
they should not be used as an excuse for denying people a place to live. In any case, the financial impacts should be within 
the city’s capabilities to manage.  

General A.   The Prerequisite Goals and Policies, while admirable on their face, constitute a de facto impediment for improving the 
jobs/housing balance and, therefore, undermine the housing, air quality, energy, and climate change objectives.  

B.   The EIR is remarkable in its omission of any discussion of a probable professional sports stadium. 

C.   An alternative that provides for a more equal jobs/housing balance should have been considered.  It is difficult to believe 
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that a city with the characteristics of Santa Clara cannot manage its finances in order to build adequate housing. 

D.   The combination of vague policies to protect existing residential development, vague policies that may or may not result 
in any concrete action, prerequisites for phasing development, and relying on a Climate Action Plan that may or may not 
be adopted in some form constitutes a system that makes it unlikely that even the very modest jobs/housing goals will be 
achieved. 

 



Janice Stern 
Principal Planner 
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STATE OF CALlWRNIA 

OFFICE Of THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
A rrORNEY G ENERAL 

January 13, 2009 

Community Development Department 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton. CA 94566 

RE: City of Pleasanton's General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Stem: 

My office hereby submi ts these comments on the Dratl Environmental Impact Report 
(,'DEIR") for the City of Pleasanton ' s Proposed General Plan 2005-2025 ("General Plan Update" 
or "Project,,).1 

We commend the City for its participat ion in the Alameda County Climate Protection 
Project and its decision to sign the U.S. Conference of Mayors Climate Protection Agreement. 2 

Unfortuna tel y, the General Plan Update, as currently written, docs not contain an effective 
strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, nor does the DEIR accurately analyze or effectively 
mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions stemming from the Project. 

In enacting Senate Bill 375 this fall , the Legislature declared that "without improved land 
use and transportation policy, California will not be able to achieve the goals of AB 32." 3 The 
California Air Resources Board (,'CARB") li kewise has called local govcrnments "essential 
partners" in implementing All 32 and urged them reduce their emissions 15% from current levels 
by 2020." This means that the General Plan Update must contain clements that reduce fossi l fuel 
consumption. 

I The Attorney General submits these comments pursuant to his independent power and duty to protect the natural 
rcsourl,;CS of the State. (See Cal. Const. , art. Y. , § 13 ; Cal. Gov. Code, §§ 12511 , 12600-1 26 12: D 'Amico v. Boardof 
Me(Jical £ r:aminers ( 1974) II Cal.3d I. 14- 15.) Whilc thi s lettcr scts forth somc arcas of particular concern. it is not 
intcnded to be an exhaustivc discussion orthe DEI R's compliance with CEQ!\. 
~ General Plan Update ("GP") at9-13 : U.S. Conference of Mayors Climate Protection Agreement List of Mayors 
avai lable at hllp:llwww.usmayors.orglclimatcprotectionllist.asp 
3 Sen. Bill No. 375 (2007-2008 Reg. Sess.) § ( I)(c) ("S8 375"). 
4 Calirornia Air Resources Board, Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan (October 2008) 26·27 ("Proposed 
Scoping Plan"). CA RB approved thc Proposed Scoping Plan on December 11. 2008. 
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Background - Climate Change and Land Usc Planning 

California recognizes that disruptive climate change is an urgent problem requiring 
strong and immediate action. To this end, the state enacted AB 32, requiring the state to reduce 
its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. CARB, which is charged with 
implement ing AB 32, has determined that the 2020 state target emissions level is 427 million 
met ri c tons of carbon dioxide eq uivalent ("MMTC02E") and that rcaching that target will 
require a reduction of approximately 30% from California's projected 2020 emissions of596 
MMTC02E under a business-as-usuaJ scenario (15% from current levels).s 

Transportation is the largest contributor to California' s greenhouse gas emissions.6 

CARB estimates that transportation is currently responsible for 38% of the greenhouse gas 
emissions in the state.7 And in the Bay Area, emissions from transportation account for 50% of 
the total area emissions. 8 Meeting California's goals under AB 32 thus demands reduction of 
emissions from the transportation sector, including vehicle miles traveled ("VMT',).9 As the 
Legislature recognized in adopting SB 375: 

Greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks can 
be substantially reduced by new vehicle technology and by the 
increased usc oflow carbon fuel. However, even taking these 
measures into account, it will be necessary to achieve significant 
additional greenhouse gas reductions from changed land use 
patterns and improved transportation. lO(emphasis added.) 

Pleasanton 's General Plan Update 

Pleasanton's General Plan Update will replace the current general plan, which was 
adoptcd in 1996. Following adoption of the 1996 plan, the City adopted by initiative, Measure 
GG, which reaffirmed and readopted the Housing Cap provision contained in the Land Usc 
Element of the general plan. Measure GG also added a provision to the Housing Cap requiring a 
vote of the people for all future amendments. The City's General Plan Update includes the 
Housing Cap as Policy 24 of its Land Use Element. The provision states: 

S Id. at 12. 
6ld.atll. 
, Id. at II Figure I ; see also Id. Appendix C at C-55. 
8 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions (November 
2006) at 7, Figure 2, Table E. 
9 Caroline Rodier, et aI. , A Review of the International Modeling Literature: Transit, Land Use, and Auto Pricing 
Strategies to Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (August 1,2008) at 2; see also, CEC, 
The Role of Land Use in Meeting California 's Energy and Climate Change Goals, Final Staff Report (August 2007) 
at 4; Proposed Scoping Plan Appendix C at C-79. 
LO SO 375 § (l)(c); see also California Energy Commi ssion, The Role of Land Use in Meeting California 's Energy 
and Climate Change Goals, Final StalfReport (August 2007) at 1. 
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Policy 24: Maintain a maximum housing buildout of 29,000 units 
within the Planning Area. 
Program 24.1: Monitor and zone future residential developments 
so as not to exceed the maximum housing buildout. 
Program 24.2: "Ibc foregoing Policy 24 and Program 24.1 and this 
Program 24.2: shall be amended only by a vote of the people,ll 

The '-lousi ng Cap plays a pivotal role in shaping the General Plan Update and in the City's 
evaluation of the Project's environmental impacts. 

Accord ing to the City, the General Plan Update can plan for only 2,007 residential units 
before it reaches the limit of 29,000 units set by the Housing Cap,l2 At buildout, all residential 
units in the City will support a projected population of 78,200, 13 Though there is ample space in 
the City for additional residential development, the City suggests that the Housing Cap limits the 
City's ability to utilize that space. 

By rel ying on the Housing Cap as justification for preventing more residential units, the 
City ignores its obligation to provide for sufficient housing for the region's growing population. 
" IN]o California locality is immune from the legal and practical necessity to expand housing due 
10 increasing population pressures.,,14 State housing law requires that general plan housing 
elements identify adequate sites to meet the city' s "share of the regional housin~ nccd.,,1 5 
Although the General Plan Update does not include the City's housin~ element, 6 the infonnation 
presented in the Update must be consistent with the housing element. 7 

As drafted, the General Plan Update does not allow for a sufficient number of housing 
units to satisfy the City's 2007-2014 regional housing needs allocation C'RHNA"). The 
Association of Bay Area Governments' ("A BAG") proposed final RHN/\ for Pleasanton through 
2014 is 3,277 units, which is 1,270 morc units than pennitted by the Housing Cap. n~ Moreover, 
the City must sat isfy this obligation by 2014 and the General Plan Update runs through 2025. 

11 Gt> at 2.36. 
12 DEJR at 5·3 , Table 5·2, fn. I; see also, Pleasanton City Council Agenda Report (August 21 , 2007) at 3. 
13 GP 312-17. 
I~ Mu==y Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airporl Land Use Com'n. 41 Cal.4th 372, 383 (2007). 
1:5 Cal. Gov. Code, §§ 65583, 65583 (a)(I). 
16 The CilY's housing clement was conditionally approved by the Department of Housing and Community 
Dcvelopment (HCD) in 2003; howcver. the department notified the City on March 23 , 2006. that the City had not 
met the conditions required for approval. (March 23. 2006 lener from Cathy E. Creswell to Nelson Fialho Re: 
Status of the City of Pleasanton's Hous ing Element.) HCD 's letter traces the City'S failure to complete Program 
19. 1 of the housing element, which requires rezoning to provide for morc housing units. ( Id. at I.) The letter 
concludes that " the City's proposal to complete the requisite rezoneslupzones during the first or second quarter of 
2007 docs not demonstrate the necessary (and timely) commitment to meet the adequate sites requirement of 
housing element law. Thereforc, the City's housing element remains oul of comp liance." (Id. at 2.) The City's 
noncompliance with housing element law is the subject of an ongoing lawsuit. (Urban Habitat Program et a/.. v. 
City of I'Il.!tlsumon, Alameda Sup. Ct. Case No. RG0629383 , filed Feb. 16,2007). 
11 Cal. Gov. Code, §65300.5. 
IS Proposed Final Regional Housing Needs Allocation (Revised March 20, 2008), availablc at 
hup :llwww.abag.ca.gov/planning/housingncedsJpdfsJproposedfinal.pdf). 
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Accordingly, during the lifetime of the General Plan Update, a second RHNA with more housing 
units will be allocated to the City. If the Housing Cap is not changed, the City will not meet the 
current RIINA. much less any future allocations, and the City will be in violation of slate 
housing law. 

At the same time the General Plan Update restricts residential development, it allows 
35,000,000 square feet of commercial, office, industrial and other employment-generating land 
development in the City.19 At buildout, this business development wou ld support approximate ly 
105,000 jobs, up from 61 , 100 currcntjobs.20 This means that the General Plan will dramatically 
worsen what already is an unacceptable jobslhousing imbalance in the City, thereby exporting air 
pollution, exacerbating already horrendous traffic jams, and promoting greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Pleasanton is already a "job rich" community, with more than 1.6 jobs for every worki ng 
resident. 21 As the City notes, "even if every resident stared in Pleasanton to work, there would 
be substantial in-commuting to fill the remainingjobs.,,2 ABAG estimates that in 2005, the 
City's 4, 100 businesses employed approximately 58,110 full and part-time employees?3 
Approximately 21 % of these workers live in the City, another 29% live elsewhere in the Tri
Valley area and the remaining 50% commute from the greater outlying area. 24 The City has also 
acknowledged, "The location ofpcople 's place of work compared with their place of res idence 
plays a crucial role in traffic patterns, commuting time, energy consumption, noise, and air 
pollution.,,2s However, as asserted in the City's Economic Development Strategic Plan, "I Tlhe 
City's ability to achieve ajobslhousing balance is constrained by Pleasanton's voter-approved 
cap on the development of housing units within the City[.],·26 

The General Plan Update suggests that the City 's answer to the joblhousing imbalance is 
to take a regional approach to housing. It states: "Pleasanton has adopted this area-wide 
approach to the jobslhousing issue and has taken significant steps to contribute its share ofTri 
Valley housing while retaining its role as an employment center. ,,27 However, the General Plan 
Update includes a Subregional Planning Element that acknowledges the shortage of affordable 
housing in the entire Tri-Vallcy area.28 The City notes that the housing shortfall originated from 
the rapid growth in employment in the 1980's and 1990's and the fiscal disincentive created by 
slate legis lation to local governments to plan for new hOllsing. 29 Since that time, the Plan states, 
"the consequence of the imbalance between income and the affordability of housing is the 

r9 GPat 2_ 17. 
2() Id. 
:!r City of Pleasanton Economic Development Strategic I>lan (February 6, 2007) at 4: see also GP at 2-18 - 2-19. 
n Id. 
23 DEIR at 3.3-3, citing ABAG, Projections 2007 (December 2006). 
24 GP at 2-7. 
2j Id. 

26 City of Pleasanton Economic Development Strategic Plan, supra. at 4. 
27 GP 312-19. 
2. Id. at 14-7. 
H {d. 
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increasing number ofTri-ValIey workers who live in cast Contra Costa County and in San 
Joaquin County resulting in long commutes to work via the congested freeway systcm. ,,30 

Though the City recognizes the shortfall in current housing, particularly affordable 
housing, the General Plan Update docs nothing to curtail the problem. It therefore wi ll force 
ever more local employees to find housing in distant communities, create more sprawl , lead to 
more greenhouse gas emissions and other air pollution, and increase dependence on foreign oil. 
That is not acceptable. 

Comments Regarding Pleasanton's General Plan Update DEIR 

A. Climate Change Impacts 

The DEIR fails to sufficiently identify, anaiy-.lc or mitigate the significant climate change 
impacts associated with its proposed buildout. In large part due to the joblhousing imbalance 
authori zed by the General Plan Update, the DEIR finds that the Project would result in a 46% 
increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled,31 thereby significantly increasing carbon dioxide emissions 
that contribute to climate change. As discusscd above, if Califo rnia does not address growth in 
VMT, it will completely overwhelm the other advances the state is making to control 
transportation emissions. The planning policies outlined in the C ity' s General Plan Update do 
not adequately address growth in VMT and in fact , set the stage for the City to increase VMT at 
a rate 11 % higher than the average increase projected for Alameda County. 32 

In addition, the DEIR states that the development sanctioned by the General Plan Update, 
" would contribute to long-tenn increases in greenhouse gases as a result of traffic increases 
(mobile sources) and residential and commerciaUindustrial operations associated with heating, 
energy usc, and solid waste disposal (area sources).,,33 The City quantifies the increases, stating 
that the emissions from buildout represent approximately .7 percent of total Bay Area 
greenhouse gases emitted in 2002, which amounts to 595,000 tons COzeq per year.

34 
Ilowever, 

the DEIR makes an erroneous determination that the Project 's climate change erfects are 
insign ificant and therefore it does not include mitigation measures or examine alternatives that 
would reduce the impacts. 

1. Threshold of Significance 

Despite the massive 46% increase in VMT, the DEIR concludes that the elimate change 
impacts of this project will be less than s ignificant.35 This finding is premised on a flawed 
threshold or significance and incorrect base li ne conditions against which project impacts arc 
evaluated. Under CEQA, the determination of significance must focus on changes to the existing 

3() Id. 
31 0EIRat 3. 10-8. 
3 ~ Id. aI3.10- [ I, Table 3. 10- 1. 
3J fd. at 3.10- 14. 
HId. 
J51d. 
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physical environment.36 "Berore the impacts of a project can be assessed and mitigation 
measures considered, an EIR must describe the existing physical conditions in the environment. 
It is only against this baseline that any significant environmental effects can be dctermined. ,,37 
An agency cannot evaluate the impacts of a proposed project on "'some hypothetical, impacted 
future environment that might occur ... under existing general plan and/or zoning 
designations . .,,38 lnstead, it must consider the existing physical environment and measure the 
impacts of its project against the current conditions. 

Here, the City takes the wrong approach in its DEIR, because it measures the Project's 
climate change impacts against a theoretical projection of future emissions under its 1996 
general plan, not against the actual conditions existing today. In fact, the DEIR fails to estimate 
or quanti fy the City's current greenhouse gas emissions. The City's threshold discussion states: 
" If, within the Planning Area, the buildout of the proposed General Plan Update were to have the 
cumulative potential to decrease greenhouse gas emissions below otherwise expected future 
emissions, then the cumulative greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significanl.,,39 The 
Ci ty asserts that without implementing greenhouse gas reduction measures identified in the 
proposed General Plan Update, the Project's direct greenhouse gas emissions would total 
607,000 tons ofC02eq per year.40 The City goes on to say that indirect emissions associated 
with the project will also increase, but fai ls to quantify what the inerease will be. The City finds 
that the total emissions from buildout of the proposed General Plan Update will be 
approximate ly 595,000 tons C02eq per year, which is 12,000 tons C02eq per year less than 
emissions projected under the existing poiicies.41 This small decrease in projected emissions is 
enough. under the City 's flawed threshold of significance, for the City to find that climate 
change impacts for the proposed General Plan Update will be less than significant,42 

There are several resources that the City can use to estimate its current and projected 
greenhouse gas emissions. CARB has issued protocols for estimating the emissions from local 
government operations, and its protocol fo r estimating community-wide emissions is 
rorthcoming." The Governor' s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has issued a Technical 
Advisory, which contains a li st of technical resources and modeling tools to estimate GHG 
emissions.44 Other sources of helpful infonnation are the white paper issued by the Cali fornia 

Jt. Sec, e.g .. Pub. Res. Code, § 2 1060.5; 14 Cal.Code Regs. §§ 15002 (g); 15125 (e), 15126.2 (a), 15360. 
J1 Coumy of Amador v. EI Dorado COUJlty Waler Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4 lh 931. 952. 
~ I! St. Vincent's School for Boys v. City of San Raphael (2008) 161 CaLApp.4th 989. 1005 [quoting Woodward Park 
IIOl1leowners Assn.. Inc. v. City ofFremo (2007) 150 Ca1.App.4th 683, 7091; see also Environmental Planning & 
Information Couneil v. County of £1 Dorado (1982) 131 Ca1.App.3d 350, 358. 
19 OE IRat 3.10-7 . 
.aD Id. at 3.\0-14. 
41 fd. 
J2 fd. 
J ) The protocols are available at http: //www.arb.ca.gov/cc1protocolsllocalgovllocalgov. htm. 
J~ The Technical Advisory is available at 
http://www.fbm .comlindex.cfmffuseactionlpublications.homefpublications.cfm. 
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Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), "CEQJ\ and Climate Change''''5 and the 
Attorney General 's website,46 both of which provide infonnation on currently available models 
for calculating emissions. 

2. Mitigation 

As proposed, the project will result in an increase in vehicle miles traveled of 46%, and 
development of millions of square fect of commercial, office and other non-residential 
buildings.47 Although the City fails to properl y calculate the increases in greenhouse gas 
emissions that will result from this growth and development, these emissions clearly will be 
significant. The City thus was required to adopt enforceable mitigation measures to lessen the 
project's greenhouse gas emissions, which it failed to do. 48 

As drafted, the DEIR provides four optional measures to minimize the General Plan 
Update's impacts on climate ehange.49 The options di scussed in the City's DEIR, however, arc 
not "fully enforceable" and therefore, arc not proper mitigation measures under CEQA. sO For 
example, the City states that it will work with the International Council for Local Environmental 
Initiatives pC LEI) to develop an action plan capable of reducing the City ' s greenhouse gas 
emissions. t However, the commitment is not concrete; it's not clear when it will begin working 
with rCLEI and even after the plan is developed, the City docs not commit to enforcing thc 
plan's provisions. Rather, the City says it will "consider implementin¥, monitoring, and 
reporting appropriate and achievable comp()nents of' the action plan.s Similarly, the City offers 
to "encourage" passive-solar construction. 53 

Such voluntary measures are not enforceable and are not adequate to mitigate the climate 
change impacts of the development that will take place under the General Plan Update over the 
next 17 years. 

Instead, the City should fonnulate specific and binding mitigation measures and include 
them in the General Plan Update. One approach would be for the City to immediately engage 
rClEr to develop a fully enforceable Cli mate Action Plan, as numerous other jurisdictions in 

43 CAPCOA. CEQA and Climate Change, Evaluat ing and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions trom Projects 
Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (January 2008) ("CAPCOA white paper"). available at 
http://www.capcoa.orgl. 
oW> Attomey General's website, available at hnp: flag.ca.gov/globa lwarminglceqalmodelin~uools.php. 
·17 DEIR at 3.10-8. 3.10-14. 
411 Cal. Pub. Res. Code, §§21002, 21002.1 (b), Citi:en$ o/Goleta Valley v. Board o/Supervisors ( 1990) 52 Ca1.3d 
553,564-65; see 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.4(a)(3) (mitigation measures not required for impacts that are 
insign ificant). 
49 DEIR al 3.10-15 - 3. 10-16. 
~ Cal. Pub. Res. Code. § 210SI.6(b); 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15091(d);' see also Federation 0/ Hill.~ide and Canyon 
Assocs. v .. Cily 0/ Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261 [general plan mR defective where thcrc was no 
substantial evidence that mitigation measures would "actually be implcmentcd"] . 
51 GP at 9-21; DE IR al 3.10-15. 
52 DEIR at 3.10-15. 
jl ld. 
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California have done. Such a plan should include an inventory of current greenhouse gas 
emissions, specific emissions targets that are consistent with AB 32, and enforceable greenhouse 
gas control measures . The resources discussed above (see pp. 6·7) provide examples of 
mitigation measures that can be employed as part of a Climate Action Plan. In addit ion, the plan 
should include monitoring and reporting requirements to ensure that mitigation measures are 
implemented and effective. Finally, the Climate Action Plan should allow for the City to review 
and update mitigation measures as needed. If done properly and in tandem with the General Plan 
Update and final environmental impact report, the Cl imate Action Plan could be the cornerstone 
of the City ' s climate change mitigation strategy. 

B. Altcrnatil'cs 

The DEIR examines only three alternatives to the proposed General Plan Update, none of 
which consider significantly reducing business development or significantly increasing 
residential development. CEQA requires a local agency to identify and study a reasonable range 
o f alternatives that would attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 54 The fundamental 
purpose of alternativcs analysis is to examine alternatives that can eliminate or reduce significant 
environmental impacts. S5 An EI R must meaningfully compare the alternatives as they contribute 
to global warming and an EIR should compare the alternatives' greenhouse gas emissions. 
Funhcr, the differences in greenhouse gas emissions associated with the various alternatives 
should fi gure into thc lead agency' s identification of the "environmentaIly superior 
alternati ve ... 56 

I-Jere, the City docs not provide a reasonable range of alternatives, and it fails to evaluate 
the climate change impacts associated with any of the alternatives considered in thc DEIR. All 
three alternatives allow for significant growth in employment-generating development, while 
limiting residential development to the 29,000 units prescribed by the Housing Cap.S? One of the 
a lternatives is a no project alternative, which assumes the 1996 general plan remains City policy. 
The other two alternatives, "Dispersed Growth" and "Concentrated Residential/Mixed Usc" 
allow for the same number of housing units, but locate those units in different parts of the City.58 
Both o r these alternatives allow for slightly more retail, office, industrial, and research and 
development than the proposed General Plan Update. 59 The only mention in the alternatives 
section of the jobs/housing imbalance, which causes increased VMT, is as follows: "The 
Concentrated Residential/Mixed Use Alternative has slightly higher non-residential development 
potential than the proposed General Plan and could therefore result in higher employment 
growth. The growth in employment coupled with a cap on residential development, could result 
in a potentially significant impact because it could cause a substantial increase in traffic volumes 
as persons not living in the Planning Area come to work within the Planning Area.,,60 The Ci ty 

Sol 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15 126.6. 
l' ld. at §15126.6(b). 
M See 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6 (e)(2). 
57 DEIR at 5-3, Table 5-1. 
5A (d. at 5-4 . 
Y) Id. 
60 Id. <It 5-22. 
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does not discuss VMT or the climate change impacts associated with the other two alternatives. 
Even without that evaluation, the DEIR concludes that none ofthe alternatives will have a 
significant effect on climate change.61 Ultimately, the City finds the proposed General Plan 
Update to be environmentally superior to the other altcmativcs.62 

In drafting the final environmental impact report for the Genera l Plan Update, the City 
must at the very least identify onc alternative that reduces the Project's climate change impacts
an alternative that reduces rather than exacerbates the City's currentjobslhousing imbalance. In 
addition, the City should compare the alternatives ' greenhouse gas emissions and that 
comparison should infonn its choice of the environmentally superior alternative. 

Local leadership is vital to the state 's effort to reduce global warming and build a 
sustainable California. Pleasanton's environmental review shirks its responsibility to fully 
analyze and address the greenhouse gas emissions stemming from its proposed development 
plans and is therefore legally inadequate. 

Conclusion 

Pleasanton' s General Plan Update presents the City with a great opportunity. City 
leaders can chart a vision of growth for Pleasanton that is sustainable, improves energy 
efficiency, reduces vehicle miles traveled, freeway congestion, global warming pollution and 
fossil fuel consumption, all the while promoting a rich and elegant urban environment. 

I urge the City to seize this opportunity. 

Sincerely, 

~G~O&JR~ 
ce: Jenni fer Hosterman, Mayor of Pleasanton 

Jerry Thorn, Vice Mayor 
Cheryl Cook-Kallio, Councilmember 
Cindy McGovern, Councilmember 
Matt Sullivan, Councilmember 

61/d. at 5-8. Table 5-4. 
62 /d. at 5-25. 
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URBAN ECOLOGY 

ZINri 
COMMENTS ON SANTA CLARA GENERAL PLAN EIR 

Page Comment 

ES-7 The city could decide to build more housing on land currently designated for non-residential development and, thereby, 
reduce the jobs/housing imbalance (a significant impact) much more than it has chosen to do. Doing this would positively 
advance transportation, air quality, energy, climate change goals. 

ES-12 Traffic and Circulation. Although vehicular traffic may increase under any alternative, the amount of the increase could be 
reduced by ajobs/housing balance more equal than that proposed under the plan and by more aggressive land use and 
transportation policies. 

ES-12 Climate Change. The EIR states: "Achieving the substantial reductions [by 2035) will require policy decisions at the federal 
and state level and new and substantially advanced technologies that cannot be anticipated, and are outside the City's control. 
and therefore cannot be relied upon as feasible mitigation strategies." First, no analysis is presented for this statement. 
Second, even if this is true, it does not excuse the city from taking aggressive measures to address climate change. Third, 
many, if not most. policy issues involve decisions and technologies "outside of the City's control" ; this uncertainty is not 
generally accepted as an excuse for inaction. 

ES-12-14 The Summary of Project Alternatives is noticeably user-unfriendly. It is quite difficult for the reader to detennine the 
benefits and disadvantages of the alternatives and, therefore, come to decisions on environmental preference. 

ES-14 The reasoning behind the formulation of the "Environmentally Superior Alternative" is not documented - it is not clear that 
an alternative that included more housing would be impractical. A city that is largely built out and with such a high 
jobs/housing imbalance should be capable of financially managing additional residential development, even in these difficult 
times. Also, see discussion on page 510, which is inadequate in its rationale for rejection of an alternative that would 
provide more housing. 

86 A minimum FAR of 0.1 0 is too low to support the definition of, and commonly accepted standards for, the neighborhood and 
community mixed use categories. This will cause an unnecessary reduction in the amount of land available for housing and 
will, therefore, affect the jobs/housing balance leading to additional adverse impacts. 

86 A minimum FAR of 0.15 is too low to support the definition of, and commonly accepted standards for, the regional mixed 
use category. This will cause an unnecessary reduction in the amount ofland available for housing and will, therefore, affect 
the jobs/housing balance leading to additional adverse impacts. 

Page I 
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Page 

88 

103 

104 

103-104 

103-104 

119 

119 

119 

287-294 

Page 2 

ZlNn 
Comment 

The maximum FAR's for the neighborhood commercial and community commercial categories (which appear to be the same 
except for the FAR) are too low for the defined intent; a more compact urban form is more likely to result in community 
acceptance and will take up less land that could be used for residential uses. 

The "Land Use Policies" in the table are simply a restatement of one of the plan strategies - they are too general to ensure 
any results. Policies like these make it unlikely that the plan objectives can be achieved and will , therefore, have negative 
environmental impacts. 

Policy 5.3.2-P5 appears to be contrary to state law. [t also is an example of a policy that can easily be used to limit new 
residential development. 

Taken together, the policies appear to be designed to effectively prevent infill development. The vague policies on 
neighborhood compatibility offer almost unlimited discretion for not approving residential development while approving 
non-residential development. 

The set ofland use policies make it extremely unlikely that the city will meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation. 
Therefore, it is very likely that more than "roughly 3.500 housing units" will be needed elsewhere in the area to 
accommodate the job growth in the city, thus increasing adverse environmental impacts in the area. It is also possible that 
the land use policies. which are skewed in favor of non-residential development, will exacerbate the job/housing imbalance. 

The EIR correctly states that "From 2007-2014, the City has a RHNA of 5,783 units, of which 2,207 are designated for 
lower-income households ." With the 10% inclusionary housing provision, the city's only significant affordable housing 
strategy, it will have to build 22,070 units before 2014 to provide its share. 

Prior to the Draft EIR, the city only built 65% of its then-applicable RHNA. This was during a time of steady home building. 
[s there any reason to suspect that it will do better this time, especially in hard economic times? 

The E[R refers to the draft General Plan Table 5.2-1. This table says that by 20 10 the city will have built half of its RHNA 
targets. Did that actually happen? 

Some of the policies are unnecessarily vague. For example: 

Policy 5.3.I-P13: "The city should do more than ·'support.'· It should set minimum FAR and height standards for 
development within a quarter-mile of transit hubs and stations and along transit corridors. 
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Policy 5.3.2-P2: The city should do more than "encourage." It should require some minimum level. 

Policy 5.3.3-P6: The city should do more than ·'encourage.·· It should require zoning regulations that meet the policy intent. 
Policy 5.3.4-P2: The city should do more than ··encourage." It should require zoning regulations that meet the policy intent. 

Policy 5.8.4-P9: To what does this apply? Policy 5.8 .4-P8 already requires these features for new development. 

Policy 5.3.4-PII: The city should do more than "foster." [t should require pedestrian-friendly uses at the ground floor in 
some areas. 

There are numerous other examples, although many of them may not be so obvious. This vagueness undermines the 
probability that the city will achieve even its own modest jobslhousing balance objectives. 

296 Policy 5.3.4-PI6: Table 4.1-3 prohibits some auto-oriented uses in several mixed use districts. The policy and the table 
should be consistent. 

303 Policy 5.8.I-P6: The deferred adoption of LOS standards, together with the deferred adoption of the CAP, provides little 
assurance that the air quality objectives will, in fact, be achieved. Deferred mitigation is not allowed in an E[R. 

304 Policy 5.1.I-P I 0: The deferred adoption of the CAP, together with the deferred adoption of the LOS standards, provides 
little assurance that the GHG objectives will, in fact, be achieved. Deferred mitigation is not allowed in an E[R. 

478 Polity 5.5.I-P6: Introducing an explicit compatibility test, given opposition to increased densities, will assure that no such 
development actually takes place. 

478-486 Discussion oflocal food systems (community gardens, farmers markets, etc.) is missing. Food systems are normally part of 
a local sustainability plan. 

478-486 Many of the policies are noticeably weak, leading to the conclusion that they may never be implemented. For example, 
Policy 5.3.3-P6 encourages neighborhood retail uses; the city, given its zoning powers, should have a more proactive policy 
to ensure that such uses take place. 

478-486 Many ofthe policies are redundant and confusing. For example, Policy 5.8.5-P3 encourages bicycle facilities. First, it is 
extremely unlikely that the city means to apply this to "all new development." Second. this policy covers the same topic. but 
not as well, as Policy 5.8.4-P8, which requires such facilities. A long list of policies does not necessarily make for good 
planning 
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489 Relying on a Climate Action Plan, which mayor may not be adopted according to schedule in 2015, is, contrary to the 
discussion in the EIR, deferred mitigation. Sufficient knowledge currently exists for devising measures to mitigate the 
impacts of climate change at a citywide level. 

504 The EIR states that '"It is anticipated that the lower level of job growth would result in 38,000 less daily VMT compared to 
the proposed Draft 2010-2035 General Plan:' This does not appear realistic, assuming that the average commute is only 3 
miles each way? 

506 The E[R states that "[EJmissions on a per unit basis would ... continue to exceed state goals." This is a continued 
acknowledgement that the mitigation measures fall short of meeting legislatively adopted goals. 

506 The EIR states that "A Climate Action Plan would continue to be necessary to reduce 2020 emissions to comply with State 
goals ." In addition to being deferred mitigation, (I) it is very unlikely that the CAP can meet state goals with the proposed 
jobslhousing balance, and (2) even with a transportation sector fueled by non-fossil fuels there will still be a need to 
significantly reduce VMT, according to the EIR analysis, in order to achieve a 40% reduction ofGHG by 2035. 

509-5 [0 The EIR presents insufficient reasons for not even including the "Additional Jobs/Housing Alternatives" in the subsequent 
comparison of alternatives. The reader is, therefore, deprived of a useful way of comparing possible alternatives, such as in 
Table 5.2 Comparison of Impacts of Alternative. 

509-510 The "Additional Jobs/Housing Alternatives" is a '"red herring: ' designed to be rejected. A more reasonable way of 
constructing this alternative would be to produce more housing than the "Balanced General Plan Growth Jobs/Housing 
Alternative" but fewer than the proposed '"Additional JobslHousing Alternatives." This would provide more housing, 
improve transportation and air quality, and more effectively address climate change. Providing services are important, but 
they should not be used as an excuse for denying people a place to live. [n any case, the financial impacts should be within 
the city's capabilities to manage. 

General A. The Prerequisite Goa[s and Policies, while admirable on their face, constitute a de/acto impediment for improving the 
jobslhousing balance and, therefore, undermine the housing, air quality, energy, and climate change objectives. 

B. The EIR is remarkable in its omission of any discussion of a probable professional sports stadium. 

C. An alternative that provides for a morc equal jobslhousing balance should have been considered. It is difficult to believe 
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that a city with the characteristics of Santa Clara cannot manage its finances in order to build adequate housing. 

D. The combination of vague policies to protect existing residential development, vague policies that mayor may not result 
in any concrete action, prerequisites for phasing development, and relying on a Climate Action Plan that mayor may not 
be adopted in some fonn constitutes a system that makes it unlikely that even the very modest jobslhousing goals will be 
achieved. 
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