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City Manager for Council Action 

Director of Planning and Inspection 

Adopt a Resolution to Adopt CEQA Findings, a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting 
Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium 
Project (CEQ2008-01060); and, Adopt a Resolution of Findings Approving General Plan 
Amendment No. 72 amending text of the Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation 
within the Land Use Element ofthe General Plan 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The City is proposing to amend text in the Land Use Element of the General Plan. This amendment would 
apply to all publicly and privately owned land in the City that is designated for Tourist Commercial uses by 
the General Plan. This L~md Use Element Amendment (GPA #72) modifies language in the Tourist 
Commercial land use designation that supports development of tourist-oriented and cultural facilities and 
shmed parking within the designated areas. 

The current Tourist Commercial land use designation of the General Plan encourages the following uses: 
"Quality hotel, recreation and other tourist-oriented uses such as theatres, museums, and specialty retail'' 

The proposed text Amendment, if approved, will provide more specificity in the range of recreation and 
other tourist-oriented uses allowed and encouraged in the future, to include stadiums, arenas, sports and other 
cultural facilities; will encourage shared parking arrangements; will allow flexibility in building height above 
150 feet where appropriate; and will allow flexibility in building coverage from the current 25 percent to 75 
percent, or more, for special facilities, including stadiums, arenas, theatres and the like, and for structured or 
shared on-site parking provided for the site or for use by surrounding properties where substantial landscape 
and pedestrian plazas me incorporated as site features or amenities. 

The EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the construction and operation ofthe stadium, the 
possible mitigation measures to address these effects and a range of alternatives to the proposal. On 
December 8, 2009, the City Council as the lead agency certified the EIR, making findings that the EIR was 
completed in compliance with CEQA, based upon its independent judgment and analysis. After certifying an 
EIR, a lead agency must adopt CEQA findings, a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations before making any binding project approvals. The General Plan 
amendment would be the first binding Council approval for the 49ers Stadium Project, and so the Council 
must adopt the CEQA resolution if the Project is to proceed. 

Please see DISCUSSION SECTION for additional details. 
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ADVANTAGES AND l)JSADVANTAGES OF ISSUE: 
The proposed General Plan text amendment would update the General Plan in recognition of the evolution in 
development that has shifted with changing economic conditions over time and reflects a progression from 
low rise to higher rise structures, including stadiums and hotels, and from an emphasis on surface parking 
configurations to both garage and below grade parking arrangements that reflect the higher land values today 
compared to the time when this General Plan language was originally drafted. Regardless of the outcome of 
the stadimn project, these updated policy statements will foster and facilitate design in the Bayshore North 
Area that is in keeping with modern approaches to quality development and environmental issues. 

ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT: 
The cost of the preparation of the EIR has been borne by the 49ers organization as the project proponents. 
There have been staff costs associated with the administrative review and processing of the EIR, much of 
which has been covered by Redevelopment Agency (RDA) funding previously budgeted for the staditun 
proposal. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
That the Council, pursuant to Planning Commission Recommendations, Adopt a Resolution to Adopt CEQA 
Findings, a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for 
the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project (CEQ2008-01060); and, Adopt a Resolution of Findings Approving 
General Plan Amendment No. 72 amending text of the Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation within the 
Lan Jse Element of the General Plan. 

Kevin L. Riley, AICP 
Director of Planning and lnspec ion 

APPROVED: 

Documents Related to this Report: 
I) Council CEQA Resolution to Adopt CEQA Findings, a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program and Statement of 

Overriding Considerations for t!te 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project 
a) Exhibit A - CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
b) Exhibit B- 1l1itigation Monitoring or Reporting Program 

2) Resolution Approving General Plan /1mendment No. 72 amending te..'ll of the Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation 
within the Laud Use Element of the General Plan. 

3) Planning Commission materials from Public Hearing of February 3, 2010 
a) Planning Commission Staff Report for the Meeting of Februmy 3, 2010 
b) Staff Summary of Planning Commission Meeting Minutes and Comments from February 3, 2010 
c~ Planning Commission Resolution- General Plan Amendment 
d) Correspondence Received Since the City Council meeting of December 8, 2009 
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DISCUSSION SECTION: 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
An Environmental Impact Report was prepared and certified by the City Council for various pending actions 
related to the proposed 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project at 4900 Centennial Boulevard (CEQ2008-01060 I 
SCH#2008082084 ). The EIR analyzed the amendments to the General Plan and the Redevelopment Plan as 
part of the project. The language prepared for the General Plan and the Redevelopment Plan Amendments is 
consistent with the language presented and evaluated in the certified stadium EIR. 

At the time the City Council certified the EIR on December 8, 2009, the Council did not consider or adopt 
findings, mitigation measures, a mitigation monitoring or reporting program (MMRP) or a statement of 
overriding considerations since there was no binding project approval before them. The General Plan 
Amendment and the Redevelopment Plan Amendment are the first binding actions related to the 49ers 
Stadium Project (although neither action requires that the City proceed with the stadium project). Before the 
City can take such binding action, the Council must consider the adoption of findings, a mitigation 
monitoring or reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations. These are included in the 
Council CEQA Resolution attached at the end of this report. 

The CEQA Findings, MMRP and Statement of Overriding Considerations that accompany this report 
comprehensively consider the potential environmental effects of the whole project, not just the General Plan 
and the Redevelopment Area (RDA) Plan amendments before the Cow1cil at this time. All of the mitigation 
measures that will be applicable to the design, development and use of the Project are included here as they 
are a part of the certified EJR. Should the Council approve the Findings, the approval would require that the 
mitigation measures included in the EIR be imposed as conditions of approval at such time as the actual 
stadium proposal comes before the Council for approval, should the voters support the pending ballot 
measure, and when zoning and other entitlements come forward following a positive vote. 

Therefore, adoption of the CEQA Findings by the City Council at this point ensures that all feasible 
mitigation measures will be required as conditions of approval for the Project, should the Project proceed. 
These Findings note that there are some effects that cannot be mitigated, that some mitigation measures are 
not feasible, and that overriding considerations must be made to approve the project, inclusive of the GPA 
and RDA amendments. 

PUBLIC NOTICES AND COMMENTS 
In preparation for the public hearing reviews of proposed General Plan Amendment No. 72, notice was 
provided in accordance with Government Code Sections 65090, 65094, 65351, 65352, 65353, 65355 and 
65357. 

As of the date of this report preparation, letters of comment were received from the County of Santa Clara, 
Roads and Airports Department, and the County Airport Land Use Commission, and are attached at the end 
of this report under Correspondence. 

The following additional background materials analytical materials provided by the 49ers are also included 
under Correspondence: 
• WSP-Flack & Kurtz letter, dated January 7, 2010, regarding energy consumption costs for an enclosed 

stadium option 
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o CS&L letter/report, dated January 28, 2010, regarding financial analysis of an enclosed stadium option 

• AECOM letter/report, dated January 28, 2010, regarding the feasibility of transportation related 
mitigation measures in the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium EIR 

• Portions of the Hunters Point EIR regarding alternatives to the Project 

BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS ACTIONS 
On November 18,2009, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended certification of the EIR to the 
City Council. On December 8, 2009, the City Council certified the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
prepared for the various pending actions related to the proposed 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project at 4900 
Centennial Boulevard. A citizens initiative regarding the stadium project will be voted on by the citizens of 
Santa Clara on the June 2010 ballot. 

If the voters ultimately support the stadium proposal, the specific stadium project approval by the City would 
then be processed as the PD rezoning application and related actions following the election. 

The language prepared for the General Plan and the Redevelopment Plan amendments is consistent with the 
language presented and evaluated in the certified stadium EIR. 

At a public hearing on December 15, 2009, the City Council continued items relating to the approval of the 
Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Plan and related findings prior to any project approval and referred 
any Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Mitigation, Monitoring, or Reporting (MMRP) related questions, 
including noise impacts, to staff. 

At a public hearing on February 3, 2010, the Planning Commission considered the CEQA Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations associated with the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project and provided 
the comments in the attached minutes from the meeting to the City Council prior to adopting Resolutions 
Recommending the City Council Approve General Plan Amendment No. 72 (Resolution No. 10-004) and 
Redevelopment Plan Amendment No. 20 (Resolution No. I 0-005). 

SITE LOCATION AND CONTEXT 
This amendment would apply to all existing and future land areas within the City's jurisdiction that are 
designated for Tourist Commercial Uses in the General Plan. The total existing land area affected by this 
change currently consists of approximately 240 acres of developed and semi-developed private or publicly 
owned parcels. Most of the Tourist-Commercial designated land areas are located within the Bayshore 
North Redevelopment Project Area. Only one continuous Tourist-Commercial designated area of 
approximately 18 acres exists outside of the Bayshore North Redevelopment Area, immediately south of 
State Highway 101, on the west of Bowers Avenue. 

Following is a map detail extracted from the City's General Plan Map, showing the locations of all of the 
existing Tourist-Commercial designated areas in the City. There is no proposed change to the geographic 
locations of the Tourist Commercial designation; that is, with this amendment no properties would be added 
to or removed from this designation on the Land Use Map. 
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General Plan Land Use Map Detail 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Existing Areas 
Designated 
Tourist Commercial 

The proposed General Plan Text Amendment to the ex1stmg Tourist Commercial designation is shown 
below. Underlined text is proposed to be added; crossed out telEt is proposed to be deleted, as follows: 

(c) Tourist 
Centered on the Great America Amusement Park and the City's Convention Center, these areas 
arc generally located north of the Bayshore Freeway (State Highway 101) near the Tasman 
Light Rail Line. Quality hotel, recreation and other tourist-oriented uses such as theatres, 
museums, stadiums, arenas, spol1s and cultural facilities and specialty retail are encouraged 
within this designation. Through the zoning and architectural review processes, all building 
designs, parking areas, proposals for accessory structures, and proposals for mixed uses will be 
reviewed. 

Ground t1oor retail along the Light Rail line and at Tasman Stations is encouraged. Outdoor 
seating at restaurants and other public oriented uses such as areas for street performers will be 
reviewed to ensure a pedestrian orientation and visibility from public right-of-ways. Uses 
oriented to surrounding employment areas such as carry-out restaurants will be carefully 
monitored to ensure that they are a minor part of and not a distraction from tourist oriented 
uses. Drive-through or other similar uses are generally not encouraged. Shared parking 
arrangements are encouraged and may be approved in circumstances where one or more uses 
are complementary in their nature and peak times of activities. 
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Typically, landscaping and public seating is to be incorporated into public plaza areas in each 
development. Landscaping along public right-of-way areas should be in scale with the size and 
bulk of the building(s) and be designed to minimize possible wind impacts from taller 
structures. Tall structures should be located or designed so as to not cast shadows over the 
public right of way nearbv uses for most of the day. Building height is typically limited to 150 
feet. but may be increased through zoning approval of specific designs that are appropriate for 
the nature of the proposed use. Building coverage shall not exceed 25 percent of the area of the 
lot. where open parking is provided. Building coverage is typicallv no more than 25 percent of 
the lot. but may be up to 75 percent or more for special facilities, including stadiums, arenas. 
theatres and the like. and for structured or shared parking provided for the site or for use by 
surrounding properties where substantial landscape and pedestrian plazas are incorporated as 
site features or amenities. 

FINDINGS 
General Plan Section 1.1.7 requires that the City make four findings for all General Plan Amendments. 
Those findings, and their supporting evidence, are set fm1h below: 

a) The proposed amendment is deemed to be in the public interest, in that 

• The amendment will allow for the revitalization of a currently underutilized site and the 
further realization of the Bayshore North Entertainment District with projects and activities 
that create vitality and economic benefits for the City beyond normal business enterprises; 

• The amendment will provide for the development of entertainment and sports facilities and 
public lands that provide civic, cultural, and sporting amenities that serve a wide range of 
public interests in the City and the region; 

• The amendment will allow for shared parking throughout the Convention Center area to 
minimize excess costs associated with development of parking and promote creative 
parking arrangements that are compatible with activities on nearby properties; and 

• The amendment will provide flexibility for a development design that will improve the 
streetscape and visual quality of the project area. 

b) The proposed amendment is consistent and compatible with the rest of the General Plan and 
any implementation programs that may be affected, in that: 

The amendment will provide additional specificity for the range of recreation and other tourist
oriented uses already encouraged by the land use element. 

c) The potential impacts of" the proposed amendment have been assessed and have been 
determined not to be detrimental to the public health, safety, or ·welf"are, in that: 

The Environmental Impact Report identified no significant impacts to police and other public 
services, the Mitigation Measures to the EIR reduce many impacts on health to less-than
significant levels, and the Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations on March 
9, 2010 for any remaining impacts to health or safety that remain significant after mitigation. 
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d) The proposed amendment has been processed in accordance with the applicable provisions of 
the California Government Code and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), in 
that: 

Public notices and hearings have been provided in accordance with law and the City Council 
certified an EIR that included an analysis ofthe proposed amendment on December 8, 2009. 
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RESOLUTION NO. ___ _ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, 
CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING FINDINGS CONCERNING 
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES; A 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS; AND 
A MITIGATION MONITORING OR REPORTING 
PROGRAM FOR THE PROPOSED 49ERS SANTA CLARA 
STADIUM PROJECT AT 4900 CENTENNIAL 
BOULEVARD (INCLUDING PROPERTIES ON 
CENTENNIAL BOULEVARD, AND ON THE NORTH AND 
SOUTH SIDE OF TASMAN DRIVE), SANTA CLARA 

SCH# 2008082084 
CEQ2008-0 1 060 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA AS FOLLOWS: 

WHEREAS, on March 12, 2008, 49ers Stadium, LLC ("Applicant") filed an application for the 

development of an approximately 40-acre site located at 4900 Centennial Boulevard (including 

properties on Cente1mial Boulevard, and on the north and south of Tasman Drive) ("Project 

Site"); and, 

WHEREAS, the application proposes to allow the construction of an approximately 68,500 seat 

open-air stadium, with possible expansion for up to 75,000 seats for special events, for use by up 

to two National Football League (NFL) teams and other non-NFL events that are compatible 

with the type of venue proposed. Such other uses could include concerts and non-football 

sporting events; and, 

WHEREAS, in order to proceed with this proposal, five specific development components 

would be involved: (1) the stadium, (2) relocation of an existing electrical substation, (3) a new 

six-story parking garage, (4) the use of surrounding properties for off-site parking, and (5) a 

transportation management plan. There are also thirteen implementing actions ("Implementing 

Actions") that the City would potentially take to facilitate these development components: (1) a 

General Plan text amendment; (2) amendment of the Bayshore North Redevelopment Plan; (3) a 

Council Resolution Adopting Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations & MMRP 
Typed: 3-3-10 
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rezoning of a portion of the Project Site to Planned Development (PD) zoning; (4) vacation and 

abandonment of an existing roadway; (5) approval of a tentative map; (6) approval of a 

disposition and development agreement and related conveyance documents; (7) creation of a 

parking overlay zone; (8) creation of a joint powers authority public agency ("Stadium 

Authority") that will develop and own the Stadium; (9) approval of a parking variance; 

(1 0) approval of a parking arrangement or master plan that utilizes existing off-site parking 

facilities; (II) funding the construction of a new six -story parking garage to serve the Project, the 

convention center, and Great America theme park; (12) funding the abandonment, removal and 

relocation of portions of the transmission lines and electrical substation equipment located on the 

Tasman Substation Site; and (13) creation of a Mello-Roos community facilities district or other 

financing district for hotels in the Stadium area if approved by a vote of the affected hotels. 

These five project components and thirteen Implementing Actions are collectively referred to as 

the "Project"; and, 

WHEREAS, on February 23, 2009, the City of Santa Clara ("City") posted and distributed a 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Enviromnental Impact Report ("DEIR"), soliciting guidance on 

the scope and content of the environmental infmmation to be included in the DEIR; and, 

WHEREAS, based on responses to the Notice of Preparation, the City prepared the DEIR, dated 

July 30, 2009 (SCH No. 2008082084), which reflected the independent judgment of the City as 

to the potential environmental impacts of the Project; and, 

WHEREAS, the City circulated copies of the DEIR to the public agencies that have jurisdiction 

by law with respect to the Project, as well as to other interested persons and agencies, and the 

City sought the comments of such persons and agencies for a minimum forty-five (45) day 

review period, beginning on July 30, 2009 and concluding on September 14, 2009 ("Comment 

Period")· and 
' ' 

Council Resolution Adopting Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations & MMRP 
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WHEREAS, the City subsequently extended the public review and comment period for the 

DEIR by two weeks and concluded on September 28, 2009, for a total public review and 

comment pe1iod of 61 days ("Extended Comment Period"); and, 

WHEREAS, the City received comment letters from state and local agencies and from the 

public during the Extended Comment Period. The City prepared written responses to these 

comments, which responses provide the City's good faith, reasoned analysis of the 

environmental issues raised by the comments, and included these responses in a Final 

Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR"). The FEIR consists of the DEIR; a list of agencies, 

organizations, businesses and individuals to whom the DEIR was sent; a list of the comment 

letters received on the DEIR; revisions to the text of the DEIR; responses to comments received 

on the DEIR; and, copies of the comment letters; and, 

WHEREAS, a Planning Commission Staff Report, dated November 18, 2009 described and 

analyzed the FEIR and the Project for the Plmming Commission; and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the FEIR prepared for the Project, the Planning 

Commission Staff Report pertaining to the FEIR and all evidence received at a public meeting on 

November 18, 2009, at which time all interested parties had the opportunity to be heard. 

Following the consideration of the public connnents and based on the record before it, the 

Planning Commission recommended that the City Council certify the EIR; and, 

WHEREAS, no significant new issues or information were raised at the November 18, 2009 

Planning Commission meeting; and, 

WHEREAS, at the November 18, 2009 meeting, City staff provided verbal responses to the 

testimony received at that meeting. City staff also prepared a Summary for consideration by the 

City Council on December 8, 2009 identifying these comments and responses from the 

November 18, 2009 meeting and providing additional responses, and this Sul11111ary was 

presented to the City Council and shall be attached to the FEIR; and, 

Council Resolution Adopting Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations & MMRP 
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WHEREAS, between the November 18, 2009 Planning Commission meeting and the 

December 8, 2009 City Council Meeting, the City received additional correspondence from 

commenters regarding the FEIR. City staff prepared written responses to the letters received, 

submitted those responses to the City Council on December 8, 2009 and attached those responses 

to the FEIR. For one letter received at approximately 5:00 p.m. on December 8, 2009 from 

Hoge, Fenton, Jones & Appel, Inc., on behalf of Cedar Fair, City staff reviewed the comments 

and provided verbal responses to those comments at the December 8, 2009 City Council 

meeting; and, 

WHEREAS, a City Council Staff Report, dated December 3, 2009 described and analyzed the 

FEIR and the Project for the City Council; and, 

WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed the FEIR prepared for the Project, the City Council 

Staff Report pertaining to the FEIR and all evidence received at a public meeting on 

December 8, 2009, at which time all interested parties had the opporttmity to be heard; and, 

WHEREAS, the City Council voted to certify the FEIR at the Council Meeting on 

December 8, 2009 certifying that (1) the FEIR was completed in compliance with CEQA, the 

State CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Santa Clara Local Environmental Review Procedures; 

(2) the FEIR was presented to the City Council, which reviewed and considered the information 

and analysis contained therein before certifying the FEIR; and (3) the FEIR reflected the City's 

independent judgment and analysis on the potential for environmental effects of the Project; and, 

WHEREAS, the FEIR identified certain significant unavoidable, significant and potentially 

significant adverse effects on the environment that would be caused by the Project as proposed; 

and, 

WHEREAS, the FEIR outlined various mitigation measures that would substantially lessen or 

avoid the Project's significant effects on the environment, as well as alternatives to the Project as 

proposed that would provide some environmental advantages; and, 

Council Resolution Adopting Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations & MMRP 
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WHEREAS, the City is required whenever possible, pursuant to the Califomia Environmental 

Quality Act ("CEQA") (Public Resources Code§ 21000 et seq.), to adopt all feasible mitigation 

measures or feasible project alternatives that can substantially lessen or avoid any significant 

environmental effects of the Project; and, 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code § 21081, subdivision (a) reqmres a lead agency, when 

approving a project for which an ElR has been prepared and certified, to adopt findings 

specifying whether mitigation measures and, in some instances, alternatives discussed in the 

EIR, have been adopted or rejected as infeasible; and, 

WHEREAS, consistent with this CEQA mandate, the City has prepared such findings on project 

mitigations and altematives, as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by 

this reference ("Findings"); and, 

WHEREAS, the City Council, in reviewing the Project as proposed, intends to adopt all feasible 

mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR; and, 

WHEREAS, the significant effects that cmmot be avoided or substantially lessened by the 

adoption of feasible mitigation measures will necessarily remain significant and unavoidable; 

and, 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code § 21081, subdivision (b) and CEQA Guidelines § 15093 

require the City Council to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations when approving a 

project with significant unavoidable environmental effects; and, 

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that, despite the occurrence of significant 

unavoidable environmental effects associated with the Project, as mitigated and adopted, there 

exist certain overriding economic, social and other considerations for approving the Project 

which justify the occurrence of those impacts and render them acceptable, also set forth in 

Exhibit A; and, 

Council Resolution Adopting Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations & MMRP 
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WHEREAS, a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program, as required by CEQA, is contained 

in Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference; and, 

WHEREAS, a City Council Staff Report, dated March 1, 2010, described and analyzed the 

Findings, the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation Monitoring or 

Reporting Program for the City Council; and, 

WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed the Findings, the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations, and the Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program and all evidence received 

at a public meeting on March 9, 2010, at which time all interested parties had the opportunity to 

be heard; and, 

WHEREAS, the FEIR is a separately bound document and is available for review during norn1al 

business hours in the City Planning Division, file CEQ2008-01060; and, 

WHEREAS, the custodian of the documents and other materials that constitute the record of 

proceedings for the Project is the Planning and Inspection Department, City of Santa Clara, 

1500 Warburton Avenue, Santa Clara, CA 95050, attn: Director of Planning and Inspection. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

AS FOLLOWS: 

I. That the City Council hereby finds that the above Recitals are true and correct and by this 

reference makes them a part hereof. 

2. That the City Council adopts the Findings concerning significant impacts, mitigation 

measures and alternatives set forth in Exhibit A. 

3. That the City Council adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerations, also set forth in 

Exhibit A. 

4. That the City Council adopts the Mitigation Monitming or Reporting Program set forth in 

Exhibit B. 

Council Resolution Adopting Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations & MMRP 
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5. That all of the mitigation measures identified as feasible in the FEIR and listed in the 

Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program shall be made conditions of approval for the 

Project, including the Implementing Actions, as appropriate, and shall be enforceable through 

permit conditions, agreements or other measures and the City Council hereby directs staff to 

include such mitigation measures in subsequent project approvals as conditions of approval or 

incorporated into the project, to the extent applicable to the development components. 

6. Constitutionality, severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or 

word of this resolution is for any reason held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be 

unconstitutional or invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect the validity of the 

remaining portions of the resolution. The City of Santa Clara hereby declares that it would have 

passed this resolution and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and word thereof, 

irrespective of the fact that any one or more section(s), subsection(s), sentence(s), clause(s), 

phrase( s ), or word( s) be declared invalid. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THE FOREGOING TO BE A TRUE COPY OF A RESOLUTION 

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, CALIFORNIA, AT A 

REGULAR MEETING THEREOF HELD ON THE 

FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: COUNCILORS: 

NOES: COUNCILORS: 

ABSENT: COUNCILORS: 

ABSTAINED: COUNCILORS: 

Attachments Incorporated by Reference: 

DAY OF ____ , 20_, BY THE 

ATTEST:~~----------
ROD DIRIDON, JR. 
CITY CLERK 
CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

I. Exhibit A- CEQA Findings and Statement of Oveniding Considerations 
2. Exhibit B - Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program 
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EXHIBIT A 

Resolution No. 

CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Approval of General 
Plan Amendment #72 and Redevelopment Plan Amendment #20 Relating to the 49ers 

Santa Clara Stadium Project 

Pursuant to Sections 15096(h) of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14) and Section 21081 of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(Public Resources Code, Division 13) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

These findings are made pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. 
Code section 21000 et seq; "CEQA") and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. title 14, 
section 15000 et seq.) by the City Council of the City of Santa Clara (the "City") in connection 
with the Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") prepared for the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium 
Project at 4900 Tasmm1 Drive ("the Project"), EIR SCH # 2008082084. The City was the lead 
agency for the Project. 

These findings are attached and incorporated by reference into the Resolution. These 
findings m·e based on substantial evidence in the entire administrative record and references to 
specific reports and specific pages of documents are not intended to identify those sources as the 
exclusive basis for the findings. 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project, which is the subject of the EIR, is located at 4900 Centennial 
Boulevard in the City of Santa Clara. The project site consists of approximately 22 acres 
bounded on the north by Tasman Drive, on the east by the Santa Clara Youth Soccer Park and 
the existing Marie P. DeBartolo Sports Center, on the South by Silicon Valley Power's Northern 
Receiving Station and the City of Santa Clara's North Side Water Storage Tanks, and on the west 
by San Tomas Aquino Creek (the "Project Site"). 

The Project which was reviewed and analyzed in the EIR includes five specific 
components: (1) the Stadium, (2) the Substation Relocation, (3) the Parking Garage, (4) the Off
Site Parking and (5) the Transportation Management Plan. The proposed stadium would have a 
permanent seating capacity of up to 68,500 seats and will be designed to expm1d to 
approximately 75,000 seats for special events. The Stadium stmcture would have a maximum 
height of 175 feet above the ground surface with light stm1dards on top of the stmcture reaching 
a maximum height of200 feet above the ground surface. The proposed stadium would require 
17,125 parking stalls under the City's zoning requirements. It is estimated, however, based on 
historic usage of the existing 49ers temn stadium that approximately 19,000 attendee parking 
stalls and 1,740 employee parking stalls will be required for NFL Football events and other large 
non NFL events. The anticipated parking demand will require approval of a parking 
arrangement or master plan that utilizes existing off-site parking facilities. The new six-story 

Santa Clara City Council- March 20 l 0 
1524\02\776626.3 
1121/2010 

Page 1 



parking garage would be located on approximately two-acres of a four-acre site directly across 
Tasman Drive from the proposed stadium and would have up to 1,708 parking stalls which 
would be utilized by the stadium, convention center, and the Great America theme park. The 
proposed Project also consists of the relocation of an existing electric substation. 

In approving the Resolution, the City is approving a general plan amendment and an 
amendment to the Bayshore North Redevelopment Plan. Additional discretionary approvals of 
the City or the Santa Clara Redevelopment Agency required to implement the project include but 
are not limited to: 

a. Approval of plmmed development zoning for the site 

b. Vacation m1d abandonment of an existing roadway 

c. Approval of a tentative map 

d. Approval of a parking variance 

e. Approval of a Disposition and Development Agreement and 
related conveyance documents 

f. Creation of a parking overlay zone, or similar implementation 
mechanism 

g. Creation of a joint powers authority public agency (Stadium 
Authority) that will develop and own the Stadium. 

h. Approval of the design and constmction of a new six-story parking 
garage to serve the Project, the convention center, and Great America theme park. 

i. Approval of the abandonment, removal and relocation of portions 
of the transmission lines and electrical substation equipment located on the Tasman Substation 
Site. 

j. Creation of a Mello-Roos community facilities district or other 
financing district for hotels in the Stadium area if approved by a vote of the affected hotels. 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE PROJECT 

Pursuant to CEQA alld the CEQA Guidelines, the City determined that all EIR would be 
required for the Project. On August 19, 2008, the City issued a Notice of Preparation for the 
EIR. On Febmary 24, 2009, the City issued all amended Notice of Preparation for the EIR. The 
Notice of Preparation and the Amended Notice of Preparation were circulated to responsible 
agencies and interested groups and individuals for review and comment. A copy of this Notice, 
and the Amended Notice and the comments thereon are included in Appendix 0 of the Draft 
EIR. 
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A Draft EIR was prepared for the Project to analyze its environmental impacts. The 
Draft EIR was properly circulated for a 45-day public review period from July 30, 2009 to 
September 14, 2009 which review period was extended for an additiona114 days at the request 
of commenters and concluded on September 28, 2009. 

The City received written and oral comments on the Draft EIR. The City prepared 
responses to comments on environmental issues and made changes to the Draft EIR. The 
responses to comments, changes to the Draft EIR and additional information were published in a 
Final EIR on November 13,2009. The Draft EIR, the Final EIR and all appendices thereto 
constitute the "EIR" referenced in these findings. On November 18, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission held a publicly noticed meeting on the Final EIR, provided the City Council with 
comments and unanimously recommended certification of the EIR. On December 8, 2009 the 
City Council certified the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090. 

The proposed amendment to the General Plan and the Bayshore North Redevelopment 
Plan Amendment makes changes to the petmitted land uses and development regulations within 
each document to accommodate the Project. The City is consequently required to make required 
CEQA findings for the overall Project. 

IV. THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

The record, upon which all findings and determinations related to the approval of the 
Project are based, includes the following: 

a. The EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the 
EJR. 

b. All information (including written evidence and testimony) 
presented to the City, Staff of the City, the Project sponsor, consultants, and others. 

c. All information (including written evidence and testimony) 
provided by City staff to the City Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the approvals, and 
the Project. 

d. All information (including written evidence and testimony) 
presented to the City Planning Commission by the Project sponsor, consultants, and others. 

e. All final applications, letters, testimony, exhibits, and presentations 
presented by the Project sponsor, consultants, and others to the City or Agency in connection 
with the Project. 

f. All final information (including written evidence and testimony) 
presented at any City or Agency public hearing or public meeting or City workshop related to the 
Project and the EIR. 

g. For documentary and infmmation purposes, all City-adopted land 
use plans and ordinances, including without limitation general plans, specific plans and 
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ordinances, together with environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring 
programs and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area. 

h. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project. 

i. All other documents composing the record pursuant to Public 
Resources Code section 21167.6(e). 

The custodian of the documents and other materials that constitute the record of the 
proceedings upon which the City's decisions are based is the Director of the Department of 
Planning and Inspection, or his or her designee. Such documents and other materials are located 
at the Department of Planning and Inspection 1500 Warburton Avenue, Santa Clara, California, 
95050. 

V. REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION OF THE EIR 

In accordance with CEQA, the City certifies that it has been provided copies of the EIR 
and has reviewed and considered the environmental effects of the Project as shown in the EIR. 

VI. MITIGATION MEASURES, CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, AND 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Public Resources Code section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines section 15097 require the 
City to adopt a monitoring or reporting program to ensure that the mitigation measures and 
revisions to the Project identified in the EIR are implemented. The Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program ("MMRP") is attached and incorporated by reference into the Resolution and 
is adopted by the City. The MMRP satisfies the requirements of CEQA. 

The mitigation measures set forth in the MMRP are specific and enforceable and are 
capable of being fully implemented by the effmis of the City, other identified public agencies of 
responsibility or the project applicant. As appropriate, some mitigation measures define 
perfmmance standards to ensure no significant envirmm1ental impacts will result. The MMRP 
adequately describes implementation procedures, monitoring responsibility, reporting actions, 
compliance schedule, non-compliance sanctions, and verification of compliance in order to 
ensure that the Project complies with the adopted mitigation measures. 

The City has committed to enforcing the mitigation measures contained in the MMRP 
and has adopted the MMRP as enforceable conditions of approval for the Project, should the 
voters approve the ballot measure related to the Stadium. The Project applicant must comply 
with the MMRP regarding the Project. The City will also ensure that the plans submitted for 
discretionary approvals, the subsequent conshuction and the on-going operation of the Project all 
conform to the mitigation measures as set forth in the MMRP. The MMRP contains measures to 
substantially lessen or eliminate all significant environmental effects, where feasible. 

The mitigation measures incorporated into and imposed upon the Project approval will 
not have new significant environmental impacts that were not analyzed in the EIR. 
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VII. FINDINGS REGARDING IMPACTS 

In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines sections 
15091 and 15092, the City adopts the findings and conclusions regarding impacts and mitigation 
measures that are set forth in the EIR and summarized in the MMRP. These findings do not 
repeat the full discussions of environmental impacts contained in the EIR. The City ratifies, 
adopts, and incorporates the analysis, explanation, findings, responses to comments and 
conclusions of the EIR. 

The City recognizes that the environmental analysis of the Project raises controversial 
environmental issues, and that a range of technical and scientific opinion exists with respect to 
those issues. The City acknowledges that there are diffeting and potentially conflicting expert 
and other opinions regarding the Project. The City has, through review of the evidence and 
analysis presented in the record, acquired a better 1mderstanding of the breadth of this technical 
and scientific opinion and of the full scope of the environmental issues presented. In tum, this 
understanding has enabled the City to make fully informed, thoroughly considered decisions 
after taking account of the various viewpoints on these important issues and reviewing the 
record. These findings are based on a full appraisal of all viewpoints expressed in the EIR, as 
well as other relevant information in the record of the proceedings for the Project, including the 
administrative record. 

A. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS 

Under Public Resources Code section 2108l(a)(l) and CEQA Guidelines sections 
1509l(a)(l) and 15092(b), and to the extent reflected in the EIR and the MMRP, the City finds 
that chm1ges or alterations have been or will be required in, or incorporated into, the components 
of the Project that mitigate or avoid potentially significant effects on the environment. The 
following potentially significant impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level through 
the implementation of Project mitigation measures: 

a. Hydrology: 

Impact HYD-1: The EIR fmmd that the implementation of the revised General Plan 
land use designation allowing up to 75 percent building coverage could impede or redirect flood 
flows, substantially increase nmoff, and impact stormwater systems and groundwater discharge, 
resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures HYD-1: The following General Plm1 Policies would reduce 
hydrology impacts from development allowed by the proposed General Plm1 mnendment to a less 
than significm1t level: 

1. Water Resources Policy No. 14 states that the City should regulate the type, location 
and intensity ofland uses within flood-prone areas. 

2. Water Resources Policy No. 16 states that the City should participate on a regional 
basis in a Non-Point-Source Control Program in order to reduce pollutants in storm 
water runoff. 
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3. Water Resources Policy No. 17 states that the City should maximize water retention 
and reduce the quantity of water runoff. 

4. Water Resources Policy No. 18 states that the City should encourage programs to 
improve the quality of stormwater nmoff. 

The following program mitigation would reduce hydrology impacts to a less than significant 
level: 

I. The City of Santa Clara is one of 13 co-permittees under a Municipal Storm water 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit issued to the 
municipalities in Santa Clara Valley, the County of Santa Clara, and the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District. Under provisions of the NPDES Municipal Pem1it, projects 
that disturb more than I 0,000 square feet are required to incorporate Best 
Management Practices for operational non-point pollution control. These measures 
may include: (a) Installing bioswales in new landscape and surface parking m-eas to 
treat nmoff prior to discharge to the stormwater system; (b) Installation of 
landscaping that will facilitate the infiitt·ation of stom1water; (c) Use oflandscape 
species that minimize irrigation, runoff, pesticide and fertilizer application; (d) 
Design landscape areas to be lower in elevation than surrounding paved areas; (e) 
Planting new trees within 30 feet of impervious surfaces; (f) Use efficient irrigation 
systems to minimize runoff; (g) Stencil stom1water catch basins to discourage illegal 
dumping; (h) Installation of oil/water separators in parking structures; (i) Cover 
dumpsters and other storage areas and/or protect by a bem1 or cmb; (j) Use source 
control BMPs in vehicle areas, roofs, gutters, downspouts, dumpster/trash areas, floor 
drains, etc.; (k) Maintenance oflandscaped areas as necessary to maintain soil 
structure and permeability; (I) Site maintenance, including routine catch basin 
cleaning; and (m) Maintenance oflandscaping with minimal pesticide use, including 
landscape maintenance techniques listed in the Fact Sheet on Landscape Maintenance 
Techniques for Pest Reduction prepared by the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program. 

Findings HYD-1: Although the Project will result in 75 percent building coverage, with 
implementation of the identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures listed above 
Residents will not be subject to flood hazards or increased storm water runoff beyond the 
capacity of the existing stom1 water drainage systems. The above listed mitigation measures 
reduce runoff and manage the impacts to storm water systems and groundwater discharge 
thereby reducing the project impact to less than significant levels. 

Impact HYD-5: The EIR found that the construction activities would result in a 
potentially significant temporary impact on stormwater quality. 

Mitigation Measnre HYD-5: The following project-specific measures, based on 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Best Management Practices, will be included in the 
project to reduce construction-related water quality impacts. All mitigation will be implemented 
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prior to the start of earthmoving activities on-site and will continue until the construction is 
complete. 

1. Burlap bags filled with drain rock shall be installed around stom1 drains to route 
sediment and other debris away from the drains. 

2. Earthmoving or other dust-producing activities shall be suspended during periods of 
high winds. 

3. All exposed or disturbed soil surfaces shall be watered at least twice daily to control 
dust as necessary. 

4. Stockpiles of soil or other materials that can be blown by the wind shall be watered or 
covered. 

5. All tmcks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered and all tmcks 
would be required to maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

6. All paved access roads, parking areas, staging areas and residential streets adjacent to 
the construction sites shall be swept daily (with water sweepers). In addition, a tire 
wash system may be required. 

7. Vegetation in disturbed areas shall be replanted as quickly as possible. 

8. All unpaved entrances to the site shall be filled with rock to knock mud from tmck 
tires prior to entering City streets. A tire wash system may also be employed at the 
request of the City. 

9. A Storm Water Permit will be administered by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Prior to constmction grading for the proposed land uses, the project proponent 
will file a "Notice ofintent" (NOI) to comply with the General Permit and prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which addresses measures that 
would be included in the project to minimize and control construction and post
constmction runoff. Measures will include, but are not limited to, the aforementioned 
RWQCB mitigation. 

10. The project proponent will submit a copy of the draft SWPPP to the City of Santa 
Clara for review and approval prior to start of construction on the project site. The 
certified SWPPP will be posted at the project site and will be updated to reflect 
current site conditions. 

11. When constmction is complete, a Notice ofTem1ination (NOT) for the General 
Pem1it for Constmction will be filed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and the City of Santa Clara. The NOT will document that all elements of the SWPPP 
have been executed, constmction materials and waste have been properly disposed of, 
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and a post construction storm water management plan is in place as described in the 
SWPPP for the site. 

The following project specific measures, based on Regional Water Quality Control Board Best 
Management Practices, will be included in the project to reduce post-construction water quality 
impacts. 

I. As part of the mitigation for post-construction runoff impacts addressed in the SWPPP, 
the project will implement regular maintenance activities (i.e., sweeping, maintaining 
vegetative swales, litter control, and other activities as specified by the City) at the site to 
prevent soil, grease, and litter from accumulating on the project site and contaminating 
surface runoff. Stom1 water catch basins will be stenciled to discourage illegal dumping. 

The following project specific mitigation measure will be included in the Project to reduce storm 
water drainage impacts: 

I. The proposed Project will be required to record an Operation & Management (O&M) 
agreement with the City to insure continued maintenance and perfonnance of post 
construction measures including CDS units and roof-drainage systems. 

Findings HYD-5: With implementation ofthe mitigation measures listed above, the 
Project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern, substantially degrade water 
quality or subject residents to flood hazards or increased storm water runoff beyond the capacity 
of the existing stom1water drainage system. Thus, by implementing the indentified mitigation 
measures the Project will result in less than significant impacts on storm water quality. 

b. Vegetation and Wildlife: 

Impact BI0-2: The EIR found that construction activities could result in the 
abandonment of active raptor nests or destruction of other migratory birds' nests, resulting in a 
potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures BI0-2: The following General Plan Policy would reduce 
biological impacts from development allowed by the proposed General Plan amendment to a less 
than significant level: 

I. Flora and Fauna Policy No. 6 states that the City should support programs for the 
protection of fish and wildlife and their habitats, including rare and endangered 
species. 

The following project specific mitigation measures will be implemented during construction to 
avoid abandonment ofraptor and other protected migratory birds' nests: 

I. Construction shall be scheduled to avoid the nesting season to the extent feasible. The 
nesting season for most birds, including most raptors, in the San Francisco Bay area 
extends from February through August. 

Santa Clara City Council- March 2010 
1524\02\776626.3 

Page 8 

1/21/2010 



2. If it is not possible to schedule demolition and construction between September and 
January, then pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall be completed by a 
qualified ornithologist to ensure that no nests will be disturbed during project 
implementation. This survey shall be completed no more than 14 days prior to the 
initiation of construction activities dming the early part of the breeding season 
(February through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation ofthese 
activities during the late part of the breeding season (May through August). During 
this survey, the ornithologist will inspect all trees and other possible nesting habitats 
immediately adjacent to the constmction areas for nests. If an active nest is found 
sufficiently close to work areas to be disturbed by constmction, the omithologist, in 
consultation with CDFG, will determine the extent of a construction-free buffer zone 
to be established around the nest, typically 250 feet, to ensure that raptor or migratory 
bird nests will not be disturbed during project construction. 

Findings BI0-2: Implementation of the identified General Plan policy and proposed 
mitigation measmes will reduce the likelihood that Project related conshuction activities will 
negatively impact raptors and other migratory birds nesting habits because such activities will be 
planned and coordinated to avoid nesting season to the extent feasible and, if construction occurs 
dming the nesting season, pre-construction surveys and buffer zones armmd any active nests 
found will prevent disturbance of bird nests. Thus the impact can be mitigated to a less than 
significant level. 

c. Hazards and Hazardous Materials: 

Impact HAZ-2: Implementation of the proposed project could expose construction 
workers and future site users to contaminated soil, resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures HAZ-2: The following project specific mitigation measures will 
be implemented during construction to protect construction workers and future users from 
contaminated soils: 

I. Ptior to the issuance of grading pem1its, shallow soil samples shall be taken to 
determine the location of contaminated soils with concentrations above established 
construction/trench worker thresholds. The soil sampling plan must be reviewed and 
approved by the Santa Clara Fire Chief prior to initiation of work. Any contaminated 
soils found in concentrations above established thresholds shall be removed and 
disposed of according to Califomia Hazardous Waste Regulations. The contaminated 
soil removed from the site shall be hauled off-site and disposed of at a licensed 
hazardous materials disposal site. 

2. A Site Management Plan (SMP) will be prepared to establish management practices 
for handling impacted groundwater and/or soil material that may be encountered 
during site development and soil-disturbing activities. Components ofthe SMP will 
include: a detailed discussion of the site background; preparation of a Health and 
Safety Plan by an industrial hygienist; notification procedures if previously 
undiscovered significantly impacted soil or free fuel product is encountered during 
construction; on-site soil reuse guidelines based on the Califomia Regional Water 
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Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region's reuse policy; sampling and 
laboratory analyses of excess soil requi1ing disposal at an appropriate off-site waste 
disposal facility; soil stockpiling protocols; and protocols to manage ground water 
that may be encountered during trenching and/or subsmface excavation activities. 
Prior to issuance of grading permits, a copy of the SMP must be approved by the 
City's Director ofPlam1ing and Inspection and the Santa Clara Fire Chief. 

Findings HAZ-2: To the extent that contaminated soils are present in the proposed 
project site, implementation of the mitigation measures including a Site Management Plan and 
the testing, removal and off-site disposal of contaminated soils found in concentrations above the 
established thresholds will reduce the exposure of construction workers and future users. By 
identifying and removing contaminated soils according to California Hazardous Waste 
Regulations, the impact can be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

Impact HAZ-3: Implementation of the proposed project could expose constmction 
workers and/or nearby sensitive receptors to air-borne asbestos particles and lead-based paint, 
resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures HAZ-3: The proposed project will conforn1 with the following 
regulatory programs and implement the following standard measures to reduce impacts due to 
the presence of asbestos containing materials (ACMs): 

1. In conformance with state and local laws, a visual inspection/pre-disassemble 
survey, and possible sampling, shall be conducted prior to the dismantling of the 
substation to determine the presence of asbestos containing mate1ials. 

2. All potentially friable ACMs shall be removed in accordance with NESGAP 
guidelines prior to dismantling that may disturb the materials. All dismantling 
activities will be undertaken in accordance with Cal/OSHA standards contained in 
Title 8 of CCR, Section 1529, to protect workers from exposure to asbestos. 

3. A registered asbestos abatement contractor shall be retained to remove and 
dispose of ACMs identified in the asbestos survey performed for the site in 
accordance with the standards stated above. 

4. Materials containing more than one percent asbestos are also subject to 
BAAQMD regulations. 

5. Removal of materials containing more than one percent asbestos shall be 
completed in accordance with BAAQMD requirements. 

The proposed project will conform with the following regulatory programs and implement the 
following standards to reduce the impacts due to the presence oflead based paints: 
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1. In conformance with state and local laws, a visual inspection/pre-demolition 
survey, and possible sampling, shall be conducted prior to the demolition of on
site buildings to determine the presence of lead-based paint. 

2. During demolition activities, all building materials containing lead-based paint 
shall be removed in accordance with Cal/OSHA Lead in Construction Standard, 
Title 8, Califomia Code Regulations 1532.1, including employee training, 
employee air monitoring, and dust control. 

3. Any debris or soil containing lead-based paint or coatings would be disposed of at 
landfills that meet acceptance ctiteria for the waste being disposed. 

Findings HAZ-3: To the extent that lead based paints or asbestos are present in the 
proposed project site, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures in confom1ance with 
established BAAQMD Regulations and Cal/OSHA Construction Standards will reduce 
hazardous materials impacts to construction workers and nearby sensitive receptors to a less than 
significant level by reducing their exposure to such materials. 

d. Cultural Resources: 

Impact CUL-2: The EIR found that the implementation of the proposed Project could 
have a potentially significant impact on unknown buried prehistoric and/or historic resources. 

Mitigation Measures CUL-2: The following project-specific mitigation measures will 
be implemented during construction to avoid significant impacts to unknown cultural resources: 

1. A qualified archaeologist will be on site to monitor the initial excavation of native 
soil once all pavement and engineered soil is removed from the project site. After 
monitoring the initial excavation, the archaeologist will make recommendations for 
further monitming if it is determined that the site has cultural resources. If the 
archaeologist determines that no resources are likely to be found on site, no additional 
monitoring will be required. 

2. In the event that prehistoric or historic resources are encountered during excavation 
and/or grading of the site, all activity within a 150-foot radius of the find will be 
stopped, the City Director of Planning and Inspection will be notified, and the 
archaeologist will examine the find and make appropriate recommendations. 
Recommendations could include collection, recordation, and analysis of any 
significant cultural materials. A report of findings documenting any data recovery 
during monitoring would be submitted to the City Director of Planning and 
Inspection. 

3. In the event that hmnan remains are discovered during excavation and/or grading of 
the site, all activity within a 50-foot radius of the find will be stopped. The Santa 
Clara County Coroner will be notified and shall make a determination as to whether 
the remains are of Native American origin or whether an investigation into the cause 
of death is required. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the 
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Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
immediately. Once NAHC identifies the most likely descendants, the descendants 
will make recommendations regarding proper burial, which will be implemented in 
accordance with Section 15064.5( e) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Findings CUL-2: To the extent that any prehistoric or histmic resources are encountered 
on the Project Site during the constmction of the Project, implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will reduce cultural resources impacts to a less than significant level by 
ensuring that any discoveries made during excavation and/or grading of the site are handled in a 
manner that ensures preservation to the extent feasible. 

e. Air Quality. 

Impact AIR-7: The EIR found that constmction activities would result in potentially 
significant temporary impacts to local air quality. 

Mitigation Measures AIR-7: The following General Plan Policy would reduce most air 
quality impacts from development allowed by the proposed General Plan amendment to a less 
than significant level: 

1. Air Quality Policy 19 states that the City will protect the air quality of the City of 
Santa Clma and its sphere of influence and promote land use and transportation 
policies which maintain air quality. 

The following mitigation measures (recommended by BAAQMD) are proposed as part of the 
Project to avoid or reduce significant constmction related air quality impacts: 

1. The following dust control measures will be implemented during all constmction 
phases: (a) Water all active constmction areas at least twice daily and more often 
during windy periods; (b) Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose 
materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard; (c) Pave, 
apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
access roads, parking meas and staging areas at constmction sites; (d) Sweep daily 
(preferably with water sweepers) all paved access roads on-site, parking areas and 
staging areas at construction sites; (e) Sweep streets daily (preferably with water 
sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets; (f) Hydroseed 
or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas; (g) Enclose, cover, 
water twice daily or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, 
etc.); (h) Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; (j) Replant vegetation in 
disturbed areas as quickly as possible; (k) Suspend construction activities on windy 
days that cause visible dust plumes that extend beyond the construction site; (I) Idling 
time of all diesel powered constmction equipment will be limited to five minutes 
(based on California Air Resources Board regulations) and/or alternative powered 
constmction equipment (i.e., hybrid, compressed natural gas, bio-diesel, electric) will 
be used; (m) All diesel powered construction equipment will be outfitted with add-on 
control devices such as diesel oxidation catalysts or particulate filters where possible; 
(n) All contractors will be required to use equipment that meets the California Air 

Santa Clara City Council- March 20 I 0 
1524\02\776626.3 

Page 12 

1/21/2010 



Resources Board most recent certification standard for off-road heavy duty diesel 
engmes. 

2. A Disturbance Coordinator will be designated by the applicant. The Coordinator shall 
be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction activities. 
The Coordinator will determine the cause of the complaint and implement reasonable 
measures to correct the problem. A telephone number for the Coordinator will be 
clearly posted at the construction site and included in the notice sent to nearby 
properties regarding the construction schedule. This information will also be 
distributed to all residences and businesses within 750 feet of the Project Site. 

3. The Project shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment 
used on the Project Site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes 
in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 
2.0) shall be repaired immediately. This measure means that equipment with 
continuous dark emissions is in violation of the requirement. 

4. Signs shall be posted that indicate diesel equipment standing idle for more than five 
minutes shall be turned off or operators would be subject to fines. This would include 
tmcks waiting to deliver or receive soil, aggregate or other bulk mate1ials. Rotating 
drum concrete trucks could keep their engines running continuously as long as they 
are onsite. 

5. Reduce vehicle emissions. Properly tune and maintain equipment for low emissions. 

Findings AIR-7: Implementation of the proposed BAAQMD recommended mitigation 
measures would reduce temporary air quality impacts by reducing the amount and types of 
airborne pollutants resulting from construction activities thereby reducing the project's impact to 
a less than significant level. 

Impact AIR-11: The EIR further found that numerous barbeque activities occmTing 
within 750 feet of the residences could result in odor complaints which would be an indication of 
a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures AIR-11: The following project specific mitigation measures will 
be implemented to reduce odor related impacts created by barbeque activities: 

1. Reserve surface parking within 750 feet of residences for vehicles only. Prohibit 
tailgating within these areas. 

2. Designate a "disturbance coordinator" to investigate and respond to odor or air 
quality complaints. Provide the name and contact information for the disturbance 
coordinator to residents within 750 feet of the stadium or surface parking lots. 

Findings AIR-11: Prohibiting tailgating in areas within 750 feet of residences and 
designating a disturbance coordinator to investigate and respond to odor or air quality complaints 
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will reduce odor impacts associated with tailgating during stadium events to a less than 
significant level. 

f. Noise. 

Impact NOl-l: The EIR found that the increase in allowable building size could 
lengthen construction periods, exposing sensitive receptors to additional construction noise, 
resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures NOI-1: Conformance with the following General Plan Policy 
would reduce noise impacts from the proposed project: 

1. Noise Policy No. 24 states that the City should reduce noise from fixed sources, 
construction, and special events. 

Conformance with the City's Noise Ordinance (City Code 9.10.040) would reduce noise impacts 
of the proposed project: 

1. It shall be unlawful for any person to operate or cause to allow to be operated, any 
fixed source of disturbing, excessive or offensive sound or noise on property owned, 
leased, occupied or otherwise controlled by such person, such that the sound or noise 
originating from that source causes the sound or noise level on any other property to 
exceed the maximum noise or sound levels which are set forth in Schedule A of the 
City Code. Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, the noise or sound standards 
for the various zone districts as presented in this Schedule A shall apply to all such 
properties within a specified zone, as designated on the most recent update of the 
official zoning map of the City. For planned development, agricultural or mixed 
zoning site, the most restrictive noise standard for the comparable zone district, as 
determined by the Director ofPla1111ing and Inspection, shall apply. (Ord. 1588 § 1, 6-
14-88. Formerly§ 18-26.4). 

Findings NOl-l: As a result of implementing the above mitigation measures the 
proposed General Plan text amendment would not result in a significant noise impact. 

g. Energy. 

Impact ENR-1: The EIR found that the proposed project would have a potentially 
significant impact on projected electricity and natural gas supplies. 

Mitigation Measure ENR-1: The following General Plan Policy would reduce energy 
impacts fi·om development allowed by the proposed General Plan amendment to a less than 
significant level: 

I. Public Facilities & Services Policy 7 states that the City will continue an innovative 
energy program to develop cost effective new power sources and encourage 
conservation. 
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The measures to reduce energy consumption listed below would mitigate the energy impacts of 
the proposed Project to a less than significant level and will be required as conditions of 
approval: 

1. The project shall be certified in accordance with the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) requirements, a nationally acceptable benchmark for 
the design, construction, and operation of high performance green buildings. The 
level ofLEED ce1iification will be at the discretion of the project applicant. 

2. The project shall exceed Title 24 energy requirements by 10 percent to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Silicon Valley Power. 

3. The project shall include a minimum of27,000 square feet of green roofs. 

4. The project shall, to the extent feasible and available, utilize local and regional 
building materials in order to reduce energy consumption associated with transporting 
materials over long distances. 

5. The project shall utilize building products that contain post-consumer recycled 
materials, to the extent feasible. 

6. Although there is not a formal EnergyStar program for non-residential buildings, the 
stadium shall be constructed to meet the same standards as those that apply to the 
residential program to the extent feasible. 

7. The stadium shall include a photovoltaic (i.e., solar electric) system. The Project 
proposes a minimum of 20,000 square feet of photovoltaic cells. (Note: The rule of 
thumb is that each square foot of photovoltaic cells produces 10 watts of power in 
bright sunlight.) 

8. Geothermal heat pumps should be installed to provide heating, cooling, and hot 
water. Geothermal heat pumps are generally more efficient and less expensive to 
operate and maintain than conventional systems. 

Findings ENR-1: The proposed Project would be infill development and would comply 
with existing state and federal regulations regarding the energy efficiency of buildings, 
appliances, lighting, and other components. Therefore, the proposed Project will not result in the 
wasteful use of energy. The above mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Project to 
the extent feasible. LEED certification of the building through a combination ofthe above 
mitigation measures including water conservation, use ofrecycled water, use of transit, and use 
of renewable energy would reduce the demand for new energy resources in relation to projected 
supplies to a less than significant level. 

Impact ENR-2: The EIR found that the proposed project would increase vehicle miles 
traveled for game attendees resulting in increased gasoline usage, thereby resulting in a 
potentially significant impact. 
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Mitigation Measure ENR-2: The City will require, as a condition of project approval, 
the preparation and implementation of a Transportation Management and Operational Plan 
(TMOP) and the formation of a working group to oversee the plan's implementation. The 
TMOP is more fully described in the discussion of the Master Transportation Impact under 
Section B below. The TMOP will be designed to provide adequate transit capacity for stadium 
events, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled and gasoline usage. The TMOP will be 
completed for the opening of the stadium utilizing the most current roadway and transit data 
available at that time (estimated mid-2014), and will be updated annually as necessary. 

Findings ENR-2: The City will require, as a condition of project approval, the 
preparation and implementation of a Transportation Management and Operational Plan (TMOP) 
and the fmmation of a working group to oversee the plan's implementation. Implementation of 
the TMOP together with increased public transit marketing to season ticketholders will mitigate 
the proposed project's gasoline demand to a less than significant level. 

B. SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Under Public Resources Code sections 2108l(a)(3) and 2108l(b), and CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15091, 15092, and 15093, and to the extent reflected in the EIR and the MMRP, the 
City finds that the following impacts of the Project remains significant and unavoidable, 
notwithstanding the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures, as set forth below. The City 
also finds that any alternative discussed in the EIR that may reduce the significance of these 
impacts is rejected as infeasible for the reasons given below. 

a. Transportation and Circulation. 

Master Transportation Impact: The EIR identified the following four transportation 
impacts that may result in potentially significant impacts. The Project's transportation impacts 
will not occur very often. The weekday impacts (which might occur for Monday or Thursday 
night NFL games and potentially for larger Non-NFL events), are projected to occur a maximum 
of eight times per year due to either NFL or large non-NFL events. The weekend impacts could 
occur up to ten times a year if one team occupies the stadium and up to 20 times a year if two 
teams occupy the stadium plus potentially up to 22 additional weekend days for large non-NFL 
events, although most such non-NFL events will have lower attendance than a NFL game. These 
impacts, further analyzed below, include: 

Impact TRAN-I: The Project could impact 17 intersections (eight Santa Clara 
intersections, six San Jose intersections, one Sunnyvale intersection, and two 
Milpitas intersections) during at least one weekday study period during weekday 
NFL events, resulting in potentially significant impacts. 

Impact TRAN-2: The Project could impact two CMP intersections in San Jose 
during at least one weekend study period on up to 20 NFL event days per year, 
resulting in potentially significant impacts. 

Santa Clara City Council- March 2010 
1524\021776626.3 

Page 16 

1121/2010 



Impact TRAN-3: The Project would exceed the adopted threshold on 16 of the 
studied directional freeway segments and one HOY lane under project conditions 
during at least one of the weekday study periods, resulting in potentially 
significant impacts. 

Impact TRAN-5: The 17large non-NFL events could significantly impact local 
intersections and freeway segments on up to four weekdays and 22 weekend days 
per year but to a lesser extent than NFL events. 

Master Transportation Mitigation Measures: Although stadium traffic does not fit 
within the typical definition of "significant" traffic congestion (it will occur intermittently on a 
limited munber of days and not every weekday in the morning and early evening), the quantity of 
vehicular traffic generated by NFL and other major events will result in significant congestion at 
certain locations in the region on the days those events occur. The details of how the complex 
transportation system for the stadium will be managed will be described in a Transportation 
Management and Operations Plan (TMOP) that will be prepared by the Stadium Authority, the 
City, Valley Transit Authority and the 49ers organization and required as a condition of Project 
approval. It is currently envisioned that the working group responsible for implementation and 
oversight of the TMOP will also include the two cities responsible for implementing the traffic 
control plan, and that the group will need to confer regularly and work closely with all affected 
agencies, including Cal trans, the City of Milpitas, Caltrain, ACE, and Amtrak. 

The TMOP will be completed for the opening of the stadium utilizing the most current roadway 
and transit data available at that time (estimated mid-2014), and will be updated annually as 
necessary. 

The TMOP will build on the information provided in the Transpmiation Management Plan 
provided as Appendix I of the EIR which indentifies road closures, officer controlled 
intersections, intersection lane configurations and other measures designed to move pedestrian 
and vehicle traffic efficiently. Those elements will be implemented by the proposed TMOP, 
which will build on that foundation and incorporate the details of all of its elements- an off-site 
parking program with specific parking locations included with game tickets, road closures, 
officer controlled intersections, directional signage, an efficient exit plan, and careful integration 
of a substantial multi-modal transit program. 

To the extent that the off-site parking locations remain unchanged and the transit systems 
(including shuttles, chatier and municipal buses) operate without significant changes needed, the 
TMOP could be unchanged from year to year. If the redevelopment of privately owned 
properties in Santa Clara, San Jose, and Sunnyvale continue as in the recent past, including the 
introduction of residential uses into areas that are now industrial, the traffic management system 
may need to be modified over time. It will be flexible enough to respond to unwanted behaviors, 
wherever it might occur. The City will therefore review the TMOP each year to identify any 
necessary changes. 
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The City will work with the 49ers organization to create an outline of the components and a set 
of objectives for the TMOP that can be approved with the Planned Development zoning for the 
Project. Objectives for the TMOP shall be consistent with the following: 

• Build on the foundation established by the draft Transportation Management Plan 
("Draft TMP") included in the EIR to provide reasonably efficient and safe entr·y 
and exit to the Stadium area, including (a) road closures; (b) officer controlled 
intersections; (c) directional siguage; and (d) careful integration of a substantial 
multi-modal transit progran1. 

• Disperse Stadium traffic as quickly as feasible after Stadium events to a variety of 
tr·affic routes. 

• Flexibly accommodate traffic conditions as they change due to different types and 
sizes of events at different times of year, different days of the week, different 
times of the day, and to coordinate with activities on other nearby properties, 
including the Great America Theme Park. 

• Discourage traffic intrusion into nearby residential neighborhood areas to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

• Maintain a reasonable level of access to properties in the project area. 
• For NFL games and other large scale events, require a detailed, off-site parking 

plan that would provide 20,740 parking spaces (including employee parking) and 
a detailed transit operations plan, including measures to encourage transit use, to 
provide for 19% of the attendees to arrive via transit in any given year. 

• If insufficient parking is available within walking distance of the Stadium, or 
transit operations will not support 19% of event attendees arriving via transit, 
other transportation options would be required, such as providing parking at more 
distant locations combined with shuttle service, increased transit access and 
subsidy or other support necessary to provide adequate transit use, and/or 
construction of stmctured parking. 

The Project proposes several additional mitigations to reduce the adverse effects of the 
congestion, as more fully described below. One is to contribute to programmed roadway 
improvements approved by the relevant jurisdiction to serve existing, approved, and planned-for 
growth. Those roadway improvements, when built, will mitigate the Project's impacts at those 
locations without creating capacity for additional unplanned growth and without creating new 
land use and other environn1ental impacts not already found acceptable by the local jurisdiction 
in previously certified CEQA documents. 

Master Transportation Findings: The Project's transportation impacts will not occur 
very often. The weekday impacts (which might occur for Monday or Thursday night NFL games 
or large non-NFL events occurring on weekday evenings), would only occur (if at all) up to a 
maximum of eight times per year. The weekend impacts could occur up to ten times a year if one 
team occupies the stadium and up to 20 times a year if two teams occupy the stadium plus up to 
22 additional days for large non-NFL events although such events most likely would be smaller 
than NFL events and thus would have a reduced impact. The City will require, as a condition of 
Project approval, the preparation and implementation of a Transportation Management and 
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Operational Plan (TMOP) and the formation of a working group to oversee the TMOP's 
implementation and refinement. The TMOP will be designed to maximize use of available 
transit options to minimize vehicle miles traveled and gasoline usage as well as implement traffic 
control measures at congested intersections to improve traffic flow during the times impacts 
occur. In addition to the TMOP objectives described above, the Project includes a requirement 
for any NFL game occurring on weekday evenings that would conflict with peak hour traffic, 
that if insufficient parking is available within walking distance of the Stadium or transit 
operations will not support 19% ofNFL event attendees arriving via transit, the team(s) must 
inform the NFL that they will forego weekday evening games on their schedule for that year. 
Implementation of the TMOP, other related mitigation measures and Project features will 
address the significant impacts of the Project to the maximum degree possible but traffic impacts 
will continue to be significant on game days. 

Impact TRAN-I: The Project could impact 17 intersections (eight Santa Clara 
intersections, six San Jose intersections, one Surmyvale intersection, and two Milpitas 
intersections) dming at least one weekday study petiod on up to four NFL event days per year, 
resulting in potentially significant impacts. Those intersections include: 

Santa Clara: 
3 Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive * 
8 Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard* 
14 Great America Parkway andY erba Buena Way 
15 Great America Parkway and Alviso Road 
16 Great Ametica Parkway and Bunker Hill Lane 
17 Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane 
18 Great America Parkway and Patrick Henry Drive 
35 Lafayette Street and Yerba Buena Way 

San Jose: 
83 North First Street and Montague Expressway* 
84 Zanker Road and Montague Expressway* 
87 O'Toole Avenue and Montague Expressway* 
89 Trade Zone Boulevard and Montague Expressway* 
91 North First Street (N) and SR 237* 
93 Great America (N) and SR 237* 

Sunnyvale: 
97 Lawrence Expressway and Tasman Drive* 

City of Milpitas: 
112 I-880 NB and Tasman Drive 
115 Abbott Avenue and Calaveras Boulevard 

Mitigation Measure: Individual mitigation measures for the impacted 
intersections are discussed below and include officer control of intersections, signal 
adjustments and contributions to physical improvements. Where the physical 
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improvements to intersections are currently programmed as part of the transportation 
improvements of the City or another jurisdiction, the Project will contribute a fair share 
toward the improvement based on the Project's share of traffic as mitigation of the 
impact. Where no such improvements have been programmed and no fimding 
mechanism for such improvements has been established, there is no metric for imposing a 
fair share contribution, it is unlikely that the improvements could be constmcted and 
implemented in a successful manner within a reasonable time, and the City lacks the 
authority to require a developer to fund improvements that would be speculative. 
Consequently, not all ofthe mitigation measures are feasible. 

Findings: For intersections nos. 3, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 97, the 
implementation of the TMOP consistent with the TMP included in the Project 
Application will reduce the impacts of the Project during Stadium events by limiting the 
duration of such impacts, efficiently dealing with capacity issues and eliminating certain 
critical movements to allow for smoother traffic flow. However, the impacts will remain 
significant. The weekday impacts resulting from either NFL or large non-NFL events 
would only occur up to eight times per year. Non-NFL events occurring on weekdays are 
expected to have event times that do not interfere with peak hour traffic as well as 
reduced traffic demands in comparison to weekday NFL games and thus have a reduced 
impact. The weekend impacts from NFL games would occur only ten times a year if one 
team occupies the stadium and 20 times a year if two teams occupy the stadium. 
Construction of traffic improvements to serve conditions that will occur only 
intennittently will result in over-built intersections that would have unwanted secondary 
impacts, including facilitating growth with related climate change impacts from 
greenhouse gas emissions that would result from additional traffic generated by 
additional projects that could be accommodated by such over-built intersections. This 
additional capacity would not be consistent with current General Plan policies and goals 
designed to promote increase transit use and use of alternate transportation modes such as 
bicycles. Chapter 4.3 of the Transportation Element, for example, proposes "reducing the 
number of autos used in commuting" by promoting "carpooling, use of transit for home
to-work trips, incentive programs by employers including staggered work hours and 
rewards for carpooling, [and] the creation of an attractive transit service." Chapter 4.5 
identifies a strategy to "[r]educe traffic impacts within the City of Santa Clara by 
reducing the number of commute-generated vehicular trips and total vehicle miles 
traveled." Spurring additional automobile-based development would be directly contr·ary 
to these policies. Moreover, the elimination of setbacks, landscaping, and/or parking that 
would be necessary for roadway widening at several intersections would contradict 
aspects of the Land Use Element. Chapter 2.12 requires that prior to issuance of 
building permits, projects go through design review to ensure "both a distinctive 
character and a high quality standard of development for stmctures and outdoor uses in 
all zoning districts in the City." This process includes careful consideration of the 
location of developments and their relationship to neighboring developments and traffic, 
and removing large strips ofland from such designs would violate this process. As 
identified below, several such road widening measures would also interfere with Planned 
Development zones, which the City Code requires have sufficient "space, circulation, 
density, off-street parking and other conditions pertinent to the proposed use in such a 
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way as to form a ham1onious, integrated project of sufficient unity and architectural 
quality." City Code§ 18.54.050. The City also lacks the legal authority to require a 
developer to fiJlly ftmd the improvement of an intersection that will only be impacted 
1.5% of the time. 

The proposed mitigation measures for intersection 35 and several components of 
the proposed mitigation measure for intersection 8 are part ofthe City of Santa Clara's 
programmed capital improvement plans and the Project applicant will contribute a fair 
share contribution based on the number of days the Stadium is projected to contribute to 
impacts. The fair share contribution mitigates the Project's impacts on intersection 35 to 
a less than significant level. The remaining impacted intersections are outside the 
jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clara. The mitigation measmes proposed for 
intersections 83, 84, 87, 89 and 115 are currently part of the programmed improvements 
in the controlling jurisdiction and the Project applicant will pay a fair share contribution 
toward those improvements to the controlling jurisdiction as a condition of Project 
approval. The amount of the fair share contribution will be determined based on the 
number of days the Staditm1 is projected to contribute to impacts. Of the remaining 
impacted intersections, the proposed mitigation measures for intersection 93 me not 
financially or physically feasible since the provision of the identified additional tum lanes 
would require complete reengineering and reconstruction of the overpass embankments 
and footings and would require alterations of a Caltrans facility which Caltrans currently 
does not believe is feasible. There are no feasible mitigation measures for intersection 97 
since there is inadequate right of way to accommodate the identified improvements and 
obtaining the necessary right of way would require the removal of homes. The proposed 
mitigation measme for intersection 112 is not feasible since the addition of a west bound 
tum lane cannot be accommodated in the receiving omamp, would require additional 
right of way, elimination of open spaces within the adjacent residential neighborhood, 
and would impact the existing light rail crossing at this intersection. Moreover, the City 
of Milpitas has determined that these impacts would be inconsistent with its General 
Plan. An alternative mitigation measure that would reduce impacts, but not to a less than 
significant level, would include funding the design and implementation of traffic 
operation improvements to help in signal coordination with adjacent intersections (e.g. 
Tasman Drive/I-880 SB Ramps and Tasman Dtive/Alder Drive). This measure has not 
been programmed and the Project cannot therefore make a fair share contribution. The 
proposed mitigation measures to intersection 91, an exclusive southbound right tum lane, 
could be accommodated within the existing right of way and the construction of such a 
dedicated lane might be financially feasible, however, the intersection is outside the 
jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clara and the proposed improvement is not a 
programmed improvement by the City of San Jose. Additional findings are set forth for 
each of the specific mitigation measures below. 

Intersection 3- Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive* (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS C during the early and standard weekday PM 
peak hours under background conditions and would degrade to LOS F during the emly 
and standard weekday PM peak hours under project conditions. This is a significant 
impact by both City of Santa Clara and CMP standards. 
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Mitigation Measure: The improvement that could mitigate the Project impact at this 
intersection would consist of the addition of an exclusive eastbound right-tum lane. The 
intersection improvement would improve intersection operating levels to LOS C and E 
during the early and standard weekday PM peak hours, respectively. 

Findings: The implementation of this improvement would require land acquisition for 
additional right-of-way at a fi.Jlly built out intersection. This improvement has not been 
programmed by the City, no funding mechanism has been established for this 
improvement, and acquiring the land necessary for the improvement at this intersection 
would also interfere with setbacks and parking at the existing development and conflict 
with the approved development plan under the ML zoning at the site. Constmction of the 
improvement would also necessitate the relocation of an underground wastewater pump. 
The physical and legal constraints related to expanding the right-of-way make the 
improvements infeasible. Additionally, implementation of the TMOP will mitigate the 
impacts at this intersection when Stadium events occur. Since the physical mitigation is 
not programmed and infeasible, this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 8- Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard* (Santa 
Clara) 
Impact: The intersection will operate at LOS D during the early weekday PM peak hour 
study period under backgrmmd conditions and would degrade to LOS F under project 
conditions. The intersection would be at LOS F during the standard weekday PM peak 
hour under background conditions and the addition of Project traffic would cause the 
critical-movement delay at the intersection to increase by four or more seconds and the 
demand- to-capacity ratio (VIC) to increase by 0.01 or more under project conditions. 
These are both significant impacts by both City of Santa Clara and CMP standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvements to mitigate the project impact at this intersection 
would consist of the addition of a third northbound left-tum lane, third westbound left
tum lane, a fourth southbound through lane, and a separate southbmmd right-tum lane. 
The intersection improvements would improve intersection operating levels to LOS E 
during both the early and standard weekday PM peak hours and will also mitigate project 
impacts. A planned capital improvement project of the City of Santa Clara's CIP includes 
the addition of a third northbound left-tum lane, third westbound left-tum lane, and a 
separate southbound right-tum lane at this intersection. However, it does not include the 
addition of a fourth southbound through lane. The Project applicant will make a fair
share contribution toward programmed intersection improvements in an amount 
proportionate to the total number of days the impacts will occur. 

Findings: The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward the cost of the 
currently proposed improvements at the intersection, proportionate to the total number of 
days the impacts will occur. However, the addition of a fourth southbound through lane is 
not programmed as part of the City of Santa Clara's CIP, no funding mechanism has been 
established for this improvement, and acquiring the land necessary for the improvement 
at this intersection would require the removal of existing buildings and would also 
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interfere with setbacks and parking at the existing development. The physical and legal 
constraints related to expanding the right-of-way make the addition of a fourth 
southbound through lane infeasible. Additionally, implementation ofthe TMOP will 
mitigate the impacts at this intersection when Stadimn events occur. Although this 
impact would be partially mitigated by the Project applicant making a fair-share 
contribution toward three of the four improvements identified as part of the physical 
mitigation, the remaining improvement is not programmed and infeasible. Therefore this 
impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 14-GJ·eat America Parkway and Verba Buena Way (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The intersection will operate at LOS C during the standard weekday PM peak 
hour under background conditions and would degrade to LOS F tmder Project conditions. 
This is a significant impact by City of Santa Clara standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would consist of the addition of a second westbound left-turn lane. The intersection 
improvement would improve intersection operating levels to LOS D during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would require 
the acquisition of additional right of way which would interfere with setbacks and 
parking at the approved development and conflict with the PD zoning at the site. The 
proposed mitigation measure would also result in a secondary growth inducing impacts 
by creating overbuilt intersections to serve intermittent traffic needs. Under the IMP, the 
intersection is proposed to be a controlled intersection during stadium events prohibiting 
access to and from Y erba Buena Way which eliminates the need for the proposed 
mitigation measure. The Project cannot make a fair share contribution because the 
second westbound left-turn lane is not progran1med and no funding mechanism for this 
improvement has been established. Since the physical mitigation is not feasible and the 
mitigation is not programmed, this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 15- Great America Parkway and Alviso Road (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The intersection will operate at LOS B during the early and standard weekday 
PM peak hours under background conditions and would degrade to LOS F during the 
early and standard weekday PM peak hours under project conditions. This is a significant 
impact by City of Santa Clara standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would consist of the addition of second eastbound and northbound left-tum lanes and an 
adjustment to signal timing, using standard assumptions. The intersection improvement 
would improve intersection operating levels to LOS C during both the early and standard 
weekday PM peak hours. 

Since the intersection will serve as a primary entrance to identified stadium parking and 
traffic will be officer controlled, the adjustment of signal timing is only necessary based 
upon standard intersection level of service operations. The adjustment of signal timing is 
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not typically considered as mitigation for normal peak hour operations in the City of 
Santa Clara, but the unique character of the stadium traffic may require an adjustment to 
the signal timing. 

Findings: Officer control of the intersection prohibiting the left tum movement during 
stadium events mitigates the Projects impacts on this intersection when the impacts 
occur. To the extent necessary, the signal timing will be adjusted to maintain the level of 
service operations at the intersection. The mitigation measures will reduce Stadium 
related impacts when they occur to a less-than-significant level. The physical mitigation 
measure proposed is infeasible since it would require the acquisition of additional right of 
way. Construction of the additional left tum lanes would require widening of the 
receiving lane on Alviso including widening the current bridge structure. Changes to the 
bridge structure would impact the creek and potentially sensitive habitat and wetlands 
areas. The additional right of way would cause the adjacent properties to violate the 
planned development zoning. Additionally, implementation of the TMOP will mitigate 
the impacts at this intersection when Stadium events occur. Since the physical 
mitigation is not feasible and the mitigation is not programmed, this impact is significant 
and unavoidable. 

Intersection 16- Great America Parkway and Bunker Hill Lane (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service will be LOS B during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
tmder background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS E under 'Project 
conditions. This is a significant impact by City of Santa Clara standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would consist of the addition of second westbound and northbound left-tum lanes. The 
intersection widening would improve operating levels to LOS D dming the standard 
weekday PM peak hour. 

Findings: The implementation of this improvement would require land acquisition for 
additional right-of-way at a fully built out intersection and would cause the adjacent 
properties to violate the current Planned Development zoning as well as interfere with 
current parking supply and therefore is not feasible. The physical and legal constraints 
related to expanding the right-of-way make the improvements infeasible. Additionally, 
implementation of the TMOP will mitigate the impacts at this intersection when Stadium 
events occur. Since the physical mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation is not 
programmed, this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 17- Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The intersection will operate at LOS B during the early and standard weekday 
PM peak hour study periods under background conditions and would degrade to LOS F 
and E during the early and standard weekday PM peak hours, respectively, under Project 
conditions. This is a significant impact by City of Santa Clara standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would be an adjustment of signal timing under standard assumptions. Changing the signal 

Santa Clara City Council- March 2010 
15241021776626.3 

Page 24 

1/2112010 



timing would improve intersection operating levels to LOS D and B during the early and 
standard weekday PM peak hours, respectively. Since the intersection will serve as a 
primary entrance to identified stadium parking and will be officer controlled, the 
adjustment of signal timing would not be necessary under project conditions. 

Findings: Officer conh·ol ofthe intersection during stadium events mitigates the Projects 
impacts on this intersection when the impacts occur. To the extent necessary, the signal 
timing will be adjusted to maintain the level of service operations at the intersection. The 
mitigation measures will mitigate stadium related impacts when they occur to a less-than
significant level. 

Intersection 18- Great America Parkway and Patrick Henry Drive (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The intersection will operate at LOS C during the early weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and would degrade to LOS F under Project conditions. The 
level of service would be LOS F during the standard weekday PM peak hour under 
background conditions and the addition of Project traffic would cause the critical
movement delay at the intersection to increase by four or more seconds and the demand
to-capacity ratio (VIC) to increase by 0.01 or more under Project conditions. This is a 
significant impact by City of Santa Clara standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would consist of the addition of a second northbound left-turn lane, a fourth southbound 
through lane, and a second eastbound right-tum lane. The additional lanes would improve 
intersection operating levels to LOS E and D during the early and standard weekday PM 
peak hours, respectively. Although the added lanes will improve the level of service, the 
intersection will continue to operate at LOS F during the early weekday PM peak hour. 
This intersection will serve as a primary entrance to identified stadium parking and will 
be officer controlled which will mitigate Project related traffic impacts at this 
intersection. 

Findings: The physical modifications to improve this intersection would require the 
acquisition of right of way at a fully built out intersection and would affect existing 
landscaping, setbacks and parking. Since the impacts are projected to only occur 
infrequently and the modifications proposed, even if fully implemented, do not mitigate 
the impacts, the mitigation measures are infeasible. There are no further feasible 
improvements that can be made at the intersection that will improve the level of service 
at this intersection. The officer control of the intersection dming stadiUill events fully 
mitigates the Project's impacts on this intersection when the impacts occur. The 
mitigation measures will mitigate stadium related impacts when they occur but the impact 
remains a significant unavoidable impact. 

Intersection 35- Lafayette Street and Yerba Buena Way (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS E under Project 
conditions. This is a significant impact by City of Santa Clara standards. 
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Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would be the signalization of the intersection. The intersection improvement would 
improve intersection operating levels to LOS C during the standard weekday PM peak 
hour, and will also mitigate project impacts. This improvement is programmed as part of 
the City's transportation plans and the Project applicant will pay a fair-share contribution 
toward the required improvement. The Project's fair-share contribution toward the 
intersection improvement will be proportionate to the total munber of days the impacts 
will occur. 

Findings: The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward the cost of 
signalization of the intersection to improve intersection operating levels to LOS C during 
the standard weekday PM peak hour which improvement will mitigate Project impacts to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Intersection 83- North First Street and Montague Expressway* (San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service at this intersection would be LOS F during the early and 
standard weekday PM peak hour under background conditions and the addition of Project 
traffic would cause the critical-movement delay at the intersection to increase by four or 
more seconds and the demand to- capacity ratio (VIC) to increase by 0.01 or more during 
the standard peak hour under project conditions during both study periods. This is a 
significant impact by both City of San Jose and CMP standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement remaining for this intersection is the widening of 
Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified in the County's Expressway Study and 
in the North San Jose Development Policy. The widening to eight mixed-flow lanes (for 
part of the expressway length that would involve converting HOY lanes to mixed-flow) 
would improve intersection operating levels, but the intersection will continue to operate 
at LOS F, with or without project traffic. There are no further feasible improvements that 
can be made at the intersection. 

Developments in North San Jose are being assessed for the cost of implementing this 
improvement and others in the area. Recent development proposals outside North San 
Jose (e.g., in Milpitas and Santa Clara) have proposed to make fair-share contributions to 
improvements at regional intersections where the development will have a significant 
impact. This improvement will reduce Project impacts but not to a less than significant 
level. The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward this improvement 
of an amount proportionate to the total number of days the impacts will occur. 

Findings: Full mitigation of this impact at this intersection would require widening the 
intersection to ten lanes which is not feasible due to both physical and financial 
constraints. The widening would be projected to cost more than $20,000,000 and require 
acquisition of additional land which is not available. The Project applicant will make a 
fair-share contribution toward the widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes, of 
an ammmt proportionate to the total number of days the Project impacts will occur. 
There are no further feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection. Despite 
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the improvements, the intersection will continue to operate at LOS F, with or without the 
Project, thus the project impacts are considered to be a significant unavoidable impact. 

Intersection 84- Zanker Road and Montague Expressway (San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS E and F during the early and standard 
weekday PM peak hours respectively, under background conditions and the addition of 
Project traffic would cause the demand-to-capacity ratio (V/C) to increase by 0.01 or 
more under Project conditions during both study periods. This is a significant impact by 
both City of San Jose and CMP standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The only improvement remaining for this intersection is the 
widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified in the County's 
Expressway Study and in the North San Jose Development Policy. The widening to eight 
mixed-flow lanes (for part of the expressway length that would involve converting HOY 
lanes to mixed flow) would improve intersection operating levels, but the intersection 
will continue to operate at LOS F, with or without project traffic. There are no further 
feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection. 

Developments in North San Jose are being assessed for the cost of implementing this 
improvement and others in the area. Recent development proposals outside North San 
Jose (e.g., in Milpitas and Santa Clara) have proposed to make fair-share contributions to 
improvements at regional intersections where the development will have a significant 
impact. This improvement will reduce Project impacts but not to a less than significant 
level. The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward this improvement. 
The amount of the contribution will be proportionate to the total number of days the 
impacts will occur. 

Findings: Full mitigation of the impacts at this intersection would require widening the 
intersection to ten Janes which is not feasible due to both physical and financial 
constraints. The widening is projected to cost more than $20,000,000 and require 
acquisition of additional land which is not available. The Project applicant will make a 
fair-share contribution toward the widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes, of 
an amount proportionate to the total number of days the impacts will occur. There are no 
further feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection. Despite the 
improvements, the intersection will continue to operate at LOS F, with or without the 
Project, thus the Project would continue to have a significant unavoidable impact. 

Intersection 87- O'Toole Avenue and Montague Expressway* (San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS F during the standard weekday PM peak 
hours under background conditions, and the addition of Project traffic would cause the 
demand- to-capacity ratio (V/C) to increase by 0.01 or more under project conditions. 
This is a significant impact by both City of San Jose and CMP standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement remaining for this intersection is the construction 
of a "square loop" intersection as identified as part of the North San Jose Development 
Policy (NSJDP). The recommended mitigation measure would improve intersection 
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operation to LOS C for the typical peak hour and will also fully mitigate the Project's 
impacts. 

Developments in North San Jose are being assessed for the cost of implementing this 
improvement and others in the area. Recent development proposals outside North San 
Jose (e.g., in Milpitas and Santa Clara) have proposed to make fair-share contributions to 
improvements at regional intersections where the development will have a significant 
impact. The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward the intersection 
improvement. The amount of the contribution will be proportionate to the total number 
of days the impacts will occur. 

Findings: The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward the 
construction of the "square loop" intersection. The recommended mitigation measure 
would improve intersection operation to LOS C for the typical peak hour and will also 
fttlly mitigate the project's impacts. 

Intersection 89- Trade Zone Boulevard and Montague Expressway* (San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOSE during the early weekday PM peak hours 
under background conditions and the addition of Project traffic would cause the demand
to-capacity ratio (VIC) to increase by 0.01 or more under Project conditions. This 
constitutes a significant impact by City of San Jose standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The only improvement remaining for this intersection is the 
widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified in the County's 
Expressway Study and in the North San Jose Development Policy. The widening to eight 
mixed-flow lanes (for part of the expressway length that would involve converting HOV 
lanes to mixed flow) would improve intersection operating levels, but the intersection 
will continue to operate at LOS F, with or without Project traffic. There are no further 
feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection. 

Developments in North San Jose are being assessed for the cost of implementing this 
improvement and others in the area. Recent development proposals outside North San 
Jose (e.g., in Milpitas and Santa Clara) have proposed to make fair-share contributions to 
improvements at regional intersections where the development will have a significant 
impact. This improvement will reduce Project impacts but not to a less than significant 
level. The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward this intersection 
improvement. The amount of the contribution will be proportionate to the total number 
of days the impacts will occur. 

Findings: Full mitigation ofthis impact at this intersection would require widening the 
intersection to ten lanes which is not feasible due to both physical and financial 
constraints. The widening would be projected to cost more than $20,000,000 and require 
acquisition of additional land which is not available. The Project applicant will make a 
fair-share contribution toward the widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes, of 
an amount proportionate to the total number of days the Project impacts will occur. 
There are no further feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection. Despite 
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the improvements, the intersection will continue to operate at LOS F, with or without the 
Project, thus the project impacts are considered to be a significant unavoidable impact. 

Intersection 91- North First Street (N) and SR 237* (San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS F during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the addition of Project traffic would cause the critical
movement delay at the intersection to decrease and the demand-to-capacity ratio (V/C) to 
increase by 0.01 or more under Project conditions. This constitutes a significant impact 
by both City of San Jose and CMP standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The necessary improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this 
intersection would consist of the addition of an exclusive southbound right-tum lane. The 
intersection improvement would improve intersection operating levels to LOSE during 
the standard weekday PM peak hour, which is better than background. The intersection 
is in the City of San Jose and neither the City nor Caltrans have programmed or 
established a funding mechanism for this improvement. This impact is therefore 
significant and unavoidable. 

Findings: Since the implementation of the mitigation measure would be under the 
jurisdiction of the City of San Jose and Caltrans; and neither the City nor Caltrans have 
programmed or established a funding mechanism for this improvement, adoption of the 
mitigation measure is not feasible. The mitigation measure would also result in a 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve what are 
intermittent traffic needs. Since the mitigation is not feasible, this impact is significant 
and unavoidable. 

Intersection 93- Great America and SR 237 (San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS C during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under Project 
conditions. This is a significant impact by both City of San Jose and CMP standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would be the addition of a third westbound left-turn lane. The improvement will require 
acquisition of right-of-way, and may not be feasible. The improvement would result in 
better intersection operating levels, but the intersection will continue to operate at LOS E. 
There are no further feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection. 
According to Caltrans, "A third through lane would need to be added, as there are only 
two through lanes existing at this section. In addition, the eastbound SR 237 off-ramp to 
Great America Parkway free right turn lane would need to be converted into a controlled 
movement." Implementation of the mitigation would require alteration of a Caltrans 
facility which Cal trans currently does not believe is feasible. 

Findings: Constmction of the proposed improvements would require reconstruction of 
the overpass embankments and footings which is not physically or financially feasible. 
The physical and financial constraints related to implementation of mitigation makes 
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mitigating Project impacts infeasible. Since the mitigation is not feasible, this impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 97- Lawrence Expressway and Tasman Drive""(Snnnyvale) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS E during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under Project 
conditions. This constitutes a significant impact by CMP standards. 

Mitigation Measure: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at the 
intersection due to insufficient right-of-way. Traffic control at the intersection as 
identified in the TMP and implemented as part of the TMOP will maintain efficient 
operations during NFL and large non-NFL events. 

Findings: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection due to 
insufficient right-of-way. Acquisition of the necessary right of way would require the 
removal of homes and trees, creating secondary impacts. Additionally, implementation 
of the TMOP will mitigate the impacts at this intersection when Stadium events occur. 
Since physical mitigation is not feasible, this impact is significant and unavoidable 
although the implementation of the TMOP is expected to mitigate the impact. 

Intersection 112- l-880 Northbound and Tasman Drive (Milpitas) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOSE under Project 
conditions. This is a significant impact by City of Milpitas standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The improvement to mitigate the Project impact at this intersection 
would be the addition of a second westbound left-tum lane. The additional lane would 
improve intersection operating levels to LOS D during the standm·d weekday PM peak 
hour. An additional lane would require acquisition of additional right-of-way, 
elimination of open spaces within the adjacent residential neighborhood, and would 
impact the existing light rail crossing at this intersection. The City of Milpitas has 
determined that these impacts would be inconsistent with its General Plan. An altemative 
mitigation measure that would reduce impacts, but not to a less than significant level, 
would include funding the design and implementation of traffic operation improvements 
to help in signal coordination with adjacent intersections (e.g., Tasman Drive/I-880 SB 
Ramps and Tasman Drive/Alder Drive). This measure has not been programmed and no 
funding mechanism for it has been established. Therefore the Project cannot make a fair
share contribution. 

Findings: The City of Milpitas has concluded that the impacts of the mitigation measure 
including loss of open space and interference with an existing light rail crossing would be 
inconsistent with its General Plan making the mitigation measure infeasible. 
Additionally, the implementation of the mitigation measure is not feasible since the 
additional left tum lane cannot be accommodated in the existing receiving onramp. Since 
the mitigation is not feasible and the alternative mitigation is not progran1med or funded, 
this impact is significant and unavoidable. 
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Intersection 115- Abbot Avenue and Calaveras Boulevard (Milpitas) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOSE under Project 
conditions. This is a significant impact by City of Milpitas standards. 

Mitigation Measure: The plam1ed improvement that would mitigate the Project impact at 
this intersection would be the addition of a fourth westbound through lane. The City of 
Milpitas has plans to widen Calaveras Boulevard to eight lanes between Abbott Avenue 
and Milpitas Boulevard. A traffic impact fee has been implemented to fund the pI an ned 
widening. Developments that impact intersections along this segment of Calaveras 
Boulevard are required to pay a fee of $2,500 per PM peak hour trip. The planned 
intersection improvement would improve operating levels to LOS D during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour and will fully mitigate project impacts. The Project applicant 
will make a fair-share contribution toward the intersection improvement. The amount of 
the contribution will be proportionate to the total number of days the impacts will occur. 

Findings: The Project applicant will make a fair-share contlibution toward the widening 
of Calaveras Boulevard to eight lanes. The amount of the contribution will be 
proportionate to the total number of clays the impacts will occur. The planned 
intersection improvement would improve operating levels to LOS D during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour and will fully mitigate Project impacts during the weekday and 
Sunday study periods, mitigating the Project's impacts to less than significant levels. 

Impact TRAN-2: The Project would impact two CMP intersections in San Jose during 
at least one weekend study period on up to 20 NFL event clays per year, resulting in potentially 
significant impacts. Those intersections include: 

83 North First Street and Montague Expressway* 
91 North First Street (N) and SR 237* 

Mitigation Measure TRAN-2: See discussion above regarding weekday study period 
impacts at Intersection 83 and Intersection 91. 

Findings TRAN-2: See discussion above regarding weekday study period impacts at 
Intersection 83 and Intersection 91. For the same reasons set forth in that discussion, weekend 
study period impacts at these intersections would be significant and unavoidable. 

Impact TRAN- 3: For a maximum of eight times per year including both NFL and large 
non-NFL events, the Project would exceed the adopted threshold on al116 of the directional 
freeway segments identified below and one HOY lane under Project conditions during at least 
one of the weekday study periods, resulting in a significant unavoidable impact. 

US-101, DeLaCmz Boulevard to Montague Expressway (Northbound) 
SR-237, North Fair Oaks Avenue to Lawrence Expressway (Eastbound) 
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SR-237, Lawrence Expressway to Great Ametica Parkway (Eastbound) 
SR-237, Great America Parkway to North First Street (Eastbound) 
SR-237, North First Street to Zanker Road (Eastbound) 
SR-237, McCarthy Boulevard to I-880 (Eastbound) 
SR-237, McCarthy Boulevard to Zanker Road (Westbound) 
SR-237, Zanker Road to North First Street (Westbound) 
US-101, Fair Oaks Avenue to Lawrence Expressway (Southbound) 
US-1 01, Lawrence Expressway to Great America Parkway (Southbound) 
US-101, Great America Pkwy. to Montague Expwy. (Southbound) 
US-101, Montague Expressway to De La Cruz Boulevard (Southbound) 
US-101, De La Cmz BoulevaTd to SR-87 (Southbound) 
US-101, SR-87 to North First Street (Southbound) 
US-101, North First St. to Old Bayshore Hwy (Southbound Mixed-Flow and 
Northbound HOY) 
US-101, Old Bayshore Highway to I-880 (Southbound) 

Mitigation Measure TRAN-3: The City will require, as a condition of Project 
approval, the preparation and implementation of a Transportation Management and Operation 
Plan (TMOP) and the formation of a working group to oversee the TMOP's implementation. 
The TMOP is more fully described in the discussion above regarding the Master Transportation 
Impact. The TMOP will be designed to provide adequate transit capacity for stadium events, 
thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled and gasoline usage. The TMOP will be completed for 
the opening of the stadium utilizing the most current roadway and transit data available at that 
time (estimated mid-2014), and will be updated annually as necessary. No other feasible 
mitigation is available. Full mitigation of the Project's impacts on freeway segments would 
require roadway widening to constmct additional through lanes, thereby increasing freeway 
capacity. Additional freeway capacity would have unwanted secondary impacts by facilitating 
unplanned growth in the region, discouraging alternative methods of transportation and 
increasing greenhouse gases by facilitating increased vehicle traffic. It is not feasible for an 
individual development project to bear responsibility for implementing such extensive 
transportation system improvements due to constraints in acquisition and cost of right-of-way, 
and no comprehensive project to add through lanes, to which an individual project could make a 
fair share contribution, has been developed or programmed by Caltrans or the Valley 
Transportation Authority. 

Findings TRAN-3: Although the City will adopt the above mitigation measure 
regarding the creation of and implementation of the TMOP, the impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact TRAN-S: The 17 large non-NFL events could significantly impact local 
intersections and freeway segments on up to four weekdays and 22 weekend days per year but to 
a lesser extent than NFL events, resulting in a significant unavoidable impact. 

Mitigation Measure TRAN-S: The City will require, as a condition of project 
approval, the preparation and implementation of a Transportation Management and Operational 
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Plan (TMOP) and the formation of a working group to oversee the TMOP's implementation. 
The TMOP is more fully described in the discussion above regarding the Master Transportation 
Impact. The TMOP will be designed to provide adequate tr·ansit capacity for stadium events, 
thereby reducing vehicle miles tr·aveled and gasoline usage as well as implement intersection and 
traffic control measures to address congestion fi"om stadium events. The TMOP will be 
completed for the opening of the stadium utilizing the most current roadway and transit data 
available at that time (estimated mid-2014), and will be updated annually as necessary. The 
Project applicant will also pay fair share conh·ibutions toward those intersection improvements 
programmed by the City of Santa Clara or other jurisdictions as set forth above. 

Findings TRAN-S: The City will require as a condition of approval of the Project the 
preparation and implementation of a TMOP, the formation of a working group to oversee the 
TMOP's implementation and the implementation of those mitigation measures that are feasible 
as identified above with respect to Impact TRAN-1. However, despite adopting all feasible 
mitigations and the fact that the impacts will occur only intem1ittently, the impact is significant 
and unavoidable. 

b. Air Quality. 

Impact AIR-2: The EIR found that the proposed Project would cause an increase in 
NOx emissions that exceed the significance thresholds established by BAAQMD on NFL event 
days, resulting in potentially significant impacts. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2: 

The following project specific mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce significant air 
quality impacts: 

I. Develop a Transportation Demand Management program that would include financial 
incentives for employees to reduce automobile vehicle trips. 

2. Encourage use of public transit for events through advertising. 

3. Provide shuttle service from LRT m1d Caltrain stations. 

4. Bicycle amenities should be provided for the project. These would include secure bicycle 
parking for employees and attendees and safe bike lane connections. 

5. Enforce State law idling restrictions of trucks or buses and include signage indicating the 
restriction and associated fines. 

6. Where appropriate, provide 110- and 220-volt electrical outlets at loading docks or areas 
where media operations occur to eliminate any idling of trucks or generators to operate 
auxiliary equipment. 

7. Provide exterior electrical outlets to encourage use of electrical landscape equipment. 
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8. Implement a landscape plan that provides shade h·ees along pedestrian pathways. 

9. Implement "Green Building" designs, such a Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) into buildings to increase energy efficiency, which would reduce the 
future energy demand caused by the project, and therefore, reduce air pollutant emissions 
indirectly. 

10. Implementation of the TMOP. 

11. The 49ers will coordinate with transit providers on a yearly basis to offer promotions for 
event attendees to use transit. 

Findings AIR-2: It is concluded that this air quality impact can be reduced, but not fully 
mitigated through implementation of the proposed mitigation. No other feasible mitigation 
measures are available. Therefore, the identified regional air quality impacts on intermittent 
event days would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact AIR-3: The EIR found that the proposed project would cause an increase in 
emissions that exceed the significance thresholds established by BAAQMD on large non-NFL 
event days, resulting in potentially significant impacts. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-3: Same as those discussed in Mitigation Measure AIR-2, 
above. 

Findings AIR-3: It is concluded that this air quality impact can be reduced, but not fully 
mitigated through implementation of the proposed mitigation. Direct and indirect emissions of 
ROG, NOx, and PM 10 associated with build out and operation of the stadium would have to be 
reduced by up to 120 percent or greater on days with the busiest non-NFL events to mitigate the 
significance of the impact. Ultimately, the effectiveness of the mitigation is difficult to 
determine because it is dependent on the origin of trips for each event. No other feasible 
mitigation measures are available. Therefore, the identified regional air quality impacts on 
intermittent event days would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact AIR- 4: The EIR found that NFL events in summer and early fall would have 
significant NOx emissions that could increase ozone concentrations in downwind portions of the 
Bay Area up to 12 times per year, resulting potentially significant impacts. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-4: Same as those discussed in Mitigation Measure AIR-2, 
above. 

Findings AIR-4: It is concluded that this air quality impact can be reduced, but not fully 
mitigated through implementation of the proposed mitigation. No other feasible mitigation 
measures are available. Therefore, the identified regional air quality impacts on intermittent 
event days would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Impact AIR-S: The EIR found that Non-NFL events with an attendance over 20,000 
would significantly contribute to emissions ofROG, NOx, and non-NFL events with an attendance of 
15,000 would significantly contribute to emissions ofPMw up to 26 times per year, resulting 
potentially significant impacts. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-S: Same as those discussed in Mitigation Measure AIR-2. 

Findings AIR-S: It is concluded that this air quality impact can be reduced, but not fully 
mitigated through implementation ofthe proposed mitigation. Direct and indirect emissions of 
ROG, NO" and PM10 associated with build out and operation of the stadium would have to be 
reduced by up to 120 percent or greater on days with the busiest non-NFL events to mitigate the 
significance of the impact. Ultimately, the effectiveness of the mitigation is difficult to 
determine because it is dependent on the origin of ttips for each event. No other feasible 
mitigation measures are available. Therefore, the identified regional air quality impacts on 
intermittent event days would remain significant and unavoidable. 

c. Noise. 

Impact NOI-4: The EIR identified that tailgating activities would have a significant 
impact on nearby residents on game days. 

Mitigation Measures NOI-4: 

The following project specific stadium event mitigation measures are proposed by the Project 
and will be implemented to lessen or avoid identified significant noise impacts: 

I. Tailgating activities shall not occur prior to 9:00 am on game days in the Great 
America Theme Park, Golf and Te1rnis Club, and stadium parking areas. These 
parking areas will be baiTicaded until 9:00am to preclude event attendees from 
aiTiving prior to 9:00 am. 

2. Tailgating in surface parking areas within 750 feet of residences will be prohibited. 
Tailgating in surface lots will also be prohibited within 750 feet of school buildings 
on weekday evenings and Saturdays. There will be no restrictions to surface lots 
within 750 of school buildings on Sundays. Posted signs and secmitypatrols of these 
parking areas prior to, during, and after game times will enforce these restrictions. 

3. The use ofloudspeakers, stereo systems, or fireworks within the Great America 
Theme Park, Golf and Tennis Club, and stadium parking areas would be prohibited. 
Posted signs and security patrols of these parking areas prior to, during, and after 
game times will enforce this restriction. 

4. Post-event cleanup activities in parking lots located within 750 feet of residences 
shall be completed prior to 10:00 pm the day of the game or no earlier than 9:00am 
the following morning. 
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5. A Disturbance Coordinator will be designated by the Stadium Authority to investigate 
and respond to noise complaints. The name and contact information of the 
Disturbance Coordinator will be made readily available to all residents and businesses 
within the project area. 

Findings NOI-4: Limiting tailgating activities in surface parking areas within 750 feet 
of residences and educational facilities and restrictions on the use ofloudspeakers, stereo 
systems and fireworks, and the designation of a disturbance coordinator to investigate and 
respond to noise related complaints will reduce the Project impact, but not to a less than 
significant level and thus tailgating activities will result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

Impact NOI-5: The EIR found that noise from NFL games would have a significant 
noise impact on nearby sensitive receptors on game days. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-5: Conformance with the City's Noise Ordinance (City Code 
9.10.040) would reduce noise impacts of the proposed Project: 

1. It shall be unlawful for any person to operate or cause to allow to be operated, any fixed 
source of disturbing, excessive or offensive sound or noise on property owned, leased, 
occupied or otherwise controlled by such person, such that the sound or noise originating 
from that source causes the sound or noise level on any other property to exceed the 
maximum noise or sound levels which are set forth in Schedule A of the City Code. 
Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, the noise or sound standards for the various 
zone districts as presented in this Schedule A shall apply to all such properties within a 
specified zone, as designated on the most recent update of the official zoning map of the 
City. For planned development, agricultural or mixed zoning site, the most resllictive 
noise standard for the comparable zone district, as determined by the Director of Planning 
and Inspection, shall apply. (Ord. 1588 § 1, 6-14-88. Formerly§ 18-26.4). 

The following project specific stadium event mitigation measures are proposed by the Project 
and will be implemented to lessen or avoid identified significant noise impacts: 

1. Tailgating activities shall not occur prior to 9:00 am on game days in the Great 
America Theme Park, Golf and Tennis Club, and stadium parking areas. These 
parking areas will be barricaded until 9:00am to preclude event attendees from 
arriving prior to 9:00am. 

2. Tailgating in surface parking areas within 750 feet of residences will be prohibited. 
Tailgating in surface lots will also be prohibited within 750 feet of school buildings 
on weekday evenings and Saturdays. There will be no restrictions to surface lots 
within 750 of school buildings on Sundays. Posted signs and security patrols of these 
parking areas prior to, during, and after game times will enforce these restrictions. 

3. The use ofloudspeakers, stereo systems, or fireworks within the Great America 
Theme Park, Golf and Tennis Club, and stadium parking areas would be prohibited. 
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Posted signs and security patrols of these parking areas prior to, during, and after 
game times will enforce this restriction. 

4. Post-event clean up activities in parking Jots located within 750 feet of residences 
shall be completed prior to 10:00 pm the day of the game or no em·lier than 9:00am 
the following moming. 

5. A Disturbance Coordinator will be designated by the Stadium Authority to investigate 
and respond to noise complaints. The name and contact infom1ation of the 
Disturbance Coordinator will be made readily available to all residents and businesses 
within the project area. 

Findings NOI-5: Given the ambient day-night average noise levels resulting from 
aircraft and other transportation noise sources in the project area, the use of the stadium for NFL 
events would not substantially increase day-night average noise levels at nearby noise sensitive 
land uses. The Project would, however, introduce new sources of noise that are more continuous 
in nature that would substantially increase ambient noise levels when aircraft, railroad, and/or 
vehicle noise is not present. The use of the stadium for NFL events would substantially increase 
noise levels on as many as 20 game days per year for up to 10 hours, resulting in a significant 
noise impact. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce noise levels generated by all NFL 
game related activities and large non-NFL events to background noise levels at nearby 
residences. As a result, stadium events would have a significant unavoidable noise impact. 

Impact NOI-6: The EIR found that noise from large non-NFL sporting events would 
have a significant noise impact on nearby residents on event days. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-6: The same mitigation measures implemented during NFL 
games would be implemented during non-NFL events. See discussion of Mitigation Measure 
NOI-5, above. 

Findings NOI-6: Large non-NFL events would also introduce new sources of noise that 
are more continuous in nature that would substantially increase mnbient noise levels when other 
noise sources are not present. The use of the stadium for large non-NFL events would 
substm1tially increase noise levels on as many as 26 days per year, resulting in a significant noise 
impact. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce noise levels generated by all large 
non- NFL events to background noise levels at nearby residences. As a result, large non-NFL 
stadium events would have a significant unavoidable noise impact. 

Impact NOI-7: The EIR found that concert noise would have a significant impact on the 
nearest residential neighborhoods which a concert occurs, which is projected to be infrequently 
and potentially only one day a year. 
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Mitigation Measure NOI-7: The same mitigation measures implemented during NFL 
games would be implemented during non-NFL events. See discussion of Mitigation Measure 
NOI-5, above. 

Findings NOI-7: Conceti noise would also introduce new sources of noise that are more 
continuous in natme that would substantially increase ambient noise levels when other noise 
sources are not present. Concert events are expected to occur infrequently so the noise impacts 
would be limited to those limited occasions. There are no feasible mitigation measures that 
would reduce noise levels generated by concerts to background noise levels at nearby residences. 
As a result, stadium events would have a significant unavoidable noise impact. 

Impact NOI-11: The EIR found that construction activities will temporarily impact 
nearby sensitive receptors, resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-11: The following project specific mitigation measures are 
proposed by the Project and will be implemented to lessen or avoid identified significant 
construction noise impacts: 

1. The applicant will be required to develop a Construction Mitigation Plan that will 
schedule construction activities so as to minimize noise distmbances to sensitive land 
uses. The Construction Mitigation Plan will include but is not limited to the following: 
(a) The holes for the piles will be pre-drilled; (b) Pile driving shall be prohibited on 
weekends and holidays to minimize disturbances at the theme park, Golf and Tennis 
Club, and residences; (c) Construction within 300 feet of any residentially zoned property 
shall only occur within designated time limits. Construction within 300 feet of any 
residence will only occur between the homs of7:00 am to 6:00pm on weekdays (other 
tban holidays) and between 9:00am and 6:00pm on any Saturday that is not a holiday. 
No construction will be permitted on Sundays or holidays; (d) The contractors shall 
utilize "quiet" models of air compressors and other stationary noise somces where 
technology exists; (e) Contractors shall equip all internal combustion engine-driven 
equipment with mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment; (f) 
Temporary noise ban-iers shall be used during grading and foundation work; (g) Staging 
areas and construction material storage areas will be located as far away as possible from 
nearby residences; (h) Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be 
prohibited; (i) All nearby noise sensitive land uses within the area of impact shall be 
notified in writing of the construction schedule; (j) A Distmbance Coordinator will be 
designated by the applicant. The Coordinator shall be responsible for responding to any 
local complaints about construction noise. The Coordinator will determine the cause of 
the noise complaint and implement reasonable measures to conect the problem. A 
telephone number for the Coordinator will be clearly posted at the construction site and 
included in the notice sent to nearby properties regarding the construction schedule. The 
proposed mitigation will reduce construction noise levels but will not reduce construction 
noise to existing background noise levels. Construction of the proposed project will 
expose sensitive noise receptors to increased background noise levels for more than two 
years. 
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Findings NOI-11: The proposed construction related mitigation measures will reduce 
constmction noise levels but will not reduce construction noise to existing background noise 
levels. Constmction of the proposed project will expose sensitive receptors to increased 
background noise levels for more than two yems. Noise generated by constmction activities 
would substantially increase ambient noise levels at the nearby indush·ial, commercial, and 
residential land uses for a period of approximately 28 months. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation will reduce impacts from constmction noise levels. Nevertheless, the mitigation will 
not reduce construction noise to the s8T11e level as existing background noise. As a result, 
constmction of the proposed Project will expose sensitive noise receptors to increased 
background noise levels for more than two years, resulting in a temporary significant 
unavoidable impact. 

C. CUMULATIVEIMPACTS 

The CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR must discuss impacts of a project when the 
project's incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(a)(3). 
Cumulative impacts consist of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the 
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. The purpose of 
the cumulative analysis is to allow decision makers to better understand the potential impacts 
which might result from approval of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, in 
conjunction with the proposed project. 

a. Cumulative Transportation Impacts. 

Weekday Impacts: The EIR shows that under cumulative conditions 40 of the 120 
study intersections could be significantly impacted. 

City of Santa Clara Cumulative Traffic Impact: On up to eight weekdays per year, 
significant cumulative level of service impacts would occur at 19 intersections in Santa Clara, 
nine of which are CMP intersections. These intersections include: 

3 Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive * 
8 Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard * 
14 Great America Parkway andY erba Buena Way 
15 Great America Parkway and Alviso Road 
16 Great America Parkway and Bunker Hill Lane 
17 Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane 
18 Great America Parkway and Patrick Henry Drive 
20 Bowers Avenue and US 101 SB * 
21 Bowers A venue and Augustine Drive 
23 Bowers A venue and Cenh·al Expressway * 
27 Bowers Avenue and Monroe Street 
35 Lafayette Street andY erba Buena Way 
60 San Tomas Expressway and Homestead Road * 
61 San Tomas Expressway and Benton Street 
62 San Tomas Expressway and El C=ino Real * 
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65 San Tomas Expressway and Walsh Avenue 
66 San Tomas Expressway and Scott Boulevard * 
67 Mission College Boulevard and Montague Expressway * 
71 Lawrence Expressway Ramps and El Camino Real* 

City of San Jose Cumulative Traffic Impact: On a up to eight weekdays per year, 
significant cumulative level of service impacts would occur at seven intersections in San Jose, 
five of which are CMP intersections. These intersections include" 

78 North First Street and Tasman Drive 
83 North First Street and Montague Expressway* 
84 Zanker Road and Montague Expressway * 
85 Montague Expressway and River Oaks Parkway 
87 O'Toole Avenue and Montague Expressway* 
89 Trade Zone Boulevard and Montague Expressway* 
93 Great America (north) and SR 237 * 

City of Sumwvale: On up to eight weekdays per year, significant cumulative level of 
service impacts would occur at eight intersections in Sunnyvale, four of which are CMP 
intersections. These intersections include: 

95 Ream wood Avenue and Tasman D1ive 
96 Birchwood Avenue and Tasman Drive 
97 Lawrence Expressway and Tasman Drive * 
104 Lawrence Expressway and Oakmead Parkway 
I 05 Lawrence Expressway and Arques Avenue * 
I 06 Lawrence Expressway and Kifer Road 
107 Lawrence Expressway and Reed Avenue/Monroe Street* 
1 08 Lawrence Expressway and Homestead Road * 

Impacts, mitigation measures and findings for the following intersections are discussed in 
Section VII(B) above: 

Santa Clara: 
3 Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive * 
8 Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard* 
14 Great Ame1ica Parkway and Yerba Buena Way 
15 Great America Parkway and Alviso Road 
16 Great America Parkway and Bunker Hill Lane 
17 Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane 
18 Great America Parkway and Patrick Henry Drive 
35 Lafayette Street and Yerba Buena Way 

San Jose: 
83 North First Street and Montague Expressway* 
93 Great America (N) and SR 237* 
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Sunnyvale: 
97 Lawrence Expressway and Tasman Drive* 

City of Milpitas: 
112 I-880 NB and Tasman D1ive 
115 Abbott Avenue and Calaveras Boulevard 

Mitigation measures proposed by the EIR to mitigate the cumulative impacts at intersections 3, 
8, 14, 16, 17 and 112 include mitigations in addition to those discussed above in Section VII(B). 
These additional mitigation measures are discussed below. 

The Project's contribution to cumulative impacts during the weekday study period at the 
following intersections have been determined to be less than cumulatively considerable and, 
therefore, the Project will result in less than significant cumulative impacts at these intersections 
due to NFL and non-NFL events occurring on weekdays. Whether the cumulative impact was 
considerable was determined based on the percentage the Project's traffic contributed to the 
cumulative traffic volume for each intersection. As with all of the traffic analysis this metric was 
dete1mined assuming that the Project traffic occurred five days a week rather than the reality of 
the intem1ittent and infrequent impacts expected with the Stadium project. Thus Project traffic's 
contribution to the cumulative traffic volume is overstated. Nevertheless, the City standard 
threshold for determining if a project's cumulative traffic impact is considerable of25% or more 
of the cumulative traffic volume was used. Even assuming Project traffic occurred every 
weekday, the Project's traffic contributed less than 25% of the cumulative traffic volumes at the 
following intersections: 

Santa Clara: 
60 San Tomas Expressway and Homestead Road* 
61 San Tomas Expressway and Benton Street 
62 San Tomas Expressway and El Camino Real 
65 San Tomas Expressway and Walsh Avenue 
66 San Tomas Expressway and Scott Boulevard 

San Jose: 
84 Zanker Road and Montague Expressway* 
87 O'Toole Avenue and Montague Expressway* 
89 Trade Zone Boulevard and Montague Expressway* 

Smmyvale: 
104 Lawrence Expressway and Oakmead Parkway 
I 05 Lawrence Expressway and Arques A venue* 
1 06 Lawrence Expressway and Kifer Road 
107 Lawrence Expressway and Reed Avenue/Monroe Street* 
108 Lawrence Expressway and Homestead Road* 
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Intersection 3- Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive (Santa Clara) 

Impact: The level of service would be LOS C during the early and standard weekday PM 
peak hours under background conditions and would degrade to LOS F under cumulative 
conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project would account 
for 74 percent of the traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak hour and 64 percent in 
the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year which is considered 
cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
partially mitigated by the addition of exclusive westbound, eastbound and southbound 
right-turn lanes. With these improvements, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F under both the early and standard weekday study periods. There are no further 
feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection due to insufficient right-of
way. 

Findings: The implementation of this improvement would require land acquisition for 
additional right-of-way at a fully built out intersection. This improvement has not been 
programmed by the City, no funding mechanism has been established for this 
improvement, and acquiring the land necessary for the improvement at this intersection 
would also interfere with setbacks and parking at the existing development and conflict 
with the ML zoning at the site. Construction of the improvement would also necessitate 
the relocation of an underground wastewater pump. The physical and legal consh·aints 
related to expanding the right-of-way make the improvements infeasible. Additionally, 
implementation of the TMOP will mitigate the impacts at this intersection when Stadium 
events occur. Since the physical mitigation is not programmed and infeasible, this impact 
is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 8- Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard* (Santa 
Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the early weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. The level of service would be LOS F during the standard weekday 
PM peak hour under background conditions and the ctitical-movement delay at the 
intersection will increase by four or more seconds and the demand-to-capacity ratio (V/C) 
will increase by 0.01 or more under cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant 
cumulative impact. The project will account for 67 percent of the cumulative traffic 
voltmle in the early weekday PM peak hour and 59 percent in the standard weekday PM 
peak hour up to eight times per year which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant etmmlative impact to this intersection could be 
partially mitigated by the construction of a grade separated intersection. With this 
improvement, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the early and 
standard weekday PM peak hours. The City has detem1ined that the identified 
improvement is infeasible due to existing development directly adjacent to the roadway 
and insufficient right-of-way. 
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Findings: The City of Santa Clara's CIP has programmed improvements to this 
intersection, however, the construction of a grade separated intersection is not feasible. 
Acquiring the land necessary for the improvement at this intersection would require the 
removal of existing buildings and would also interfere with setbacks and parking at the 
existing development. The physical and legal constraints related to construction of a 
grade separated intersection make the improvement infeasible. Additionally, 
implementation of the TMOP will mitigate the impacts at this intersection when Stadium 
events occur. This impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 14-Great America Parkway and Yerba Buena Way (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS C during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
lmder background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The project will 
account for 75 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 72 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the adjustment of cycle time. The intersection improvement would improve 
intersection operating levels to LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour. 

Findings: The draft TMP proposed that the intersection be a controlled intersection 
during stadium events, prohibiting access to and from Y erba Buena Way which would 
eliminate the need for adjustment to signal timing. However, cycle times could be 
adjusted if necessary. The adoption of the mitigation measure will improve intersection 
operating levels to LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour, which 
improvement will mitigate the Project impacts to a less than significant level. 

Intersection 16- Great America Parkway and Bunker Hill Lane (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS B during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS E under 
cmnulative conditions. This is a significant cumulative impact. The project will account 
for 80 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak hour and 
74 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year which is 
considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the addition of second westbound and northbound left-tum lanes and an 
adjustment of cycle time. The intersection improvements would improve operating levels 
to LOS C during the standard weekday PM peak hour. 

Findings: The implementation of additional left turn lanes would require land acquisition 
for additional right-of-way at a fully built out intersection and would cause the adjacent 
properties to violate the current Planned Development zoning as well as interfere with 
current parking supply and therefore is not feasible. The intersection is proposed to have 
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officer controls during stadium events which would eliminate the need for the adjustment 
to the cycle timing, however, if the intersection is not officer controlled for any reason 
the adjustments to cycle timing can be made. The physical and legal constraints related to 
expanding the right-of-way make the physical improvements infeasible. Additionally, 
implementation of the TMOP will mitigate the impacts at this intersection when Stadium 
events occur. Since the physical mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation is not 
programmed, this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 17- Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS B during the early and standard weekday PM 
peak hours under backgrmmd conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F 
under cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The 
project will account for 72 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday 
PM peak hour and 66 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times 
per year which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the addition of a second eastbound right-tum lane, a fourth southbound 
through lane, and an adjustment of cycle time. The intersection improvements would 
improve intersection operating levels to LOS C and B during the early and standard PM 
peak hours, respectively. 

Findings: The implementation of additional lanes would require land acquisition for 
additional right-of-way at a fully built out intersection, eliminating landscaping and 
setbacks and would conflict with the approved development plan approved under the ML 
zoning as well as interfere with current parking supply and therefore is not feasible. 
Officer control of the intersection during stadium events mitigates the Projects impacts on 
this intersection when the impacts occur. To the extent necessary, the signal timing will 
be adjusted to maintain the level of service operations at the intersection. Since the 
physical mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation is not programmed, this impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 20- Bowers Avenue and US 101 SB *(Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS A during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions, and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
account for 49 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 37 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the addition of a third eastbound left-tum lane. The intersection 
improvement would improve intersection operating levels to LOS D during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour. 
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Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intermittent traffic needs. Additionally, the mitigation of traffic impacts that would occur 
on 20 days a year with the installation of permanent additional capacity enhancements is 
not required under existing City or CMP policies. The Project cannot make a fair-share 
contribution because the improvement of adding an additional left-turn lane is not 
cunently programmed and no funding mechanism has been established. Since the 
mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation improvement is not programmed, this 
cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 21- Bowers Avenue and Augustine Drive (Santa Clara) 
Impact: This intersection would operate at LOS C during the early and standmd weekday 
PM peak hours under background conditions, and the intersection would degrade to LOS 
E and F under cumulative conditions, respectively. This constitutes a significant 
cumulative impact. The Project will account for 27 percent of the cumulative traffic 
volume in the early weekday PM peak hour and 12 percent in the standard weekday PM 
peak hour up to eight times per year which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact at this intersection could be 
mitigated by adding a second southbound left-turn lane, a second westbound right-turn 
lane, a third eastbound left-tum lane, a fi·ee westbound right-tum lane, and the widening 
of Bowers Avenue to eight lanes. The identified improvement would improve 
intersection operating levels to LOS C during both the early and standmd weekday PM 
peak hours. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intem1ittent traffic needs. The installation of the physical improvements would require 
the acquisition of right of way resulting in the removal of existing buildings and the 
remaining development at the intersection violating its cunent zoning requirements. The 
Project cannot make a fair-share contribution because the improvements are not currently 
programmed and no funding mechanism has been established. Since the mitigation is 
infeasible and the mitigation improvements are not programmed, this cumulative impact 
is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 23- Bowers Avenue and Central Expressway* (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D and E during the early and standard 
weekday PM peak hours, respectively, under background conditions and the intersection 
would degrade to LOS F under cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant 
cumulative impact. The Project will account for 33 percent of the cumulative traffic 
volume in the early weekday PM peak hour and 12 percent in the standard weekday PM 
peak hour up to eight times per year which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
partially mitigated by converting the existing HOY lanes on eastbound and westbound 
Central Expressway to mixed-flow lanes. The Comprehensive County Expressway 
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Planning Study identifies as a Tier lA project the conversion ofHOV lanes to mixed
flow lanes at this intersection. With this modification, the intersection would continue to 
operate at LOS F during the standard PM peak hour. The Comprehensive County 
Expressway Planning Study identifies the constmction of a full interchange at this 
intersection as a Tier 2 priority. This improvement would fully mitigate the cumulative 
impact at this intersection. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intermittent traffic needs. The Comprehensive County Expressway Planning Study 
identifies this improvement as a Tier 2 priority, but the improvement is not yet 
programmed and no funding mechanism has been established. Pmiions of the proposed 
improvements are outside the jmisdiction of the City of Santa Clara and thus cannot be 
implemented by the City. Since the mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation is not 
programmed, this cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 27- Bowers Avenue and Monroe Street (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS C during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions, and the intersection would degrade to LOS E under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
account for 56 percent of the cumulative traffic vohm1e in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 18 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the addition of separate northbound and southbound left-tmn lanes with 
protected phasing. The intersection improvements would improve intersection operating 
levels to LOS C during the standard weekday PM peak hours. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intem1ittent traffic needs. Since the mitigation is infeasible, the mitigation is not 
programmed and no fi.mding mechanism has been established, this ctmmlative impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 67- Mission College Boulevard and Montague Expressway * (Santa 
Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the early weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. The level of service would be LOS D during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour under background conditions and the intersection would degrade 
to LOS F under cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. 
The Project will account for 35 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early 
weekday PM peak hour and 18 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight 
times per year which is considered cumulatively considerable. 
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Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by third eastbound and southbound left-tum lanes. The intersection 
improvements would improve intersection operating levels to LOS D and E during the 
early and standard weekday PM peak hours, respectively. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intermittent traffic needs. The implementation of the improvements would also require 
the removal of existing buildings and a rezoning to the site to meet set back and parking 
requirements. Since the mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation is not programmed, 
this cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 71- Lawrence Expressway Ramps and El Camino Real * (Santa Clara) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS E during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
account for 27 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 19 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the addition of an exclusive eastbotmd tight-tum lane. The identified 
improvement would improve intersection operating levels to LOS E during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intermittent traffic needs. Since the mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation is not 
programmed, this cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 78- North First Street and Tasman Drive (San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the early and standard weekday PM 
peak hours under background conditions, and the intersection would degrade to LOS E 
under cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The 
Project will account for 52 percent of the cumulative traffic volmne in the early weekday 
PM peak hour and 15 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times 
per year which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at the 
intersection due to right-of-way restrictions. 

Findings: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection due to 
right-of-way restrictions. The acquisition of additional right-of-way at a fully built out 
intersection is not feasible. Since the mitigation is not feasible this cumulative impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Intersection 85- River Oaks Parkway and Montague Expressway *(San Jose) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the early weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS E under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
accOLmt for 27 percent of the cumulative traffic volmne in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 11 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: There are no further feasible improvements at the intersection 
beyond the widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the 
North San Jose Development Policy (NSJDP). As described under Project impacts, the 
NSJDP identified the impacts to the intersection associated with its development as 
significant and unavoidable due to the lack of feasible mitigation measures. A traffic 
impact fee has been implemented as part of the NSJDP, but is only applicable to 
development within the NSJDP area. Development outside the area that impacts 
intersections within the NSJDP area can make a fair-share contribution towards identified 
improvements. 

Findings: The Project applicant will make a fair-share contribution toward the widening 
of Montague Expressway to eight lanes, proportionate to the total number of days the 
impacts will occur. There are no further feasible improvements that can be made at the 
intersection. Despite the improvements, the intersection will continue to operate at LOS 
F, with or without the Project, thus this cumulative impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

Intersection 95- Reamwood Avenue and Tasman Drive (Sunnyvale) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS A during the early weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions, and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
account for 57 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 39 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at the 
intersection due to right-of-way restrictions. 

Findings: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection due to 
right-of-way reshictions. Additionally any improvements would interfere with light rail 
operations at the intersection. The acquisition of additional right-of-way at a fully built 
out intersection is not feasible. Since the mitigation is not feasible, this cumulative 
impact is significant and unavoidable 

Intersection 96- Birchwood Avenue and Tasman Drive (Sunnyvale) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS B during both the early and standard weekday 
PM peak hours under background and the intersection would degrade to LOS F and E 
during the early and standard weekday peak hours, respectively, under cumulative 
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conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will account for 
57 percent of the cumulative traffic volume iu the early weekday PM peak hour and 40 
percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year which is 
considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at the 
intersection due to right-of-way restrictions. 

Findings: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection due to 
right-of-way restrictions. The acquisition of additional right-of-way at a fully built out 
intersection is not feasible. Additionally, improvements at the intersection would 
interfere with light rail operations at the intersection. Since the mitigation is not feasible, 
this cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable 

Intersection 110- Alder Drive and Tasman Drive (Milpitas) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the early weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions, and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. The level of service would be LOS F during the standard weekday 
PM peak hour under background conditions and the critical-movement delay at the 
intersection will increase by four or more seconds and the demand- to-capacity ratio 
(VIC) will increase by 0.01 or more under cumulative conditions. This constitutes a 
significant cumulative impact. The Project will account for 30 percent of the cumulative 
traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak hour and seven percent in the standard 
weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year which is considered cumulatively 
considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant ctmmlative impact to this intersection could be 
partially mitigated by the addition of a northbound right-tum lane, a third southbound 
left-ttu·n lane, and a second westbound left-tum lane. The intersection improvement 
would improve intersection operating levels, but the intersection will continue to operate 
at LOS E and F during the early and standard weekday PM peak hours, respectively. The 
City of Milpitas has found these additional lanes infeasible due to impacts to pedestrian 
and bicycle crossings and impacts to the vehicles and light rail progression along Tasman 
Drive. There are no further feasible improvements that can be made at the intersection. 
An alternate mitigation measure would include funding the design and implementation of 
traffic operation improvements to help in signal coordination with adjacent intersections. 
These measures will reduce impacts to the intersection, but not to less than significant 
levels. The mitigation measure is not programmed and no funding mechanism for it has 
been established. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intermittent traffic needs. Mitigation measures involving physical improvements would 
also interfere with bicycle and pedestrian crossings and light rail and vehicle progressions 
along Tasman. The City of Milpitas has deemed physical improvements to this 
intersection infeasible. An alternate mitigation measure of funding the design and 
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implementation of traffic operation improvements to help in signal coordination with 
adjacent intersections is also infeasible, because the City of Milpitas has not programmed 
or established a funding mechanism for this improvement. Since the mitigation is 
infeasible and the mitigation is not programmed, this cumulative impact is significant and 
unavoidable. 

Intersection 111- I-880 Southbound and Tasman Drive (Milpitas) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS E under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
account for 32 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and seven percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the addition of a second eastbound right-tum lane. The identified 
improvement would improve intersection operating levels to LOS D during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour. The City of Milpitas previously found this mitigation infeasible 
because the Tasman/Great Mall Parkway overpass would require widening to 
accommodate the channelized eastbound right-turn movement and the elevated on-ramp 
would require widening to accommodate the receiving vehicles fi'om the eastbound 
approach. There are no further feasible improvements that can be made at the 
intersection. An alternate mitigation measure would include funding the design and 
implementation of traffic operation improvements to help in signal coordination with 
adjacent intersections (e.g., Tasman Drive/I-880 NB Ramps and Tasman Drive/Alder 
Drive.) These measures will reduce impacts to the intersection, but not to less than 
significant levels. This mitigation is not programmed and no fimding mechanism for it 
has been established. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve 
intetmittent traffic needs. Additionally, the adoption of the intersection improvements is 
not within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clara and the City of Milpitas has found 
the physical improvements to be infeasible for the reasons stated above. An altemate 
mitigation measure of funding the design and implementation of traffic operation 
improvements to help in sign coordination with adjacent intersections is also infeasible 
because the City of Milpitas has not programmed or established a funding mechanism for 
this improvement. Since the mitigation is infeasible and the mitigation is not 
programmed, this cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 112- I-880 Northbound and Tasman Drive (Milpitas) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The project 
will account for 45 percent of the Cllll1ulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM 
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peak hour and 20 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per 
year which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by a second westbound left-tum lane and northbound right-tum lane. The 
intersection improvement would improve the intersection operating levels to LOS D 
during the standard weekday PM peak hour. The City of Milpitas previously found this 
mitigation infeasible because the Tasman/Great Mall Parkway overpass would require 
widening to accommodate the channelized eastbound right-turn movement and the 
elevated on-ramp would require widening to accommodate the receiving vehicles from 
the eastbound approach. There are no further feasible improvements that can be made at 
the intersection. An alternative mitigation measure that would reduce impacts, but not to 
a less than significant level, would include funding the design and implementation of 
traffic operation improvements to help in signal coordination with adjacent intersections 
(e.g., Tasman Drive/I-880 SB Ramps and Tasman Drive/Alder Drive). This measure has 
not been programmed and no funding mechanism for it has been established. Therefore 
the Project cannot make a fair-share contribution. 

Findings: The City of Milpitas has concluded that the mitigation measure is infeasible 
for the reasons stated above. Since the physical improvement is not feasible and the 
alternative mitigation is not programmed or funded, this impact is significant and 
unavoidable. 

Intersection 114- I-880 Northbound and Calaveras Boulevard (Milpitas) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS D during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS E under 
cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
account for 48 percent of the cumulative h·affic volume in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 36 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: The significant cumulative impact to this intersection could be 
mitigated by the addition of a second northbound right-tum lane. The identified 
improvement would improve intersection operating levels to LOS C during the standard 
weekday PM peak hour. 

Findings: The adoption of the mitigation measure is not feasible since it would result in 
secondary growth inducing impacts by creating overbuilt intersections to serve what is 
intern1ittent traffic needs. The intersection is not within the jurisdiction of the City of 
Santa Clara and the City of Milpitas has not programmed or established a funding 
mechanism for this improvement. Since the mitigation is not feasible and the mitigation 
is not programmed, this cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Intersection 117- Abel Street and Calaveras Boulevard (Milpitas) 
Impact: The level of service would be LOS E during the standard weekday PM peak hour 
under background conditions and the intersection would degrade to LOS F under 
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cumulative conditions. This constitutes a significant cumulative impact. The Project will 
account for 46 percent of the cumulative traffic volume in the early weekday PM peak 
hour and 38 percent in the standard weekday PM peak hour up to eight times per year 
which is considered cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measure: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at the 
intersection due to right-of-way restrictions. 

Findings: There are no feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection due to 
right-of-way restrictions. The acquisition of additional right-of-way at a fi.llly built out 
intersection is not feasible. Since the mitigation is not feasible, this cumulative impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 

Weekend Impacts: The analysis shows that four ofthe 120 study intersections could be 
significantly impacted under the cumulative conditions on weekends. 

City of Santa Clara. On weekends, significant cumulative levels of service impacts 
would occur on a maximum of22 weekend days per year at three intersections in Santa 
Clara; 

10 Freedom Circle (west) and Mission College Boulevard 
17 Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane 
67 Mission College Boulevard and Montague Expressway 

City of San Jose. On weekends, significant cumulative level of service impacts would 
occur on a maximum of22 weekend days at one intersection in San Jose: 

91 North First Street (north) and SR 237 

Intersections I 0 and 17 would operate at LOS E during the weekend study period under 
cumulative conditions. LOS E is considered acceptable for CMP intersections by most 
jurisdictions including the City of Santa Clara. Because these impacts do not exceed the 
threshold of significance no mitigations are proposed for these two intersections. 
Intersection 67 will operate at LOS F during one or more weekend study periods with the 
addition of Project traffic. The mitigation measures identified for intersection 67 under 
the cumulative impacts for weekends are the same as those identified for weekdays 
impacts above and the findings related to that impact and mitigation are incorporated 
herein. 

Intersection 91 is already operating at LOS F on weekends during the earlier study 
period. The mitigation and findings set forth for the Project impacts at this intersection 
are the same as those identified for the Project Impacts and the discussion of impacts and 
mitigations measures set forth with respect to intersection 91 in Section VII B.a are 
incorporated herein. 
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b. Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts: The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that if a 
project is proposed in a city or county with a general plan that is consistent with the Clean Air 
Plan and the project is consistent with that general plan (i.e., does not require a general plan 
amendment), then the project will not have a significant cumulative impact unless the project has 
a project specific impact. 

The proposed change in land use would allow a 68,500 seat open-air stadium to be constructed 
on the Project Site. The project, along with the other pending projects, would increase vehicle 
miles traveled throughout the Bay Area. The increase in traffic trips resulting from the proposed 
Project would significantly increase emissions of regional pollutants (i.e., particulate matter). 
This significant impact, combined with other large-scale pending developments, would be 
inconsistent with the CAP. 

The CAP identifies Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) that are intended to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled and associated air pollution impacts. The Project applicant will be required to 
implement the identified TDM measures as a condition of approval. While the Project will 
implement TCMs consistent with the 2005 Ozone Strategy, the Project cannot implement all the 
measures necessary to off-set the effects of the increased vehicle miles on large event days. 

Even with the implementation of the identified TCMs the project, in combination with other 
pending development, will result in a significant unavoidable cumulative air quality impact. 

Cumulative Air Quality Mitigation Measures: The Project will implement the air 
quality mitigation measures in Section 4.9.3 of the DEIR (as revised on page 172 of the FEIR) 
and discussed in Sections VII( A)( e) above. 

Cumulative Air Quality Finding: Even though the proposed Project will implement the 
identified TCMs, which would reduce the Project's cumulative contribution to regional air 
quality impacts, it would not be reduced to a less than significant level. No other feasible 
mitigation measures are available. Therefore, even with full implementation of the proposed 
mitigation, the Project would have a significant unavoidable regional air quality impact. As a 
result, the Project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative regional air quality impact, resulting in a significant unavoidable 
cumulative impact. 

c. Cumulative Global Climate Change Impacts. 

Cumulative Global Climate Change Impact: The EIR found that the impacts to the 
Project from global climate change could include reduced water availability due to droughts. 
Non-potable water usage on-site (i.e., landscaping, turf, and bathrooms) would utilize recycled 
water, thereby reducing the need for potable water on-site. At this time, neither the State 
Department of Water Resources nor the Santa Clara Valley Water District has established the 
effects of global climate change on water supplies in California or locally. The City of Santa 
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Clara, as a water supplier, continues to work to ensure sustainable and reliable water supplies 
through a range of activities including water conservation. 

Energy use on the Project Site could rise during hot summer months because energy demand for 
building cooling could increase. In the event regional demand exceeded supply, this could result 
in temporary interruptions in power supply. For the proposed land use, this would be primarily 
an economic rather than an environmental impact and is not discussed further. Utilities required 
by the proposed project would not be directly impacted by the effects of global climate change. 

The Project Site is located approximately 1.9 miles from San Francisco Bay (as the crow flies) 
and is at an elevation of 15 feet above sea level. The Pacific Institute released a new study on sea 
level rise in March 2009, The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast, which updates 
the Institute's comprehensive regional assessment of sea-level rise completed in 1990. Based on 
climate scenarios prepared for the California Energy Commission's Public Interest Energy 
Research (PIER) Climate Change Research Program, the study found that mean sea level along 
the California coast will rise from 1.0 to 1.4 meters (3.3 to 4.6 feet) by the year 2100 above the 
previously predicted rise in sea level of up to three meters (approximately 10 feet). 

Based on the new data, the Project Site is within the possible inundation area for sea level rise 
flooding if levees in the southern San Francisco Bay are overtopped when high tides coincide 
with winter storms. The Project, therefore, would be adversely impacted by sea leveltise. 

While the loss of trees from multiple development projects in the project area will reduce the 
potential for carbon sequestration in the short tern1, some new trees will be planted to offset the 
overall loss. Over time, the new trees will mature but they will not have the same carbon 
sequestration capacity as the existing trees because these development sites will not support 
enough trees to account for the total loss. Even if all 2,425 trees lost by pending and recently 
approved development are replaced in the project area, it would be many years before their 
carbon absorption would be equivalent to the existing condition. The loss of carbon sequestration 
capabilities combined with the increase in regional criteria pollutants would be significant. 

Cumulative Global Climate Change Mitigation Measures: The Project has identified 
preliminary design features and measures that would reduce GHG emissions from energy usage. 
The design features and measures include: 

I. Development and implementation of a TDM program consistent with BAAQMD 
guidelines. 

2. Installation of green roofs. 

3. Installation of approximately 20,000 square feet ofphotovoltaic panels. 

4. Installation of programmable lighting. 

5. Installation of programmable HV AC systems that meet the latest ASHRAE standards. 
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6. Compliance with the City's construction and demolition ordinance that requires 
diversion of 50 percent of waste generated from development of the site. The Project 
proposes to divert and/or salvage up to 75 percent of non-hazardous construction 
waste. 

7. Installation of duel plumbing in incorporate recycled water for use in landscaping, 
toilets, and other non-potable applications. 

The following project specific mitigation measures will be implemented to lessen identified 
significant cumulative global climate change impacts: 

I . The proposed project will be built to exceed the minimum LEED certification 
requirements. 

2. The project will implement the identified TDM measures as a condition of approval. 

The following measures will also be included in the project as Conditions of Approval: 

I. The stadium operators will be required to prepare and implement a Waste Reduction 
& Recycling Plan that targets 100 percent diversion of solid waste from stadium 
events, including composting or other diversion of compostable organics. 

2. Offices and critical support features will be built above project flood levels or provide 
flood proofing. 

3. Water conservation measures will be implemented for potable water use. 

4. Construction contracts will include a provision encouraging the use of locally 
produced building materials to the extent feasible. 

Cumulative Global Climate Change Findings: The proposed Project, when combined 
with other cumulative development, would result in a significant cumulative global climate 
change impact. Reducing greenhouse gas emission levels from 2020 to 1990 levels as required 
under AB 32 could require a 28 to 33 percent reduction of"business-as-usual" greenhouse gas 
emissions depending on the methodology used to determine the future emission inventories. 
Although the exact percent reduction that would be incorporated in the future design of the 
proposed buildings is not known, the reductions in energy use called for in the LEED 
certification requirements cannot be considered to fully mitigate the projected increases in 
greenhouse gas emissions from the Project. The Project, even with implementation of identified 
energy reduction policies, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
cumulatively significant global climate change impacts. Specific economic, social, and other 
benefits ofthe Project outweigh this unavoidable impact as set forth below in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 
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VIII. FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES 

The City finds that specific economic, social, environmental, technological, legal or other 
considerations make infeasible the alternatives to the Project as described in the EIR. Many of 
the significant unavoidable impacts of the Project that cannot be fully mitigated through 
mitigation measures and standard conditions described in the EIR would also likely be present in 
all of the EIR identified alternatives. 

The EIR evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives to the original Project that was 
described in the Draft EIR. The EIR identified 11 potential sites that could be suitable for the 
Project based on site size, accessibility to freeways and alternative modes of transportation, 
availability of parking, availability of public services and utilities, development time frame, 
existing hazardous conditions and economic feasibility. However, after close consideration these 
II sites were rejected as infeasible based on site constraints, inability to meet many project 
objectives and/or inability to substantially lessen or avoid most of the significant impacts. The 
eleven sites considered were: (1) Candelstick Point, (2) Hunters Point, (3) Pier 70, (4) Pier 80, 
(5) Piers 90-94 Backland/Piers 94-96, (6) Baylands, (7) San Francisco Airport, (8) Moffet 
Airfield, (9) Zanker Road, (1 0) San Jose State, and (II) Santa Clara Fairgrounds. 

The EIR also examined a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed development 
on the designated Project Site, including two design altematives, one location altemative, and the 
no project alternative consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2). These 
altematives included: (1) the No Project Altemative, (2) the Reduced Stadium Size Altemative, 
(3) the Enclosed Stadium Design Altemative, and (4) the Great America Main Lot Design 
Altemative. 

The No Project Altemative was identified as the environmentally superior altemative. 
Under CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2), if the No Project Alternative is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior 
alternative among the other altematives. The Enclosed Stadimn Alternative is the second 
environmentally superior altemative as it would result in fewer environmental effects while still 
meeting all of the project proponent's objectives. The EIR also identified the Reduced Stadium 
Size Altemative and the Great America Main Lot Design Alternative as environmentally 
superior alternatives. 

The City certifies that it has considered the infmmation on altematives provided in the 
EIR and in the record. The other alternatives proposed and evaluated in the EIR are rejected as 
infeasible for the reasons stated in the EIR and for the following reasons. Each individual reason 
presented below constitutes a separate and independent basis to reject the project altemative as 
being infeasible, and, when the reasons are viewed collectively, provide an overall basis for 
rejecting the alternative as being infeasible. 

A. ALTERNATIVE SITES 

I. Candlestick Point, there is already a stadimn on the Candlestick Point site 
of comparable size to the proposed Project, thus placing the new stadium on the same site would 
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not result in a significant change from the existing conditions on and near Candlestick Point on 
event days. 

Traffic patterns would not change and, as a result, no additional air pollutants related to traffic 
trips would be generated. The proposed stadimn is not bigger than the existing stadium so the 
number of attendees would be the same or less. Depending on the stadium design and 
orientation, crowd noise and tailgating noise impacts could be comparable to the existing 
conditions at Candlestick Park. The replacement of the existing stadium with a new stadimn 
would, however, create significant temporary noise, air quality, and traffic impacts associated 
with demolition and construction activities. These impacts would be comparable to the 
construction impacts identified for the proposed Project Site. 

Moreover, the lack of multiple modes of public transit to serve Candlestick Park makes the site 
inconsistent with Project proponent's objectives to locate the stadium on a site that is readily 
accessible by public transportation, preferably two or more modes of regional public transit. 
The Candlestick Point alternative would only result in new significant temporary noise, air 
quality, and traffic impacts associated with demolition and constt·uction activities comparable to 
the construction impacts identified for the proposed Project Site. All other new impacts would be 
avoided because the operation ofthe stadium would be comparable to the existing conditions. 
Nevertheless, construction of a new stadium on the Candlestick Point site would be infeasible 
unless the City and County of San Francisco's Proposition G voter initiative is rescinded or 
modified by the voters of San Francisco, because Proposition G endorsed a plan for 
redevelopment of Candlestick Point that would not include a stadium. This alternative would not 
attain any of the City's objectives for the Project. Therefore, this alternative location is 
infeasible. 

2. Hunters Point, lmder this alternative, the new stadium would be located 
on the 172-acre Hunters Point site. The stadium and associated surface parking would occupy 
approximately 97 acres of the Hunters Point Site. A preliminary evaluation of this site by the 
49ers team found that the cost of relocating and extending utilities for a new stadium at this 
location would be more costly than utility relocation and upgrades at the proposed project site. 
The utility improvements needed for the Hunters Point site to be suitable would include low and 
high pressure water system improvements, storm drain improvements, and the need for joint 
trenches to serve electrical, communication and gas utilities. 

The costs and time required for hazardous materials clean up, infi·astructure and roadway /transit 
improvements, and permitting make the Hunters Point site inconsistent with the objectives to 
locate the stadium on a site that can be readily assembled and that enables the development of 
the stadium within budget and on schedule and to locate the stadium on a site that is served by 
existing streets and highway infrastructure adequate to reasonably accommodate local and 
regional game-day automobile circulation. This alternative also would not attain any of the 
City's objectives for the Project. For this reason, this alternative is infeasible. 

Air quality impacts from cars could be somewhat less than those from the proposed project. 
However, on November 12, 2009, the City and County of San Francisco published a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II project, 
which identified the following significant impacts from development of a new 49ers stadium at 
the Hunters Point site: (a) impacts from 49ers games on roadways and intersections; 
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(b) inadequate capacity to accommodate projected h·ansit demand for 49ers games; (c) increased 
congestion at intersections, fi·eeway mainline, and freeway ramps already operating at 
unacceptable LOS and significant impacts at nine additional intersections and one additional 
freeway on-ramp resulting fi·om weekday evening secondary events at the stadimn; 
(d) inadequate capacity to accommodate projected transit demand for secondary events at the 
stadium with attendance of37,500 spectators and transit lines serving the area would experience 
additional delays due to traffic generated by the secondary events; and (e) noise levels during 
football games and concerts at the staditm1 that could adversely affect surrounding residents. 
The Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Draft EIR also concluded that operation 
of the project, including a new 49ers stadium at the Hunters Point site, would result in significant 
and tmavoidable air quality impacts resulting from mass criteria pollutant emissions from mobile 
and area sources. Therefore, it is not clear that this site would be environmentally superior to the 
project site. 

3. Pier 70, under this alternative, the new stadium would be constmcted on 
the 74 acre Pier 70 site. The stadium would replace several warehouses, a garage, two 
powerhouses, an industrial building, and an office building. 

The hazardous materials, lack of adequate site access and roadway capacity, presence of unstable 
soils, and permitting issues discovered during the preliminary site assessment make the Pier 70 
site inconsistent with the project objectives to (I) locate the stadium on a site that can be readily 
assembled and that enables the development of the stadium within budget and on schedule; (2) 
locate the stadium on a site that is served by existing streets and highway infrastmcture adequate 
to reasonably accommodate local and regional game-day automobile circulation; and (3) locate 
the stadium on a site where a substantial percentage of the parking needed on game days and 
during other major events could be provided in existing parking facilities which are not in use 
during evenings and weekends and are located within a 20-minute walking distance of the 
stadium. This alternative also would not attain any of the City's objectives for the Project. 

This site has size constraints and, as a result, there would be insufficient area for all parking to be 
located on-site in surface lots. Because of the minimal surface parking provided by the 
surrom1ding industrial land uses, there would not be sufficient parking in the surrounding area to 
make up the difference, which the project proponent believes would result in additional 
expenses. Development of the site is further constrained by the presence of multiple potentially 
historic structures and the demolition, alteration, or relocation of historic structures to 
accommodate the stadium would be a new significant impact. For all of the above reasons, this 
alternative would be infeasible. 

While air quality impacts from cars would be less than those from the proposed project, air 
quality impacts from demolition, grading, and hazardous materials clean up are unknown and 
could be significant. Lack of adequate roadway capacity, unstable soils, and possible loss of 
historic stmctures could also result in new or more significant impacts than those from the 
proposed project. Noise impacts would, however, be less than those from the proposed project 
because the site is not located near sensitive receptors. This site would not be environmentally 
superior to the project site. 
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4. Pier 80, under this alternative the stadium would be located on the 74-acre 
Pier 80 site. The site size, site access, and permitting issues discovered during the preliminary 
site assessment. make the Pier 80 site inconsistent with the project objectives to (1) locate the 
stadium on a site that can be readily assembled and that enables the development of the stadium 
within budget and on schedule; (2) locate the stadium on a site that is served by existing streets 
and highway infrastmcture adequate to reasonably accommodate local and regional game-day 
automobile circulation; and (3) locate the stadium on a site where a substantial percentage of the 
parking needed on game days and during other major events could be provided in existing 
parking facilities which are not in use during evenings and weekends and are located within a 20-
minute walking distance of the stadium. This alternative also would not attain any of the City's 
objectives for the Project. 

This site has size constraints and, as a result, there would be insufficient area for all parking to be 
located on-site in surface lots. Because of the minimal surface parking provided by the 
surrounding industrial land uses, there would not be sufficient parking in the surrounding area to 
make up the difference, which the project proponent believes would result in additional 
expenses. 

The City and County of San Francisco, in its review of alternative stadium locations in the 
Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Plan Draft EIR, concluded that 
a stadium at this site would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses not 
available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. In addition, sports facilities are not allowable 
uses at this site under the Port of San Francisco's Waterfront Land Use Plan. 

While air quality impacts would be less than the proposed project and noise impacts would be 
avoided, this site does not appear environmentally superior to the project site and, if underlying 
soils are unstable, it could be inferior. For all of the above reasons, this alternative would be 
infeasible. 

5. Piers 90-94 Backlands/Piers 94-96, under this alternative the new stadium 
would be located on the Piers 90-94 Backlands development site. 

The site access, parking, and permitting issues make this site inconsistent with the applicant's 
objectives: (1) to locate the stadium on a site that can be readily assembled and that enables the 
development of the stadium within budget and on schedule; (2) to locate the stadium on a site 
that is served by existing streets and highway infrastructure adequate to reasonably accommodate 
local and regional game-day automobile circulation; (3) to enhance the game day experience for 
fans by accommodating activities such as tailgating; ( 4) to locate the stadium on a site where a 
substantial percentage of the parking needed on game days and during other major events could 
be provided in existing parking facilities which are not in use during the evenings and weekends 
and are located within a 20-minute walking distance of the stadium. This alternative also would 
not attain any of the City's objectives for the Project. 

Planned redevelopment of the site could be incompatible with the land area requirements for a 
stadium. Furthermore, the geological constraints of the site (landfill on top of bay mud) are much 
greater than the other pier sites or the proposed project site and could pose a significant public 
safety threat or would require substantially more expensive design solutions. 
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The City and County of San Francisco, in its review of alternative stadium locations in the 
Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Plan Draft EIR, concluded that 
a stadium at this site would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses not 
available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. In addition, sports facilities are not allowable 
uses at this site under the Port of San Francisco's Waterfront Land Use Plan. For all of the above 
reasons, this alternative would be infeasible. 

While air quality impacts would be less than the proposed project and noise impacts would be 
avoided, this site is not environmentally superior to the project site. 

6. Baylmuls, under this alternative the proposed project would be located on 
the 540-acre Baylands site, in the City of Brisbane. Inadequate site access m1d the possible need 
for a freeway interchange would substantially increase costs and might result in a significantly 
longer implementation petiod than would the currently proposed project. This would be 
inconsistent with the project proponent's objective of locating the stadium on a site that can be 
readily assembled and that enables the development of the stadium within budget and on 
schedule. This alternative also would not attain any of the City's objectives for the Project. 

The City of Brisbane is currently analyzing a Specific Plan that, although not yet formally 
adopted, does not include a stadium use in either the northern or southern portions of the site. 
Both sites within the Brisbane Bay lands Phase I Specific Plan area are proposed to be designated 
for commercial, office, institutional, and industrial uses. While planning considerations could 
evolve over time, it is expected that the range of uses identified in the Specific Plan reflect the 
City of Brisbane's long-tern1 planning goals for the site, which plans do not include development 
of a professional football stadium. 

In addition, the construction of roadway improvements could result in unknown secondary 
impacts. Moreover, the property owners have indicated that they do not want a stadium 
constructed on this site. The applicant's inability to procure title to the site would make the site 
infeasible. 

If the property owner were to agree to sell a portion of the property for the construction of an 
NFL stadium, the need to construct a freeway interchange and other roadway improvements 
could produce additional noise and air pollution and could have growth inducing impacts that 
cannot be known at this time. This alternative site would not be environmentally superior to the 
proposed project. 

7. San Francisco Airport, under this alternative the new stadium would be 
located on a 65-acre vacant lot surrounded by San Francisco Airport. The size of the site and the 
surrounding residential neighborhood would result in insufficient parking for a stadium on this 
site. This would be inconsistent with the applicant's objectives to 1) ensure that adequate parking 
for patrons (estimated to require approximately 19,000 spaces) and employees is available for 
use on game days and during other major events; and 2) locate the stadium on a site where a 
substantial percentage of the parking needed on game days and during other major events could 
be provided in existing parking facilities which are not in use during evenings and weekends and 
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are located within a 20-minute walking distance of the stadium. This alternative also would not 
attain any of the City's objectives for tbe Project. 

In addition, this site may result in greater noise impacts than the proposed project site, may 
contain endangered species, and could be incompatible with SFO operations. There are no 
endangered species on the proposed project site. Therefore, the loss of individual garter snakes 
and their habitat to accommodate the stadium would be a new significant impact. This site would 
not be environmentally superior to the proposed project site. For all of the above reasons, this 
alternative would be infeasible. 

8. Moffet Airfield, under this alternative the new stadium would be located 
on the 750 acre former naval air station, part of which is cunently occupied by NASA Ames. 
NASA Ames intends to redevelop part ofthe site into a research and development center for the 
nation's space program. According to representatives of the team, the federal government has not 
indicated that any other portion of the site is available for private development. If, however, a 
portion of the site were to be made available, the development of the NASA R&D center would 
not preclude other development on-site because ofthe size of the site. Air quality impacts would 
be similar to the proposed project. Noise impacts would be avoided because there are currently 
no sensitive receptors in the immediate project area. 

The applicant's inability to procure title to the site would make the site infeasible. This 
altemative also would not attain any of the City's objectives for the Project. 

9. Zanker Road, under this altemative the new stadium would be located on 
the Zanker Road site is approximately 450 acres located in the City of San Jose. The site is 
cunently used as buffer lands for the San Jose/ Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant 
(WPCP). This site would have air quality and noise impacts comparable to the proposed project 
site. 

The site could have jurisdictional wetlands. There are no jurisdictional wetlands on the proposed 
project site so the loss of wetland habitat to accommodate the stadium would be a new 
significant impact. There are also no endangered or other special status species on the proposed 
project site. The loss of individual Burrowing Owls and their habitat to accommodate the 
stadium would be a new significant impact. The available area is, however, larger than the area 
needed to construct a stadium with surface parking. Therefore, it might be possible to avoid 
construction in designated wetlands and Bunowing Owl habitat. 

The City of San Jose has not indicated that any portion of the WPCP buffer lands is available for 
private development. Previous proposals to place private land uses on the buffer lanes have been 
found inconsistent with the basic purpose of protecting the plant from complaints about odors 
and concems about hazardous materials impacts. The applicant's inability to procure title to the 
site would make the site infeasible. This altemative also would not attain any of the City's 
objectives for the Project. This alternative is not environmentally superior to the proposed 
project. 
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10. San Jose State, under this alternative the new stadium would be located 
on a 55-acre site located in San Jose, currently occupied by Spartan Stadium and a vacant field 
used for parking. 

This property has size constraints, which means insufficient area for surface parking. In addition, 
there is not enough pm·king in nearby existing lots which makes this site inconsistent with the 
project proponent's objectives to 1) ensure that adequate parking for patrons and employees is 
available for use on game days and during other major events, and 2) locate the stadium on a site 
where a substantial percentage of the parking needed on game days and during other major 
events could be provided in existing parking facilities which are not in use during evenings and 
weekends and are located within a 20-minute walking distance of the stadium. In addition, the 
lack of available surface parking would require a change in the project design to utilize 
stmctured parking instead, if a site suitable for parking stmcture(s) could be identified. 

The site does not have adequate site access and is, therefore, inconsistent with the project 
proponent's objective to locate the stadium on a site that is served by existing streets and 
highway infrastmcture adequate to reasonably accommodate local and regional game-day 
automobile circulation. This alternative also would not attain any of the City's objectives for the 
Project. 

This site would have air quality and noise impacts comparable to the proposed project site, plus 
noise and air quality impacts from vehicles traveling on residential streets could be substantially 
greater than those of the proposed project. 

San Jose State University has not indicated that site is available for sale. The applicant's inability 
to procure title to the site would make the site infeasible. This alternative is not environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. 

11. Santa Clara Fairgrounds, under this alternative the new stadium would 
be located on a 136-acre site, located in an unincorporated area of Santa Clara County, currently 
occupied by the Santa Clara Fairgrounds. 

The site has sufficient roadway capacity and there is currently bus service to the site; however, 
train services are 1.25 miles or more away from the site. The lack of multiple public transit 
modes within a reasonable walking distance of this site makes the site inconsistent with project 
proponent's objective to locate the stadium on a site that is readily accessible by public 
transportation, preferably two or more modes of regional public transit. This alternative also 
would not attain any of the City's objectives for the Project. 

This site is adjacent to a residential neighborhood, although it would be possible to place the 
stadium on the site and have greater separation between the residences and the stadium than at 
the project site. This would reduce noise impacts compared to the proposed project. This site 
would have air quality impacts comparable to or slightly greater than the proposed project site. 
The fairgrounds property is near the middle of the City of San Jose. The 16lanes of roadway that 
access various freeways pass through a number of residential neighborhoods and a vmiety of 
land uses. Unlike north Santa Clara, where two major arterials could be used to move a large 
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quantity of traffic out of the area in an efficient manner, vacating the fairgrounds site after a 
game would be less efficient and likely to have more impacts. 

A County supervisor has recently stated that the County would be open to consh·ucting a stadium 
on this site. If, however, the County were to find a new private developer for the site, the 
applicant's inability to procure title to the site, should the County sell to a private developer, 
would make the site infeasible. 

B. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

1. No Project Alternative. The No Project alternative analyzed both the 
existing conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation as well as development that could 
occur on the site consistent with the current General Plan designations. Under the existing 
Tourist Commercia/land use designation development of the site could consist of hotels, 
theaters, museums or specialty retail shops. Under the "No Project" alternative with construction 
of a large hotel and/or recreational facility on the site, significant traffic impacts could result 
which would also cause significant regional air quality impacts. The traffic impacts would be 
greater than the proposed project if a hotel were built on the site because the peak hour traffic 
impacts would occur more frequently. While there would be an incremental increase in ambient 
noise due to the increase in traffic it would likely not be a perceptible increase within the 
residential neighborhoods with either land use. This alternative would avoid the significant noise 
impacts identified in this EIR which are the result of crowd noise and an1plified music. 

Neither scenario under the No Project alternative would meet any of the objectives of the project 
proponent (the 49ers team). Should conditions remain physically unchanged on all of the 
properties, other than construction of the previously approved parking sh·ucture, the impacts of 
that scenario would be substantially less than those of the proposed project. Construction of a 
hotel and/or another recreational facility would result in some of the impacts of the proposed 
project, but not the noise and possibly less of a visual impact (which would be less than 
significant). That alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project. 

2. Reduced Stadium Design, under this alternative the new stadium would 
be reduced in size. In order to reduce the impacts on freeway segn1ents or intersections the 
stadium size would have to be reduced significantly to somewhere between 1300 and 6800 seats. 
The Reduced Stadium Size alternative would reduce the impacts from traffic and air quality to a 
less than significant level. It would not, however, be large enough to be support standard NFL 
operations. The size would make the project infeasible because it would be inconsistent with its 
fundamental purpose. Furthermore, it would not meet fue applicant's objectives of 1) developing 
a state-of-the-art stadium with approximately 68,500 seats and 2) designing the stadium so that it 
is expandable to 75,000 seats for hosting NFL Super Bowls. While the reduction in traffic and air 
quality impacts makes this alternative environmentally superior to the proposed project, it is not 
a feasible alternative. 

3. Enclosed Stadium Design, under this alternative the new stadium would 
be constructed as an enclosed stadium, having most of the same impacts as the proposed Project 
except for lighting, noise and energy. With the enclosed stadium the Project would still 
incrementally increase ambient light levels in the area but to a substantially lesser degree than 
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the proposed Project since all high voltage field lighting would be interior to the stadium. The 
Enclosed Stadium altemative would meet all of the project proponent's objectives. The enclosed 
stadium would not reduce noise impacts from tailgating but would reduce crowd noises to levels 
comparable to the average ambient noise levels in the surrounding neighborhoods. Thus the 
addition of a roof would eliminate the significant unavoidable impacts of crowd noise. Energy 
use would increase to some extent with the enclosed stadium because it would require more of 
the stadium area to be climate controlled. An enclosed stadium would, however, allow for a 
variety of design features that would at least partially offset increased energy consumption. On 
balance, this alternative is considered environmentally superior to the proposed project due to the 
reduction in crowd noise levels. However, the constmction of an enclosed stadium would not be 
economically feasible as the increased constmction costs would be prohibitive. The additional 
energy consumption costs associated with an enclosed stadium would also increase costs of 
operations of the stadium, further impairing the economic feasibility of this alternative. While 
enclosure of the stadium could generate some incremental revenues, these additional revenues 
would not be nearly sufficient to cover the additional costs. The enclosure of the stadium would 
provide very little economic benefit to an NFL team playing its home games in the stadium and 
in fact, the 49ers have indicated that they believe their fans would prefer the experience of an 
outdoor facility. It is infeasible for the private tenant, the City or its redevelopment agency to 
invest the additional funds, projected to exceed $90 million (based upon net present value of the 
increased revenues from an enclosed stadium) that would be required to enclose the stadium. 

4. Great America Main Lot Design, under this alternative the new stadium 
would be built on the main parking lot for Great An1erica theme park. The size, seating capacity 
and uses of the stadium would be the same as that for the proposed project. The main 
differences between the Main Lot alternative and the proposed project is that a larger parking 
garage would be built adjacent to the stadium site, Centennial Boulevard would not be vacated or 
altered and the existing 49ers training facility would not be modified. 

The proposed parking garage would provide approximately I, 708 parking stalls and the 
surface parking around the stadium would provide an additional 2,434 parking spaces. The 
overflow lot east of San Tomas Aquino Creek (Sub-Area C) would remain as is with the 1,823 
parking stalls. The available parking in the main lot under this alternative would be reduced to 
4,142 spaces which is 2, 092 spaces less than the theme park currently has available and is less 
than the number of spaces required to be provided pursuant to the Redevelopment Agency's lease 
with the theme park operator. During construction of the parking structure, even fewer spaces 
would be available. There are no locations available for additional parking that would meet the 
requirements of the theme park lease. 

The Great America Main Lot alternative would avoid noise impacts to the residential 
neighborhood to the east and reduce noise impacts to some residences to the south. The southern 
neighborhood would still experience significant impacts from crowd noise. The stadium would 
still be clearly visible but would appear farther away from the residential land uses and less 
prominent. All other impacts would be comparable to the proposed project. The avoidance in 
noise impacts to one residential area and the reduction of noise impacts in another residential 
area makes this alternative enviromnentally superior to the proposed project. However, this 
alternative would require an1endments to the Redevelopment Agency's lease with the theme park 
to reduce the parking currently required. 
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IX. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The City finds that each of the specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
environmental, and other considerations and the benefits of the Project separately and 
independently outweigh the significant, adverse impact and is an oveniding consideration 
independently wananting approval. The remaining significant adverse impacts identified above 
are acceptable in light of each of the benefits ofthe Project. 

The Project will revitalize a cmrently undemtilized site along the southwest comer of the 
intersection of Tasman Drive and Centem1ial Boulevard in the City of Santa Clara. The Project 
will play a significant role in the redevelopment of this conidor and promote the Bayshore North 
Entertainment District with projects and activities that create vitality and economic benefits for 
the City beyond normal business enterprises. 

The Project will promote activities that support the Convention Center and the hotels and 
restamants in the City and encourage new restaurant and retail services that support the daily 
business activity in the area. (See City Analysis of Economic Impact Report dated June I, 2007) 

The Project will provide a high-quality architecture and development design that will 
improve the streetscape and visual quality of the project area. The Project is designed to be 
LEED certified. 

The Project will provide a significant number of constmction jobs as well as other long
tem1 employment opportunities for residents of the City of Santa Clara and the sunounding area. 

The Project will develop entertainment and sports facilities on public lands that provide a 
retum to the City's General Fund and/or provide civic, cultmal, and sporting amenities that serve 
a wide range of public interests in the City and the region. 

The Project will encourage uses that are compatible with both the corporate/business 
character of the Bayshore North Area and the entertainment and cultural uses in the area by 
supporting uses that are compatible with or complementary to normal business activities, 
parking, and traffic in the area. 

The Project will promote activities that take advantage of mass transit infrastmcture by 
creating uses that can be served by transit both during the regular business week and on 
weekends. 

The Project will encourage shared parking throughout the Convention Center area to 
minimize excess costs associated with development of parking and promote creative parking 
arrangements that are compatible with activities on nearby properties. 

The Project will foster job growth in an area served by mass transit. 
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The Project will require that a fee be added to the price of tickets for certain stadium 
events to secure additional funding for libraries, senior activities, and youth sports programs 
serving Santa Clara residents. 

The Project will also provide substantial new revenue for the Santa Clara Unified School 
District. 
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EXHIBITB 

MITIGATION MONITORING OR REPORTING PROGRAM 

49ers SANTA CLARA 
STADIUM PROJECT 

CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

DECEMBER 2009 



PREFACE 

Section 21081 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a Lead Ageney to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting 

Program whenever it approves a project for which measures have been required to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. 

The purpose of the monitoring or reporting program is to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation. 

The Final EIR concluded that the implementation of the project could result in a number of significant effects on the environment and 

mitigation measures were incorporated into the proposed project or are required as a condition of project approval. This Mitigation 

Monitoring or Reporting Program addresses those measures in terms of how and when they will be implemented. 

This document does not discuss those subjects for which the Final EIR concluded that the impacts fi·om implementation of the project would 

be less-than-significant. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING OR REPORTING PROGRAM 
49ERS SANTA CLARA STADIUM PROJECT 

Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of Impact Mitigation for Implementation 
Implementation Implementation 

Hydrology 

Implementation of the 1) The Stadium Authority will incorporate Best Management Upon completion Stadium Authority City of Santa 
proposed project will Practices for operational non-point pollution conlTOl consistent of construction. Clara Director of 
result in stormwater with the requirements of the NPDES Municipal Permit. Planning and 
quality impacts. 2) As part of the mitigation for post-constmction runoff impacts Inspection 

addressed in the SWPPP, the project will implement regular 
nmintenance activities (i.e., sweeping, nmintaining vegetative Regional Water 
swales, litter control, and other activities as specified by the City) Quality Control 
at the site to prevent soil, grease, and littler from accumulating on Board 
the project site and contaminating surface runoff. Stonmvater 
catch basins will be stenciled to discourage illegal dumping. 

3) The project will be required to record an Operation & 
Management (O&M) agreement to insure continued maintenance 
and performance of post-constmction measures including CDS 
units and roof-drainage systems. 

Construction activities 1) Burlap bags filled with drain rock shall be installed around storm During all phases City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
would result in a drains to route sediment and other debris away from the drains. of conslmction for and Stadium Clara Director of 
significant temporary 2) Earthmoving or other dust-producing activities shall be suspended all components of Authority Planning and 
stormwater quality during periods of high winds. the project: Inspection 
impact. 3) All exposed or disturbed soil surfaces shall be watered at least Stadium 

twice daily to control dust as necessary. consh·uction, sub- Regional Water 
4) Stockpiles of soil or other materials that can be blown by the wind station relocation, Quality Control 

shall be watered or covered. construction of the Board 
5) All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be parking garage, 

covered and all trucks would be required to maintain at least two and all other 
feet of freeboard. associated 

6) All paved access roads, parking areas, staging areas and improvements. 
residential streets adjacent to the construction sites shall be swept 
daily (with water sweepers). In addition, a tire wash system may 
be required. 

7) Vegetation in disturbed areas shall be replanted as quickly as 
possible. 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of Impact Mitigation for 
Implementation 

Implementation 
Implementation 

Hydrology Continued 

See previous page 8) All unpaved entrances to the site shall be filled with rock to !mock See previous page See previous page See previous 
mud from truck tires prior to entering City streets. A tire wash page 
system may also be employed at the request of the City. 

9) A Stormwater Permit will be administered by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. Prior to consh1.rction grading for the 
proposed land uses, the project proponent will file a "Notice of 
Intent" (NO!) to comply with the General Permit and prepare a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which addresses 
measures that would be included in the project to minimize and 
control construction and post-consh·uction runoff Measure will 
include, but are not limited to, the aforementioned RWQCB 
mitigation. 

10) The City and 49ers Team will submit a copy of the draft SWPPP 
to the City of Santa Clara for review and approval prior to start 
of consh1.rction on the project site. The certified SWPPP will be 
posted at the project site and will be updated to reflect current 
site conditions. 

11) When construction is complete, a Notice of Termination (NOT) 
for the General Permit for Construction will be filed with the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the City of Santa 
Clara. The NOT will document that all elements of the SWPPP 
have been executed, consh·uction materials and waste have been 
properly disposed of, and a post-constmction stormwater 
management plan is in place as described in the SWPPP for the 
site. 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of Impact Mitigation for 
Implementation 

Implementation 
Implementation 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Construction activities I) Construction shall be scheduled to avoid the nesting season to the Prior to issuance City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
could result in the extent feasible. The nesting season for most birds, including most of demolition or and Stadium Clara Director of 
abandonment of active raptors, in the San Francisco Bay area extends from February grading permits for Authority Planning and 
raptor nests or tlu·ough August. all components of Inspection 
destruction of other 2) If it is not possible to schedule demolition and constmction the project: 
migratory bird nests. between September and January, then preconstruction surveys for Stadium 

nesting birds shall be completed by a qualified ornithologist to constr·uction, sub-
ensure that no nests will be disturbed during project station relocation, 
implementation. This survey shall be completed no more than 14 constr·uction of the 
days prior to the initiation of constr·uction activities during the parking garage, 
early part of the breeding season (May through August). During and all other 
this survey, the ornithologist will inspect all tr·ees and other associated 
possible nesting habitats inunediately adjacent to the construction improvements. 
areas for nests. If an active nest is found sufficiently close to work 
areas to be disturbed by constmction, the ornithologist, in 
consultation with CDFG, will determine the extent of a 
constr·uction-free buffer zone to be established around the nest, 
typically 250 feet, to ensure that raptor or migratory bird nests will 
not be disturbed during project construction. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Implementation of the I) Prior to start of grading, shallow soil samples shall be taken to Prior to start of City of Santa Clara City of Santa 

proposed project could detern1ine the location of contaminated soils with concentrations grading on any of and Stadium Clara Director of 

expose constr·uction above established construction/trench worker tlu·esholds. The soil the development Authority Planning and 

workers and futrrre site sampling plan must be reviewed and approved by the Santa Clara sites. Inspection 

occupants and visitors Fire Chief prior to initiation of work. Any contaminated soils found 
to contaminated soil. in concentr·ations above established thresholds shall be removed and Santa Clara Fire 

disposed of according to California Hazardous Waste Regulations. Department-

The contaminated soil removed fi"mn the site shall be hauled off-site Hazardous 

and disposed of at a licensed hazardous materials disposal site. Materials 
Division 

2) A Site Management Plan (SMP) will be prepared to establish 
management practices for handling impacted groundwater and/or DTSC 
soil material that may be encountered during site development and 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of 
Impact Mitigation for 

Implementation 
Imnlementation 

Implementation 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Continued 

See previous page soil-disturbing activities. Components of the SMP will include: a See previous page See previous page See previous 
detailed discussion of the site background; preparation of a Health page 

and Safety Plan by an industrial hygienist; notification procedures if 
previously undiscovered significantly impacted soil or fi·ee fuel 
product is encountered during constmction; on-site soil reuse 
guidelines based on the California Regional Water Qnality Control 
Board, San Francisco Bay Region's reuse policy; sampling and 
laboratory analyses of excess soil requiring disposal at an 
appropriate off-site waste disposal facility; soil stockpiling 
protocols; and protocols to manage ground water that may be 
encountered during trenching and/or subsurface excavation 
activities. Prior to issuance of grading permits, a copy of the SMP 
must be approved by the City's Director of Planning and Inspection 
and the Santa Clara Fire Chief. 

Implementation ofthe During all phases City of Santa Clara City of Santa 

proposed project could I) In conformance with state and local laws, a visual inspection/pre- of demolition and and Stadium Clara Director of 

expose construction disassemble survey, and possible sampling, shall be conducted prior dismantling. Authority Planning and 

workers and/or nearby to the dismantling of the substation to determine the presence of Inspection 

sensitive receptors to asbestos containing materials. 
Santa Clara Fire 

air-borne asbestos 2) All potentially friable ACMs shall be removed in accordance with Department-
particles and lead- National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants Hazardous 
based paint. (NESHAP) guidelines prior to dismantling that may disturb the Materials 

materials. All dismantling activities will be undertaken in Division 
accordance with Cal/ OSHA standards contained in Title 8 of CCR, 
Section 1529, to protect workers fi·om exposure to asbestos. OSHA 

3) A registered asbestos abatement contractor shall be retained to 
remove and dispose of ACMs identified in the asbestos survey 
performed for the site in accordance with the standards stated 
above. 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of 
Impact Mitigation for Implementation 

Implementation 
Implementation 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Continued 

See previous page 4) Materials containing more than one percent asbestos are also See previous page See previous page See previous 
subject to BAAQMD regulations. Removal of materials containing page 
more than one-percent asbestos shall be completed in accordance 
with BAAQMD requirements. 

5) In conformance with state and local laws, a visual inspection/pre-
demolition survey, and possible sampling, shall be conducted prior 
to the demolition of on-site buildings to determine the presence of 
lead-based paint. 

6) During demolition activities, all building materials containing lead-
based paint shall be removed in accordance with Cal/ OSHA Lead in 
Construction Standard, Title 8, Califomia Code Regulations 1532.1, 
including employee training, employee air monitoring, and dust 
control. Any debris or soil containing lead-based paint or coatings 
would be disposed of at landfills that meet acceptance criteria for 
the waste being disposed. 

CIJLTURALRESOURCES 

Implementation of the 1) A qualified archaeologist will be on-site to monitor the initial During all phases City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
proposed project could excavation of native soil once all pavement and engineered soil of excavation for and Stadium Clara Director of 
have a significant is removed from the project site. After monitoring the initial all components of Authority Planning and 
impact on unknown excavation, the archaeologist will make recommendations for the project: Inspection 
buried prehistoric further monitoring if it is determined that the site has cultural Stadium 
and/or historic resources. If the archaeologist determined that no resources are construction, sub-
resources. likely to be found on-site, no additional monitoring will be station relocation, 

required. construction of the 
2) In the event that prehistoric or historic resources are encountered parking garage, 

during excavation and/or grading of the site, all activity within a and all other 
!50-foot radius of the find will be stopped, the Director of associated 
Planning and Inspection will be notified, and the archaeologist improvements. 
will examine the find and make appropriate recommendations. 
Recommendations could include collection, recordation, and 
analysis of any significa_J1l cultural materials. A report of 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of Impact Mitigation for 
Implementation 

Implementation 
Implementation 

CULTURAL RESOURCES Continued 

See previous page findings documenting any data recovery during monitoring See previous page See previous page See previous 
would be submitted to the Director of Planning and Inspection. page 

3) In the event that human remains are discovered during 
excavation and/or grading of the site, all activity within a 50-foot 
radius of the find will be stopped. The Santa Clara County 
Coroner will be notified and shall make a determination as to 
whether the remains are of Native American origin or whether an 
investigation into the cause of death is required. If the remains 
are determined to be Native American, the Coroner will notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
immediately. Once NAHC identifies the most likely 
descendants, the descendants will make recommendations 
regarding proper burial, which will be implemented in 
accordance with Section 15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
• 

The project could The proposed project will make a fair share contribution toward the Upon issuance of City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
impact 17 intersections identified improvements at the following intersections: Great America building permits. and Stadium Clara Director of 
(eight Santa Clara Pkwy/ Mission College Blvd, Lafayette StN erba Buena Way, North Authority Plmming and 
intersections, six San First St/Montague Expressway, Zanker Rd/Montague Expressway, Inspection 
Jose intersections, one O'Toole Ave/Montague Expressway, Trade Zone Blvd/Montague 
Smmyvale intersection, Expressway 
and two Milpitas 
intersections) during at The City will require the preparation and implementation of a Initial framework Stadium Authority City of Santa 
least one weekday study Transportation Management and Operations Plan (TMOP) and the to be completed and 49ers Team Clara Director of 
period on up to four 

formation of a working group to oversee the plan's implementation. prior to approval of Planning and NFL events days per 
The City of Santa Clara and the Valley Transportation Agency (which entitlements. In Inspection year. 
operates both the LRT and the countywide bus transit system in Santa perpetuity while 

The project would Clara County) have agreed to form an ongoing multi-jurisdictional the stadium is in 

impact two CMP group that will address the detailed planning needed to achieve the operation. 

intersections in San Jose level of transit service assumed by the Draft TMP. Santa Clara City 

during at least one staff have agreed that a cmmnittee of City staff, VTA staff, and the 

weekend study period 49ers organization will lay out the fi·amework of the TMOP and the 

on up to 20 NFL event objectives of the program to accomplish the City's goals for this 
days per year. project. That fi·amework will be attached to the PD zoning as a 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of 
Impact Mitigation for 

Implementation 
Implementation 

Implementation 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC Continued 

The 17 large non-NFL condition of project approval. The long term working group that will See previous page See previous page See previous 
events could be created to prepare the TMOP will include the Stadium Authority, page 
significantly impact City of Santa Clara, VT A, and the adjacent cities that will help to 
local intersections on up implement the traffic control plan. The working group will also need 
to four weekdays and 22 to work closely with other transit providers, including ACE, Capitol 
weekend days per year Corridor, Cal train, other County transit but operators and charter bus 
but to a lesser extent operators. 
than NFL events. 

The TMOP will be completed for the opening of the stadium utilizing 
the most current roadway and transit data available at that time 
(estimated mid-2014), and will be updated annually as necessary. 

Without adequate and A parking overlay district, or similar mechanism, will be established to Upon Cmmcil Stadium Authority City of Santa 
convenient parking, provide the parameters for provision and operations of off-site parking approval of the and 49ers Team Clara Director of 
spillover could occur facilities to serve stadium events. A parking evaluation will be stadium project Planning and 
into nearby residential conducted each year prior to finalizing the calendar of events for that zonmg. Inspection 
neighborhoods. year to identifY availability, location, access and potential changes to 

existing conditions. Specific measures to ensure adequate supply 
and/or reduced demand through alternatives to vehicular use will be 
implemented as part of the requirements of the parking district, or 
similar mechanism. 

AIR QUALITY 
The proposed proj eel 1) Develop a Transportation Demand Management program that In perpetuity while Stadium Authority, City of Santa 
would increase NOx would include financial incentives for employees to reduce the stadium is in City of Santa Clara Director of 
emissions in excess of automobile vehicle trips. operation. Initial Clara, and 49ers Planning and 
the significance 2) Encourage use of public transit for events through advertising. implementation of Team Inspection 
thresholds established 3) Provide shuttle service between LRT and Caltrain stations. TDM prior to 
by BAAQMD on NFL 4) Bicycle amenities will be provided for the project. This would opening of stadium BAAQMD 
event days. include secure bicycle parking for employees and attendees and safe 

bike lane connections. 
The proposed project 5) Enforce State law idling restrictions of trucks or buses and include 
would increase signage indicating the restriction and associated fines. 
emissions in excess of 6) Where appropriate, provide II 0- and 220-volt electrical outlets at 
the significance loading docks or areas where media operations occur to eliminate 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of ! 

Impact Mitigation 
Implementation 

for 
Implementation 

Implementation 
AIR QUALITY Continued 
thresholds established any idling of trucks or generators to operate auxiliary equipment. See previous page See previous page See previous 
by BAAQMD on large 7) Provide exterior electrical outlets to encourage use of electrical page 
non-NFL event days. landscape equipment. 

8) Implement a landscape plan that provides shade trees along 
NFL events in pedestrian pathways. 
summer/ early fall Implement "Green Building" designs, such as Leadership in Energy 
would have significant and Environmental Design (LEED) into buildings to increase 
NOx emissions that energy efficiency, which would reduce the future energy demand 
could increase ozone caused by the project, and therefore, reduce air pollutant emissions 
concentrations in indirectly. 
portions of the Bay 9) The 49ers team will coordinate with transit providers on a yearly 
Area up to 12 times basis to offer promotions for event attendees to use tt·ansit. 
per year. 

Non-NFL events with 1) The following dust control measures will be implemented during During all phases City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
an attendance over all construction phases: of construction for and Stadium Clara Director of 
20,000 would • Water all active constt·uction areas at least twice daily and all components of Authority Planning and 
significantly contribute more often during windy periods. the project: Inspection 
to emissions ofROG, • Cover all trucks hauling soils, sand, and other loose Stadium 
NOx , and non-NFL materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two feet construction, sub-
events with an of freeboard. station relocation, 
attendance of 15,000 • Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) construction of the 
would significantly soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas parking garage, 
contribute to e1nissions and staging areas at constmction sites. and all other 
ofPM10 up to 26 times • Sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers) all paved associated 
per year. access roads on-site, parking areas and staging areas at in1proven1ents. 

construction sites. 
Construction activities • Sweep streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if 
would result in visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 
significant, temporary • Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive 
impacts to local air construction areas. 
quality. • Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply non-toxic soil 

binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved surfaces to 15 mph . 
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December 2009 Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program Page 9 



Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of Impact Mitigation for 
Implementation 

Implementation 
Implementation 

AIR QUALITY Coutiuued 
See previous page • Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as See previous page See previous page See previous 

possible. page 

• Suspend construction activities on windy days that cause 
visible dust plumes that extend beyond the construction 
site. 

• Idling time of all diesel powered construction equipment 
will be limited to five minutes (based on California Air 
Resources Board regulations) and/or alternative powered 
construction equipment (i.e., hybrid, compressed natural 
gas, bio-diesel, electric) will be used. 

• All diesel powered construction equipment will be 
outfitted with add-on contr·ol devices such as diesel 
oxidation catalysts or particulate filters where possible. 

• All contr·actors will be required to use equipment that 
meets the Califomia Air Resources Board most recent 
certification standard for off-road heavy duty diesel 
engmes. 

2) A disturbance Coordinator will de designated by the applicant. 
The Coordinator shall be responsible for responding to any local 
complaints about construction activities. The Coordinator will 
determine the cause of the complaint and implement reasonable 
measures to correct the problem. A telephone number for the 
Coordinator will be clearly posted at the constr·uction site and 
included in the notice sent to nearby properties regarding the 
construction schedule. This information will also be distributed to 
all residents and businesses within 750 feet of the project site. 

3) The project shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel 
powered equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40 
percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any 
equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringel mann 
2.0) shall be repaired immediately. This measure means that 
equipment with continuous dark emissions is in violation of the 
requiretnent. 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of I Impact Mitigation 
Implementation 

for 
Imp lementa tio n 

Implementation 

AIR QUALITY Continued 
See previous page 4) Signs shall be posted that indicate diesel equipment standing idle See previous page See previous page See previous 

for more than five minutes shall be turned off or operators would page 
be subject to fines. This would include trucks waiting to deliver 
or receive soil, aggregate or other bulk materials. Rotating drum 
concrete trucks could keep their engines running continuously as 
long as they were on-site. 

5) Reduce vehicle emissions. Properly tune and maintain equipment 
for low emissions. 

Numerous barbeque The proposed project will: In perpetuity while Stadium Authority City of Santa i 

activities occurring 1) Reserve surface parking within 750 feet of residences for vehicles the stadium is in Clara Director of 
within 750 feet of the only. Prohibit tailgating within these areas. operation. Planning and 
residences could result 2) Designate a "disturbance coordinator" to investigate and respond Inspection 
in odor complaints to odor air quality complaints. Provide the name and contact 
which would be an information for the disturbance coordinator to residents within 750 
indication of a feet of the stadium or surface parking lots. 
significant impact. 
NOISE 
Tailgating activities 1) Tailgating activities shall not occur prior to 9:00 am on game In perpetuity while Stadium Authority City of Santa 
would have a days in the Great America Theme Park, Golf and Tennis Club, the stadium is in Clara Director of 
significant noise and stadium parking areas. These parking areas will be operation. Planning and 
impact on nearby barricaded until 9:00 am to preclude event attendees from Inspection 
residents on game arriving prior to 9:00 am. 
days. 2) Tailgating will permitted only in locations authorized by and in 

accordance with the adopted parking overlay district. Tailgating 
in surface parking areas within 750 feet of residences will be 
prohibited. Tailgating in surface lots will also be prohibited 
within 750 feet of school buildings on weekday evenings and 
Saturdays. There will be no restrictions to surface lots within 
750 feet of all school buildings on Sundays. Posted signs and 
security patrols of these parking areas prior to, during, and after 
game times will enforce these restrictions. 

3) The use of loudspeakers, stereo systems, or fireworks within the 
parking lots for the Great America Theme Park, Golf and Tennis 
Club, and stadium would be prohibited. Posted signs and 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of 
Impact Mitigation for 

Implementation 
Implementation 

Implementation 

NOISE Continued 
See previous page security patrols of these parking areas prior to, during, and after See previous page See previous page See previous 

game times will enforce this restTiction. page 
4) Post-event clean up activities in parking lots located within 750 

feet of residences shall be completed prior to 10:00 pm the day 
of the game or no earlier than 9:00 am the following morning. 

5) A Disturbance Coordinator will be designated by the Stadium 
Authority to investigate and respond to noise complaints. The 
name and contact information of the Disturbance Coordinator 
will be made readily available to all residents and businesses 
within the project area. 

Construction activities 1) The applicant will be required to develop a Construction During all phases City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
will temporarily Management Plan that will schedule construction activities so as of construction for and Stadium Clara Director of 
impact nearby to minimize noise disturbances to sensitive land uses. The all components of Authority Planning and 
sensitive receptors. Construction Management Plan will include but is not limited to the project: Inspection 

the following: Stadium 

• The holes for the piles will be pre-drilled . construction, sub-

• Pile driving shall be prohibited on weekends and holidays station relocation, 
to minimize disturbances at the theme park, Golf and construction of the 
Tem1is Club, and residences. parking garage, 

• Construction within 300 feet of any residentially zoned and all other 

property shall only occur within designated time limits. associated 

Construction within 300 feet of any residence will only improvements. 

occur between the hours of7:00 am to 6:00pm on 
weekdays (other than holidays) and between 9:00am and 
6:00pm on any Saturday that is not a holiday. No 
construction will be permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

• The contractors shall utilize "quiet" models of air 
compressors and other stationary noise sources where 
technology exists. 

• Contractors shall equip all internal combustion engine-
driven equipment with mufflers that are in good condition 
and appropriate for the equipment. 

• Temporary noise barriers shall be used during grading and 
foundation work. 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of Impact Mitigation for Implementation 
Implementation 

Implementation 

NOISE Continued 
See previous page • Staging areas and construction material storage areas will See previous page See previous page See previous page 

be located as far away as possible from nearby residences. 

• Unnecessary idling of intcmal combustion engines shall 
be prohibited. 

• All nearby noise sensitive land uses within the area of 
impact shall be notified in writing ofthe construction 
schedule. 

• A Disturbance Coordinator will be designated by the 
applicant. The Coordinator shall be responsible for 
responding to any local complaints about construction 
noise. The Coordinator will determine the cause of the 
noise complaint and implement reasonable measures to 
correct the problem. A telephone number for the 
Coordinator will be clearly posted at the construction site 
and included in the notice sent to nearby properties 
regarding the construction schedule. 

ENERGY 
The proposed project I) The project shall be certified in accordance with the Leadership in During design and City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
would have a Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) requirements, a construction. and Stadium Clara Director of 
significant impact on nationally acceptable benchmark for the design, construction, and Authority Plmming and 
projected electricity operation of high performance green buildings. The level of LEE Inspection 
and natural gas certification will be at the discretion of the project applicant. 
supplies. 2) The project shall exceed Title 24 energy requirements by 10 

percent to the satisfaction of the Director of Silicon Valley Power. 
The proposed project 3) The project shall include a minimum of27,000 square feet of 
would increase vehicle green roofs. 
miles traveled for 4) The project shall utilize local and regional building materials in 
game attendees order to reduce energy consumption associated with transporting 
resulting in increased materials over long distances. 
gasoline usage. 5) The project shall utilize building products that contain post-

consumer recycled materials. 
6) Although there is not a formal EnergyStar program for non-

residential buildings, the stadium shall be constructed to meet the 
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Timeframe for 
Responsibility 

Oversight of 
Impact Mitigation 

Implementation 
for 

Implementation 
Implementation 

ENERGY Continued 
See previous page same standards as those that apply to the residential program to See previous page See previous page See previous page 

the extent feasible. 
7) The stadium shall include a photovoltaic (i.e., solar electric) 

system. The project proposes a minimum of 20,000 square feet of 
photovoltaic cells. 

8) Geothermal heat pumps should be installed to provide heating, 
cooling, and hot water. 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
Implementation of the 1) Development and implementation of a TDM program consistent with During design and City of Santa Clara City of Santa 
proposed project would BAAQMD guidelines. construction. TDM and Stadium Clara Director of 
increase regional criteria 2) Installation of green roofs to be implemented Authority Planning and 
pollutants and would 3) Installation of approximately 20,000 square feet of photo voltaic panels. upon completion Inspection 
contribute to global 4) Installation of programmable lighting. and continue while 
climate change. 5) Installation of programmable HV AC systems that meet the latest stadiun1 in use. 

ASHRAE standards. 
6) Compliance with the City's constmction and demolition ordinance that 

requires diversion of 50 percent of waste generated from development 
of the site. The project proposes to divert and/or salvage up to 75 
percent of non-hazardous construction waste. 

7) Installation of duel plumbing to incorporate recycled water for use in 
landscaping, toilets, and other non-potable applications. 

8) The proposed project will be built to exceed the minimum LEED 
certification requirements. 

9) Offices and critical support features will be built above project flood 
levels or provide flood proofing. 

10) Water conservation measures will be implemented for potable water 
use. 

11) Construction contracts will include a provision encouraging the use 
oflocally produced building materials to the extent feasible. 

12) The stadium operators will be required to prepare and implement a Prior to opening day Stadium Authority City of Santa 
Waste Reduction & Recycling Plan that targets 100 percent and in perpetuity Clm·a Director of 
diversion of solid waste from stadium events including composting thereafter. P1mming mrd 
or other diversion of compos table organics. Inspection 
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SOURCE 
City of Santa Clara, Final EIR for the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project, November 2009. 
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RESOLUTION NO. ___ _ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SANTA CLARA, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING GENERAL 
PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 72 TO CHANGE THE TEXT OF 
THE TOURIST COMMERCIAL DESIGNATION OF THE 
LAND USE ELEMENT 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, 

CALIFORNIA, AS FOLLOWS: 

WHEREAS, the General Plan of the City of Santa Clara provides direction for land use and the 

nature of development within the City and its sphere of influence, consistent with current policy; 

and, 

WHEREAS, the Land Use Element of the General Plan contains a Tourist Commercial Land 

Use Designation; and, 

WHEREAS, under the cmTent Tourist Commercial designation of the Land Use Element of the 

General Plan the following uses are encouraged: "Quality hotel, recreation and other tourist-

oriented uses such as theatres, museums, and specialty retail"; and 

WHEREAS, the City is proposing to make text Amendment No. 72 to the General Plan to 

modify this Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation, the text of which is attached hereto as 

Attachment "A" and incorporated herein by this reference; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed text Amendment would provide more specificity in the range of 

recreation and other tomist-oriented uses encouraged, to include stadiums, arenas, sports and 

other cultural facilities; will encourage shared parking arrangements; will allow for flexibility in 

building height above 150 feet where appropriate; and, will allow flexibility in building coverage 

beyond the current 25 percent policy, up to 75 percent or more, for special facilities, including 

stadiums, arenas, theatres and the like, and for stmctured or shared parking provided for the site 
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or for use by surrounding properties where substantial landscape and pedestrian plazas are 

incorporated as site features or amenities; and, 

WHEREAS, to ensure that the General Plan shall at all times be current with the needs and in 

the best interest of the general welfare of the City of Santa Clara in light of changing conditions, 

the Planning Commission is charged with periodically reviewing the General Plan and providing 

the City Council with recommendations on proposed amendments; and, 

WHEREAS, this General Plan Amendment implements the General Plan Land Use Element's 

charge to encourage a more specific range of Tourist Commercial uses; and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on this item on February 3, 

2010; found that this amendment was analyzed under the requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) through the Environmental Impact Report for the 49ers 

Santa Clara Stadium Project certified by the City Council on December 8, 2009; and adopted a 

resolution recommending that the City Council adopt the General Plan Amendment; and, 

WHEREAS, a public hearing on the amendment was held before the City Council on March 9, 

2010. At the public hearing, the City Council invited and considered any and all verbal and 

written testimony offered in favor of and opposition to the amendment. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF SANTA CLARA, CALIFORNIA, AS FOLLOWS: 

1. That based upon substantial evidence in the record, including the facts stated in this 

resolution, the City Council hereby finds: 

A. That the proposed amendment is deemed to be in the public interest, in that the 

amendment will allow for the revitalization of a currently undemtilized site and the further 

realization of the Bayshore North Entertainment District with projects and activities that create 
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vitality and economic benefits for the City beyond normal business enterprises; will provide for 

the development of entertainment and sports facilities and public lands that provide civic, 

cultural, and sporting amenities that serve a wide range of public interests in the City and the 

region; will allow for shared parking throughout the Convention Center area to minimize excess 

costs associated with development of parking and promote creative parking arrangements that 

are compatible with activities on nearby properties; and will provide flexibility for a 

development design that will improve the streetscape and visual quality of the project area; 

B. That the proposed amendment is consistent and compatible with the rest of the 

General Plan and any implementation programs that may be affected, in that the amendment will 

provide additional specificity for the range of recreation and other tourist-oriented uses already 

encouraged by the land use element; 

C. That the potential impacts of the proposed amendment have been assessed and 

have been determined not to be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, in that the 

Environmental Impact Report identified no significant impacts to police and other public 

services, the Mitigation Measures to the EIR reduce many impacts on health to less-than-

significant levels, and the Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations on March 

9, 2010 for any remaining impacts to health or safety that remain significant after mitigation; and 

D. That the proposed amendment has been processed in accordance with the 

applicable provisions of the California Government Code and the California Enviromnental 

Quality Act (CEQA), in that public notices and hearings have been provided in accordance with 

law and the City Council certified an EIR that included an analysis of the proposed amendment 

on December 8, 2009. 
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2. That General Plan Amendment #72, amending the text of the Tourist Commercial 

designation of the Land Use Element of the General Plan of the City of Santa Clara, California, 

shall be adopted. 

3. Constitutionality, severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or 

word of this resolution ts for any reason held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be 

unconstitutional or invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect the validity of the 

remaining portions of the resolution. The City of Santa Clara hereby declares that it would have 

passed this resolution and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and word thereof, 

irrespective of the fact that any one or more section(s), subsection(s), sentence(s), clause(s), 

phrase(s), or word(s) be declared invalid. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THE FOREGOING TO BE A TRUE COPY OF A RESOLUTION 

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, CALIFORNIA, AT A 

REGULAR MEETING THEREOF HELD ON THE 91
h DAY OF MARCH, 2010, BY THE 

FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: COUNCILORS: 

NOES: COUNCILORS: 

ABSENT: COUNCILORS: 

ABSTAINED: COUNCILORS: 

Attachments Incorporated by Reference: 
I. None 

ATTEST: __ ~~~~~~~---
ROD DIRIDON, JR. 
CITY CLERK 
CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

1:\PLA"l'\'NING\2010\CC -CM 2010\03-09-2010\CC Rcso GPA #72 03-09-10- rev 1 (AA).doc 
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Agenda Item # 9 

CITY OF SANTA CLARA 
PLANNING COMMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

File No: GPA No. 72 
Date: February 3. 2010 

Santa Claro 

2001 

PROJECT APPLICANT I PROPERTY OWNER: Redevelopment Agency, City of Santa Clara 

PROJECT NAME: General Plan Amendment No. 72- Text Revisions to the Tourist 
Commercial Land Use Designation of the Land Use Element 

PROPOSAL: The City is proposing to amend text in the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 
This amendment would apply to all publicly and privately owned land in the City that is 
designated for Tourist Commercial Uses by the General Plan. This Land Use Element 
Amendment (GPA #72) modifies language in the Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation that 
supports development of tourist-oriented and cultural facilities and shared parking within the 
designated areas. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Recommend that the Planning Commission: 
1 . Consider the CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Associated with the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project and provide comments, if 
any, to the City Council; and 

2. Adopt Resolution of Findings Recommending the City Council Approval of General 
Plan Amendment No. 72 amending text of the Tourist Commercial Land Use 
Designation within the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The current Tourist Commercial land use designation of the General Plan encourages the 
following uses: "Quality hotel, recreation and other tourist-oriented uses such as theatres, 
museums, and specialty retail." 

The proposed text Amendment, if approved, will provide more specificity in the range of 
recreation and other tourist-oriented uses allowed and encouraged in the future, to include 
stadiums, arenas, sports and other cultural facilities; will encourage shared parking 
arrangements; will allow flexibility in building height above 150 feet where appropriate; and will 
allow flexibility in building coverage from the current 25 percent to 75 percent, or more, for 
special facilities, including stadiums, arenas, theatres and the like, and for structured or shared 
on-site parking provided for the site or for use by surrounding properties where substantial 
landscape and pedestrian plazas are incorporated as site features or amenities. 

This amendment would update the General Plan in recognition of the evolution in development 
that has shifted with changing economic conditions over time and reflects a progression from 
low rise to higher rise structures, including hotels, and from an emphasis on surface parking 
configurations to both garage and below grade parking arrangements that reflect the higher land 
values today compared to the time when this General Plan language was originally drafted. 
Regardless of the outcome of the stadium project, these updated policy statements will foster 
and facilitate design in the Bayshore North Area that is in keeping with modern approaches to 
quality development and environmental issues. 

Planning Commission Staff Report 
February 3, 2010 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
An Environmental Impact Report was prepared and certified by the City Council for various 
pending actions related to the proposed 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project at 4900 Centennial 
Boulevard (CEQ2008-01060 I SCH#2008082084). The EIR included as part of the project 
analyzed the amendments to the General Plan and the Redevelopment Plan. The language 
prepared for the General Plan and the Redevelopment Plan Amendments is identical to the 
language presented and evaluated in the certified stadium EIR. 

At the time the City Council certified the EIR, the Council did not consider or adopt findings, 
mitigation measures, a mitigation monitoring or reporting program (MMRP) or a statement of 
overriding considerations since there was not project approval before them. Prior to considering 
approval of the General Plan Amendment and the Redevelopment Plan Amendment, the City 
Council will consider adoption of findings, including the imposition of mitigation measures, a 
mitigation monitoring or reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations. The 
Findings are being provided to the Planning Commission for informational purposes and to 
provide an opportunity for additional public input and to allow the Commission to forward 
comments to the City Council. The Planning Commission is not being asked to take any action 
on the Findings at this time. 

The CEQA Findings, MMRP and Statement of Overriding Considerations that accompany this 
report comprehensively consider the potential environmental effects of the whole project, not 
just the General Plan and the Redevelopment Area (RDA) Plan amendments before the 
Commission at this time. All of the mitigation measures that will be applicable to the design, 
development and use of the Project are included here as they are a part of the certified EIR. 
Should the Council approve the Findings, the approval would require that the mitigation 
measures included in the Findings be imposed as conditions of approval at such time as the 
actual stadium approval, should the voters support the pending ballot measure, when zoning 
and other entitlements come forward following a positive vote. 

Therefore, adoption of the CEQA Findings by the City Council at this point ensures that all 
feasible mitigation measures will be required as conditions of approval for the Project, should 
the Project proceed. These Findings note that there are some effects that cannot be mitigated, 
that some mitigation measures are not feasible, and that overriding considerations must be 
made to approve the project, inclusive of the GPA and RDA amendments. 

PUBLIC NOTICES AND COMMENTS 
In preparation for the public hearing reviews of proposed General Plan Amendment No. 72, 
notice is provided in accordance with Government Code Sections 65090, 65094, 65351, 65352, 
65353, 65355 and 65357. 

January 20, 2010 - Minimum 1 0-day newspaper notice was provided in the Santa Clara 
Valley Weekly. 
December 24, 2009 - 45-day referral notice of legislative body action was mailed to 
government agencies, Native American Tribe contacts, and interested parties in 
accordance with Gov. Code Section 65352. 
October 21, 2009 - 90-day Request for Consultation notices were mailed to California 
Native American tribes with traditional lands located within the city or county's 
jurisdiction. 

As of the date of this report preparation, one letter of comment was received from the County of 
Santa Clara, Roads and Airports Department, and is attached at the end of this report under 
Correspondence. 
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BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS ACTIONS 
On November 18, 2009, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended certification of 
the EIR to the City Council. On December 15, 2009, the City Council certified the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the various pending actions related to the 
proposed 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project at 4900 Centennial Boulevard. It is anticipated 
that the public vote by the citizens of Santa Clara regarding the stadium will be on a June 2010 
ballot as a result of either a citizen initiative process or a resolution of the City Council. This 
determination is not final at this time. 

If the voters ultimately support the stadium proposal, the specific stadium project approval by 
the City would then be processed as the PD rezoning application and related actions following 
the election. In the intervening period, the City Council and the Redevelopment Agency could 
consider the General Plan and the Redevelopment Plan amendments that have been prepared 
and addressed in the EIR and that are underlying elements of the stadium project. These plan 
elements alone do not represent the stadium approval. Were they to be approved by the City 
and Agency prior to the vote, and the vote were negative, they would not need to be rescinded 
as they are not specific to only the stadium project; other future facilities favored by the 
community could be supported by these amendments. 

The language prepared for the General Plan and the Redevelopment Plan amendments is 
identical to the language presented and evaluated in the certified stadium EIR. If the City 
Council chooses to act favorably upon either plan amendment following the Joint Public 
Hearing, certain findings will be required to be made with respect to the environmental impacts 
identified in the certified EIR 

The City Council will consider the Commission's recommendation on proposed General Plan 
Amendment No. 72 on March 9, 2010. The City Council and the Redevelopment Agency have 
each approved resolutions to also set a Joint Public Hearing on March 9, 2010 to consider 
Redevelopment Plan Amendment No. 20. 

SITE LOCATION AND CONTEXT 
This amendment would apply to all existing and future land areas within the City's jurisdiction 
that are designated for Tourist Commercial Uses in the General Plan. The total existing land 
area affected by this change currently consists of approximately 240 acres of developed and 
semi-developed private or publicly owned parcels. Most of the Tourist-Commercial designated 
land areas are located within the Bayshore North Redevelopment Project Area. Only one 
continuous Tourist-Commercial designated area of approximately 18 acres exists outside of the 
Bayshore North Redevelopment Area, immediately south of State Highway 101, on the west of 
Bowers Avenue. 

Following is a map detail extracted from the City's General Plan Map, showing the locations of 
all of the existing Tourist-Commercial designated areas in the City. There is no proposed 
change to the geographic locations of the Tourist Commercial designation; that is, with this 
amendment no properties would be added to or removed from this designation on the Land Use 
Map. 
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General Plan Land Use Map Detail 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Existing Areas 
Designated 
Tourist Commercial 

The proposed General Plan Text Amendment to the existing Tourist Commercial designation is 
shown below. Underlined text is proposed to be added; sressea ell! text is proposed to be 
deleted. 

(e) Tourist 
Centered on the Great America Amusement Park and the City's Convention Center, these 
areas are generally located north of the Bayshore Freeway (State Highway 101) near the 
Tasman Light Rail Line. Quality hotel, recreation and other tourist-oriented uses such as 
theatres, museums, stadiums, arenas, sports and cultural facilities and specialty retail are 
encouraged within this designation. Through the zoning and architectural review 
processes, all building designs, parking areas, proposals for accessory structures, and 
proposals for mixed uses will be reviewed. 

Ground floor retail along the Light Rail line and at Tasman Stations is encouraged. Outdoor 
seating at restaurants and other public oriented uses such as areas for street performers 
will be reviewed to ensure a pedestrian orientation and visibility from public right-of-ways. 
Uses oriented to surrounding employment areas such as carry-out restaurants will be 
carefully monitored to ensure that they are a minor part of and not a distraction from tourist 
oriented uses. Drive-through or other similar uses are generally not encouraged. Shared 
parking arrangements are encouraged and may be approved in circumstances where one 
or more uses are complementary in their nature and peak times of activities. 

Typically, landscaping and public seating is to be incorporated into public plaza areas in 
each development. Landscaping along public right-of-way areas should be in scale with the 
size and bulk of the building(s) and be designed to minimize possible wind impacts from 
taller structures. Tall structures should be located or designed so as to not cast shadows 
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over the ~uslic right of way nearby uses for most of the day. Building height is typically 
limited to 150 feet, but may be increased through zoning approval of specific designs that 
are appropriate for the nature of the proposed use. Building coverage shall not exceed 25 
percent of the area of the lot. where open parking is provided. Building coverage is typically 
no more than 25 percent of the lot. but may be up to 75 percent or more for special 
facilities. including stadiums. arenas. theatres and the like. and for structured or shared 
parking provided for the site or tor use by surrounding properties where substantial 
landscape and pedestrian plazas are incorporated as site features or amenities. 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend thatthe Planning Commission: 
1. Consider the CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Associated with the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project and provide comments, if 
any, to the City Council; and 

2. Adopt Resolution of Findings Recommending the City Council Approval of General 
Plan Amendment No. 72 amending text of the Tourist Commercial Land Use 
Designation within the Land Use Element of the General Plan 

ATTACHMENTS RELATED TO THIS REPORT 
1. Resolution of CEQA Findings and Overriding Considerations 
2. Planning Commission Resolution Recommending Approval of GPA #72 to Change the Text of the 

Tourist Commercial Designation of the Land Use Element 
3. Correspondence Received (Exhibit "Correspondence") 
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-m~!.liafnning Commission meeting when the Chair calls for these requests during the Conse 
Calendar re 

8.A. 

The Commission moved to appr"'"'""h 
unanimously. 

****************************************END 0 F C 0 N SENT CALENDAR*************************** 

9. File: Amendment No. 72 to the Text of the General Plan for the Tourist Commercial 
Land Use Designation (GPA #72) 
Project Planner: Jeff Schwilk, AICP, Associate Planner 
Proposal: General Plan Land Use Element Text Amendment (GPA #72) modifying language 
in the Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation that would supports development of 
cultural facilities and shared parking within the designated areas 
Staff Recommendation: Recommend the Planning Commission: 
1. Consider the CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations Associated 

with the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project and provide comments, if any, to the City 
Council; and 

2. Adopt Resolution of Findings Recommending the City Council Approval of General Plan 
Amendment No. 72 amending text of the Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation 
within the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

Kevin Riley gave a brief description of Amendment No. 72 of the General Plan for the Tourist 
Commercial Land Use Designation. 

Commissioner Marine asked for clarification on what the Commission was being asked to do 
given that there is no project at this time. He also expressed concern for making 
recommendations to the City Council before being able to look at a project. 

Commissioner Champeny asked what would happen if the City Council didn't approve the 
changes. Mr. Riley replied that project could still move forward though it would cause an 
inconsistency with the General Plan. 

Commissioner Stattenfield stated that the amendments appear to be specific to a stadium 
and inquired why the amendments are being done before a project is presented. Mr. Riley 
indicated that these amendments set a foundation for a ballot measure in June to approve a 
stadium. Commissioner Stattenfield indicated that the current land use for the property does 
not allow a stadium. Mr. Riley responded that this land use classification does not 
specifically declare a stadium as a permitted use; therefore, the amendment would call out a 
stadium or arena as a permitted use within this designation. Commissioner Stattenfield 
inquired about the changing of heights in the district and its effects on other properties in the 
District. Mr. Riley indicated that the General Plan provides guidance but does not directly 
approve projects and each project would still need to go through the process of obtaining 
necessary zoning entitlements. 

Chairperson O'Neill inquired about the description of the project as it relates to the negative 
impacts and mitigated effects Ms. Tiedemann indicated that CEQA regulations aren't meant 
to stop projects, but rather to make sure mitigated effects are considered. Ms. O'Neill 
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inquired if the traffic mitigations applied only to game days. Mr. Riley indicated that the 
mitigation measures cover any events identified in the Environmental Impact Report. Ms. 
Painter added that this General Plan Amendment does not eliminate the need for traffic 
analyses for individual projects. 

Commissioner Mayer inquired why the Amendment language indicates lot coverage may be 
up to 75 percent or more. Mr. Riley noted that this language sets a general guideline to 
follow but does not create a concrete limit at 75 percent. 

Commissioner Costa opined that making the proposed General Plan Amendments at this 
point in time would be advantageous to the City whether or not the Stadium project moves 
forward because it allows for future projects. 

The Public Hearing was opened. 

No Comments were received. 

The Public Hearing was closed. 

Commissioner Marine motioned to make a Resolution to recommend the Amendment to the 
City Council. Commissioner Costa seconded the Motion. 

Commissioner Marine noted that this Amendment does not mean there will be a stadium, it 
does, however, make progress on steps that would need to be taken if the Stadium project 
did, in fact, move forward. 

Commissioner Stattenfield expressed concern for the language in the text not being clear, 
such as usage of the phrase "up to 75 percent or more." Mr. Riley indicated that the 
Commission may change the language. Commissioner Mayer inquired about height 
restrictions within the existing zoning and why the proposed Amendment would allow for 
such flexible limitations. Commissioner Marine opined that the flexible limitation sets an 
expectation and/or standard to go by. 

Mr. Stattenfield felt that the Amendment gives the appearance of moving forward with the 
Stadium project despite this not being the case. Commissioner Marine stated that the 
Amendment allows the public to be informed of what expectations there are for a stadium 
should one come forward. Commissioner Stattenfield recalled that projects and 
amendments have gone through concurrently many times in the past and inquired why the 
process is being changed now. Commissioner Marine indicated that this scenario is unique 
because the Stadium project will have a public vote and making the amendments now gives 
the public a chance to speak on the project separately. 

Chairperson O'Neill asked if after the public vote on the Stadium, the Commission would 
then be able to discuss the actual mitigated effects such as water levels, landscaping, and 
noise. Mr. Riley confirmed. Chairperson O'Neill noted agreement with Commissioner Costa 
that these amendments could be for any project, not just the 49ers Stadium. 

Chairperson O'Neill brought the Motion forward to a vote and the Motion passed with 
Stattenfield dissenting to adopt a Resolution of Findings recommending the City Council 
approval of General Plan Amendment No. 72 amending text of the Tourist Commercial Land 
Use Designation within the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 
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RESOLUTION NO. j 0 -OOI.j 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, CALIFORNIA, 
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT #72 TO CHANGE THE TEXT OF THE 
TOURIST COMMERCIAL DESIGNATION OF THE LAND 
USE ELEMENT 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA 

CLARA, CALIFORNIA, AS FOLLOWS: 

WHEREAS, the General Plan of the City of Santa Clara provides direction for land use and the 

nature of development within the City and its sphere of influence, consistent with current policy; 

and, 

WHEREAS, the Land Use of the General Plan contains a Tourist Commercial Land Use 

Designation; and, 

WHEREAS, under the current Tourist Commercial designation of the Land Use Element of the 

General Plan the following uses are encouraged: "Quality hotel, recreation and other tourist-

oriented uses such as theatres, museums, and specialty retail."; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed text Amendment would provide more specificity in the range of 

recreation and other tourist-oriented uses encouraged, to include stadiums, arenas, sports and other 

cultural facilities; will encourage shared parking arrangements; will allow for flexibility in building 

height above 150 feet where appropriate; and, will allow flexibility in building coverage beyond the 

current 25 percent policy, up to 75 percent or more, for special facilities, including stadiums, arenas, 

theatres and the like, and for structured or shared parking provided for the site or for use by 

surrounding properties where substantial landscape and pedestrian plazas are incorporated as site 

features or amenities. ; and 

WHEREAS, to ensure that the General Plan shall at all times be current with the needs and in the 

best interest of the general welfare of the City of Santa Clara in light of changing conditions, the 

Resolution Recommending Approval of General Plan Amendment No. 72 
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Planning Commission is charged with periodically reviewing the General Plan and providing the 

City Council with recommendations on proposed amendments; and, 

WHEREAS, this General Plan Amendment implements the General Plan Land Use Element's 

charge to encourage a more specific range of Tourist Commercial uses; and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has conducted a public hearing on this item on February 3, 

2010, has found that this amendment was analyzed under the requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), tluongh an Environmental Impact Report for the 49ers Santa 

Clara Stadium Project, which was Certified by the City Council on December 15, 2010, and has 

made its affirmative recommendation and submitted its action on the matter to the City Council; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, CALIFORNIA, AS FOLLOWS: 

1. That the City of Santa Clara's General Plan Amendment #72, amending the text of the 

Tourist Commercial designation of the Land Use Element, shall be adopted. 

2. Constitutionality, severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, pluase, or word 

of this resolution is for any reason held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be unconstitutional or 

invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of the 

resolution. The Planning Commission hereby declares that it would have passed this resolution and 

each section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and word thereof, irrespective of the fact that any 

one or more section(s), subsection(s), sentence(s), clause(s), pluase(s), or word(s) be declared 

invalid. 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY THE FOREGOING TO BE A TRUE COPY OF A RESOLUTION PASSED 

AND ADOPTED BY THE PLAJ\TNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, 

CALIFORNIA, AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF HELD ON THE 3'd DAY OF 

FEBRUARY, 2010, BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: COMMISSIONERS: O'Neill, Marine, Mayer, Champeny, Costa 

NOES: COMMISSIONERS: Stattenfeild 

ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS: Fitch 

ABSTAINED: COMMISSIONERS: 

ATTEST: __ ~~~~~l_==,~~~~------
IN RILEY, DIRE TOR 

PLANNING & INSPECTION DEPARTMENT 
CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

Attachments Incorporated by Reference: 
1. None 
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

January 29, 2010 

Rachel Grossman 
Assistant Planner II 
City of Santa Clara 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Airport Land Use Commission 
County Government Center, 70 W. Hedding Street, East Wing, 7 Fl., San Jose, CA 
95110 
(408) 299-5786 FAX (408) 288-9198 

~[~~~~ 
ll PLANNING DIVISION 

. Re: City of Santa Clara Referral of Proposed General Plan Text Amendment (no. 
72). 

Dear Ms. Grossman: 

At the workshop meeting of January 27, 2010, the ALUC considered requiring the 
proposed amendment to the General Plan Text Amendment of the Tourist Commercial 
designation, to be referred to the ALUC at a Regular Commission Meeting. In June of 
2009, a very similar General Plan Text Amendment was referred to the ALUC and 
found to be consistent with the Land Use Plan for Areas Surrounding Santa Clara 
County Airports. That referral was in conjunction with a related Zoning Amendment to 
allow a stadium and associated uses for the San Francisco 49ers. 

At the workshop meeting, the ALUC discussed the proposed text amendment and 
determined the proposed change was very similar to the original Amendment that was 
found to be consistent in 2009 and the proposed amendment does not require another 
ALUC consistency determination. Specifically, the change to the Tourist designation 
involved allowing increased lot coverage if shared parking or parking structures were 
included in a particular development. The Amendment also included the deletion of 
defining parking garages as a specific land uses. 

The General Plan Amendment that was previously found consistent by the ALUC 
included a provision that any building height that may exceed 150 feet may be modified 
through a Zoning approval that would require a Zoning Amendment. Therefore, if as a 
result of a parking structure that increased in height above 150 feet, that Zoning 
Amendment would be referred to the ALUC. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (408) 299-5786, or via 
e-mail at: mark.connolly@pln.sccgov.org. 

~ """'---Mark J Connolly 
ALUC Staff Coordinator 
Tms/mjc 

CC; Jeff Schwilk 
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January 7, 2010 

Mr. John Wasson 
San Francisco 49ers 
Marie P. DeBartolo Sports Centre 
4949 Centennial Boulevard 
Santa Clara, CA 95054·1229 

Re: San Francisco 49ers Stadium- Santa Clara, California 
Energy Performance of Enclosed Stadium 
WSP Flack+ Kurtz Project No. 06.11820.00 

Dear John: 

"li53983833M«in 
-~;5433.53~ Fax 

W>;...\1\.COi'.) 

This letter is written in response to your request for engineering information related to the 
proposed new San Francisco 49ers stadium in Santa Clara, California. This letter addresses, in 
summary form, our estimates of the energy performance of the electrical and natural gas systems 
for an enclosed stadium (as compared to an open stadium). 

For an open stadium, the bowl and concourses are open to the outside and hence are not 
conditioned (heated or cooled). For an enclosed stadium, these spaces would be conditioned, 
hence the addition of equipment and increased energy consumption. 

Enclosing the stadium would result in estimated increased energy consumption as follows: 

Electricity 

Natural gas 

Additional12,200,000 KWhr/yr based on additional cooling during 
warm/hot weather (47% increase) 

Additiona124,000 therms/yr based on additional heating during cold 
weather (133% increase) 

Please contact us if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Very truly yours, 
WSP Flack + Kurtz 

RJM/gsf 

c: Larry McNeil (SF 49ers) 
Harry O'Brien, Robert Hodl (Coblentz, Patch, Duffy & Bass) 



January 28, 2009 

Larry MacNei I 
Chief Financial Officer 
San Francisco 49ers 
4949 Centennial Boulevard 
Santa Clara, CA 95054 

Dear Mr. MacNeil, 

Conventions, Sports & Leisure International ("CSL") is pleased to present the San Francisco 49ers (the 

"49ers") with this financial analysis related to a potential design for the proposed stadium in the City of 

Santa Clara (the "City") that would include an enclosed roof. Specifically, this briefing summarizes our 

research and analyses related to this issue and is intended to assist the 49ers and the City in evaluating the 

financial viability of adding an enclosed roof to the currently proposed stadium design. In completing 

this analysis, CSL obtained, summarized and analyzed comparable NFL stadium revenue and financial 

projections in order to detennine the potential financial implications of enclosing the proposed stadium. 

The potential net revenues and costs associated with enclosing the stadium as estimated herein would 
flow directly to the Stadium Authority. 

The results of our analysis are summarized in the following sections: 

• Incremental Event Revenue/Cost; 

• Incremental Premium Seating Revenue/Cost; 

• Incremental Sponsorship and Naming Rights Revenue/Cost; 

• Roof Construction Cost; and, 

• Summary. 
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INCREMENTAL EVENT REVENUE/COST 

The addition of a roof to fully enclose the proposed stadium design is likely to increase the number of 

events that can be hosted at the facility. An enclosed stadium would be able to attract more events 

primarily due to the fact that the potential of inclement weather effecting an event in an enclosed stadium 

is far less likely than in an enclosed stadium. Therefore, the facility would become more attractive as a 

host venue for large concert tours since promoters can be more certain that events will not be disrupted 

due to weather issues. The same holds true for miscellaneous events such as such as monster truck 

events, rodeos, motocross and supercross events, Professional Bull Riding, equestrian events, extreme 

spm1s and other events that arc typically hosted in enclosed venues. In addition to attracting additional 

concerts and miscellaneous events, an enclosed stadium is more likely to attract large scale spectator 

events than an open-air stadium for similar reasons. The enclosed stadium is much more likely to attract 
events such as the NCAA men's final four and international soccer matches. 

For the purposes of this analysis, CSL bas estimated that an enclosed stadium may have the capability of 

hosting five more concerts, five more large-scale spectator events and seven more miscellaneous events 

per year than an enclosed stadium (see Appendix A). This event estimate is higher than event levels at 

comparable NFL venues nationwide and can be considered an aggressive event estimate. Based on the 

revenue streams derived from similar events at comparable venues, it is estimated that 30 incremental 

events at the stadium could generate revenues of approximately $7.4 million in the first year of 

operations. Assuming this event level stays constant, the 30-year net present value of the revenue 

generated to the stadium by these events is approximately $142.2 million (see Appendix A). 

INCREMENTAL PREMIUM SEATING REVENUE/COST 

In order to detennine the premium, if any, that patrons may be willing to pay for premium seating such as 

suites and club seats in an enclosed facility versus an open-air stadium, CSL conducted an analysis 

current NFL premium seat pricing. Premium seat pricing at recently constructed/renovated NFL 

stadiums was reviewed to detennine the extent to which price may be related to the facility being 

enclosed or open-air. The comparison of facilities with domes or retractable roofs versus open-air 

facilities is presented in Appendix B. 

Overall, it appears that open-air stadiums, on average, generate approximately $39.9 million per year in 

premium seating revenue whereas the average for enclosed facilities is considerably lower at $27.9 

million. The average annual suite price at enclosed facilities of $111,000 is very similar to the average 

price of $110,000 per year at open-air facilities. However, there does appear to be a significant difference 

between club seat prices at the two different types of facilities. The annual price for a club seat at an 

enclosed NFL facility is approximately $1 ,870 whereas the average price at an open-air facility is 

significantly higher at $2,540. It appears that, on average, club seats at open-air facilities fetch a $670 

premium over those at enclosed facilities. The likely reason that patrons are willing to pay this premium 
at open-air stadiums is the access to a climate controlled club that comes with the purchase of a club seat. 
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Although this amenity is also offered at enclosed stadiums, access to a climate controlled area is not as 

attractive an amenity for patrons in enclosed stadiums since they are already protected from the elements, 

For the purposes of this revenue/cost analysis, it has been assumed that that suites at a new enclosed 

stadium in Santa Clara may be able to demand an annual premium of $25,000 more than a similar suite in 

an open-air facility, Although comparable pricing for suites at enclosed and open-air NFL stadiums seem 

similar, an aggressive assumption has been made that the enclosed suites may gamer a higher premium 

due to the uniqueness of the product in the market Club seats at an enclosed facility, however, would 

likely sell for less than in an open-air facility, It has been assumed that club seats at an open-air facility 
would sell for approximately $670 less than an open-air venue (see Appendix A), 

Based on premium seat inventories for the currently proposed stadium, the total incremental revenues that 

can be generated through the sale of premium seating is estimated at approximately $933,500 in the first 

year of stadium operations, The net present value of these incremental premium seating revenues over 
thirty years is estimated to be approximately $]8,0 million, 

INCREMENTAL SPONSORSHIP AND NAMING RIGHTS REVENUE/COST 

For this analysis, it has been assumed that an enclosed stadium may have the potential to host 

approximately 30 more events than the currently plarmed open-air design, It is estimated that attendance 

for these events could total approximately 900,000 on an annual basis (see page four of Appendix A), 

Should this increase in event levels and attendance take place, the value of sponsorships and naming 

rights opportunities at the stadium would likely be higher than the value at an open-air facility without the 

incremental events. 

Based on our familiarity with sponsorship programs and naming rights deals at comparable NFL 

stadiums, we have estimated that an enclosed stadium with incremental events could generate 

approximately $5,0 million in incremental sponsorship and naming rights revenue annually, The net 

present value of these revenues over thirty years is approximately $96,2 million, 

ROOF CONSTRUCTION COST 

The contractor engaged to perform preconstruction services for the proposed football stadium in Santa 

Clara has provided CSL with detailed conceptual plans for enclosing the current conceptual design of the 

proposed stadium, The main construction components that would constitute the additional cost of 

enclosing the stadium are summarized below: 

• Roof structure including roofing and roof drainage system, 

• Increased foundation and vertical structural support systems, 

• Exterior wall enclosure to close off the suite tower and roof enclosure, 
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• Added HV A C system. 

o Acoustic treatment to mitigate contained sound. 

Based on a review of the conceptual plans and a comparison of similar estimates at other NFL facilities, 

the total additional cost to enclose the current design is estimated to be between approximately $325 and 

$375 million. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the cost of enclosing the stadium in 

Santa Clara will be $350 million. Assuming an annual interest rate of six percent over a thirty year 

period, it is estimated that the annual payment to meet debt service requirements on these additional costs 

would total approximately $25.9 million per year (see Appendix A). 

SUMMARY 

The table below summarizes the findings of our research as it relates to the financial feasibility of 

enclosing the current design of the proposed Santa Clara football stadium. As illustrated below, enclosing 

the stadium may ail ow the facility to generate incremental revenue streams from events, premium seating 

and sponsorship and naming rights opportunities. 

Proposed Santa Clara NFL Stadium 

Revenue/Cost Projection Related to Enclosing the Stadium Ol 

Net Present 

Incremental Revenue/Cost: Year 1 Value fll 

Event Driven 7,390,000 142,235,000 
fremal. F&B, merchandise, parking) 

Premium Seating 934,000 17,966,000 

Sponsorship/Naming 5,000,000 96,232,000 

Roof Construction Debt Service (25,427,000) (350,000,000) 

Total (12,103,000) (93,567 ,000) 

(1) Assumes an inflation rate of3 percent for revenues and costs. 

(2) 1\et present value calculation assumes a discount rate of6 percent over 30 years. 

Although the enclosure of the facility would allow for additional revenue opportunities, the prohibitive 

construction costs of enclosing the stadium would negate any incremental revenues. As illustrated above, 

it is estimated that enclosing the stadium would result in a net loss of approximately $12.1 million in the 

first year of operations compared to an open-air facility. Over a thirty year period, it is estimated that 

adding a roof to the proposed stadium would result in a negative net present value of$93.6 million. 

It should be noted that the enclosure of the facility will not generate any additional revenue streams for 

the 49ers other than those identified in the table above. Enclosure of the stadium, and the resulting 
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addition of $93.6 million of unrecoverable cost to the development, would ve1y substantially and 

negatively impact the feasibility of the stadium being financed. 

Based on the analysis and research conducted by CSL, it appears that enclosing the currently proposed 

Santa Clara stadium would be financially infeasible based primarily on the prohibitive construction costs 

of adding a roof. Specifically, enclosing the stadium would be financially infeasible because the 

incremental revenues that may generated by enclosing the stadium would be insufficient to cover the 

associated costs and would result in a significant net loss for the facility. 

******** 

The information contained in this report is based on estimates, assumptions and other infonnation 

developed from research of the market, knowledge of the public assembly industry and other factors, 

including certain information you have provided. All information provided to us by others was not 

audited or verified, and was assumed to be correct. Because the procedures were limited, we express no 

opinion or assurances of any kind on the achievability of any estimated information contained herein and 

this report should not be relied upon for that purpose. Furthermore, there will be differences between 

estimated and actual results. This is because events and circumstances frequently do not occur as 

expected, and those differences may be material. We have no responsibility to update this report for 

events and circumstances occurring after the date of this report. 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to assist you with this project, and would be pleased to be of 

further assistance in the interpretation and application of the study's findings. 

Very truly yours, 

CSL lntemational 
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January 28, 2010 

Kevin L Riley 
Director of Planning and Inspection 
City of Santa Clara 
City Hall -Economic Development Team 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

AECOM 
2101 Webster Street 

Suite 1900 

Oakland, CA 94612 

www.aecom.com 

510 622 6600 tel 
510 834 5220 fax 

RE: The 49ers Stadium Project, City of Santa Clara - EIR Mitigation Feasibility Assessment 

Dear Mr. Riley, 

AECOM, a global provider of professional transportation planning and engineering services, was 
retained by the Forty Niners Stadium, LLC to review and assess the feasibility of implementing the 
traffic mitigations developed as part of the Transportation and Circulation analysis prepared for the 
49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project Final Environmental Impact Report, City of Santa Clara, 
November 2009 (FEIR). The FEIR incorporates the analysis and findings of the 49ers Santa Clara 
Stadium Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, City of Santa Clara, July 2009 (DEIR) and the 
project's Transportation Impact Analysis (Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc, April 28, 2009). 

Our review found that the EIR's traffic impact assessment was conducted in a conservative manner 
which, although an appropriate approach, potentially overstates the nature of the project's likely 
transportation impacts once the traffic management program is implemented, especially for weekday 
evening events. While the EIR includes the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) proposed as 
part of the project in an appendix, it does not assume the TMP's proposed police officer control of 
area intersections in its intersection level of service calculations for the weekday evening events. 
Standard weekday AM and PM peak hour level of service criteria and significance standards are 
applied to conditions which may occur only a few hours per year. This conservative approach 
resulted in the EIR identifying a large number of traffic impacts to intersections occurring on weekday 
evening events, and identifies mitigation measures consisting of the Transportation Management and 
Operations Plan (TMOP) and physical improvements to address those weekday evening impacts. 

The implementation of the physical improvements identified as mitigation measures in many 
instances is physically infeasible, and in other instances would be financially infeasible. In addition, 
the widening of area roadways and intersections to accommodate conditions which may occur only a 
few hours per year would be in confiict with sound urban planning practices, many City General Plan 
Policies, and would have growth inducing effects which would lead to increased greenhouse gas 
emissions due to increased traffic from other development projects that could be served by such 
oversized roadways. Implementation of the physical improvements identified in the EIR as mitigation 
measures would entail the construction of approximately 48 acres (2 million square feet) of new 
asphalt concrete. This space is more than three times larger than the area of the proposed stadium 
itself. 

The EIR's Intersection Level of Service Calculations 

Most NFL games and other large events will occur on weekends, when the transportation 
infrastructure is greatly underutilized. More than 41 ,000 parking spaces exist, serving local office and 
educational uses, within a 20 minute walk of the proposed stadium site. The surrounding roadway 
infrastructure is designed to fill and exit all of these spaces during the typical weekday AM and PM 
peak commute hours. A total of 20,740 spaces (including employee parking) would be needed for a 
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typical sold out stadium event. The local roadway infrastructure would efficiently serve the level of 
vehicle usage for large stadium events, since it is sized for the use of all 41,000 parking spaces. The 
EIR confirms this as it identifies relatively few significant impacts (and relatively few proposed 
mitigation measures) resulting from weekend games. 

The EIR also correctly points out that up to eight large events will be held in the stadium on weekday 
evenings. Although such weekday evening events would occur relatively infrequently, the traffic 
impacts from these events would be greater as the transportation infrastructure is well utilized in the 
evening peak hour. The EIR's traffic analysis largely focuses on a one hour period from 4 to 5 PM 
prior to a weekday evening NFL game which generally commence at 5:30p.m. {The DEIR analyzed 
the 3 to 5 PM period, but appropriately uses volumes from the 4 to 5 PM period, because volumes 
are higher during the second hour of the 3 to 5 PM period.) Within this analysis, all arriving stadium 
traffic is assumed to occur simultaneously with traffic exiting from neighboring office buildings. The 
analysis estimates the amount of area office building traffic that would normally occur during the PM 
peak hour and then reassigns it into this period. Because heavy fiows of both inbound and outbound 
traffic would be occurring at that time under the EIR assumptions, the TMP's traffic control measures 
(coning and police officers) are not assumed to be in place. 

This approach is conservative as the scenario described in the DEIR would not occur if the TMOP 
proposed in the FEIR, which would be based on the draft TMP included as Appendix I in the Draft 
EIR, were in place, as would be the case during all NFL and large non-NFL events at the stadium. 
First, when a Monday or Thursday night game occurs, a significant number of people at neighboring 
office and other non-residential sites would be expected to exit the area early of their own volition, or 
choose to not travel through the area of primary impact. This tendency will be encouraged by 
advanced communications and public outreach by the 49ers, City of Santa Clara and area office 
providers (as well as advance signage, etc), implementing measures that would be incorporated as 
part of the TMOP. Second, parking agreements will have been reached with area parking lots and 
office buildings to secure spaces for Stadium patrons. Since area parking spaces would need to be 
dedicated to only one user at a given time under such parking agreements, the scenario assumed in 
the DEIR wherein multiple users of area parking are simultaneously traveling through area 
intersections would not be likely to occur. 

Effect of Transportation Management Plan on Intersection Operations 

In its analysis of weekday evening events, the DEIR utilizes a standard intersection analysis 
technique, which, logically enough, assumes the operation of traffic signals at all signalized 
intersections. In fact, however, implementation of the proposed TMP (through the TMOP) would 
require the traffic signals to be shut off and traffic operations to be officer-controlled with cones. The 
draft TMP included as Appendix I to the Draft EIR outlines procedures to ensure that vehicles 
entering the stadium area pre-game and exiting the stadium area post-game would not face 
conflicting movements. Intersections which do not have conflicting movements are locations where 
vehicles turn or execute a through movement without stopping. The standard intersection analysis 
methods used in the EIR are appropriate for CEQA purposes, because it is otherwise difficult to 
quantify impacts that would occur only during a few time periods per year and that would be subject 
to officer control and other measures to prevent conflicting movements under the draft TMP, and 
because it is impossible at this time to identify with certainty the exact intersections that would be 
closed {which will ultimately be determined pursuant to the TMOP taking into account the final 
location of the event parking and additional information regarding early exiting from the area). 
Ultimately, the final version of the traffic control plan developed through the TMOP can be expected 
to eliminate many of the conflicting movements at these locations. 

In addition, in order to provide for the safe and efficient movement of traffic through the study area 
before and after games, the TMP would prohibit some movements at various intersections. Such 
prohibitions would serve to eliminate conflicting movements (reduce delay) and some prohibitions 
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would serve to keep traffic out of unwanted areas 0.e. residential neighborhoods). The EIR's 
ccnservative approach does not assume that these prohibitions would be in place. While the EIR 
analyzes these officer-controlled intersections as signalized with conflicting movements, it states that 
"The consulting traffic engineer also believes that the congestion at these intersections can be 
adequately managed by the traffic control plan measures (including officers at intersections)." 
Therefore, the EIR analysis in many instances identifies a physical mitigation measure where the 
draft TMP proposed as part of the project would, in fact, eliminate the conflicting movements that 
would cause the identified impact. 

Because of the ccmplexity and competing concerns involved in managing traffic at numerous 
intersections before and after NFL games and large non-NFL events, it is impossible to conclude with 
certainty that there will always be full mitigation in place at any particular intersection without the 
ccnstruction of physical improvements. Therefore, the EIR appropriately ccncluded that the traffic 
impacts at many such intersections would be significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, the final 
traffic management plan, which will be based on the draft TMP and is required to be implemented 
through the TMOP mitigation measure, will subject many of the intersections where the EIR identified 
impacts to officer control and other measures to prevent ccnfiicting movements. With the elimination 
of conflicting movements, many of these intersections would operate at acceptable levels. 

Infrequency of Events and Growth Inducement 

As noted above, the EIR's analysis of the project's traffic impacts on area intersections is largely 
focused on an assessment of conditions during a peak hour prior to a weekday game (i.e. Monday or 
Thursday night). The EIR also includes an analysis of intersection impacts associated with a Sunday 
afternoon game. However, it identifies far fewer traffic impacts occurring as the result of a Sunday 
game when compared to a weekday evening game. As indicated in the DEIR, weekday evening 
games and other large non-NFL events on weekday evenings are expected to occur a maximum of 
eight times a year. Thus, the intersection levels of service presented and discussed in the EIR would 
occur for one hour prior to an event that may occur a maximum of eight times a year (i.e. the 
intersection levels of service presented in the EIR may occur for a maximum of eight hours a year). 

The EIR analysis applies standard Level of Service standards and significant impact criteria of each 
affected City and the CMA to conditions which may occur in a single hour on a maximum eight days a 
year. Although appropriate to use for purposes of CEQA analysis, these standards and significance 
criteria were developed to measure the traffic impacts of developments which produce daily 
predictable traffic in the morning and evening peak hours occurring every day. For that reason, this 
approach potentially overstates the impacts of the project. 

The construction of the physical improvements identified in the EIR as mitigation for the impacts 
identified based upon the standard Level of Service approach likely would have negative secondary 
growth inducing impacts. The improvements are designed to mitigate for conservatively estimated 
traffic impacts which may occur only a few hours per year, but the increase in capacity at the 
improved intersection would be available during other periods. The substantial additional capacity 
brought about by implementation of the mitigation measures would, in our opinion, exert growth 
inducing infiuences during the remainder of the year. While the precise amount and consequences of 
this growih inducement would be speculative to predict at this time, it could be counted on to occur, 
given prevailing land values and land use patterns throughout the study area. Building substantial 
additional infrastructure to accommodate intersection impacts that would only occur during a one hour 
period, eight times a year does not make good planning or eccnomic sense. 
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Citv General Plan Policies 

Implementation of the mitigations identified in the FEIR would be in conflict with a substantial number 
of City of Santa Clara General Plan Policies, Goals and Programs (General Plan, City of Santa Clara, 
July 23, 2002). Included among these many confiicts are the following: 

• General Plan Section 1.3.3- 'The number one transportation need in the community is to 
encourage a change in commuter behavior to reduce the percentage of single occupancy 
vehicles using the road network during commute hours. This reduction will have positive 
environmental impacts, including a reduction in emissions which contribute to air pollution." 

o Implementation of mitigation measures to serve traffic conditions which will occur 
only few hours/days per year is in conflict with this General Plan Goal. The EIR 
would not only induce growth and traffic by overbuilding intersections- it includes 
mitigations which would convert HOV lanes to general-purpose lanes. Finally, the 
provision of additional automobile infrastructure and capacity would have negative 
consequences for transit use. As the use of the automobile becomes faster and 
more efficient, the time and monetary incentives for using transit reduce. 

• General Plan Section 4.14.2- Policy 4- "Minimize the number of automobiles used in 
commuting." 

• General Plan Section 4. 14.2 - Policy 5 - "Promote Increased vehicle occupancy during 
commute hours. Promote measures to decrease the percentage of local employees 
commuting alone in their automobiles." 

o Implementation of mitigation measures to serve traffic conditions which will occur 
only few hours/days per year is in confiict with these General Plan Policies. The EIR 
would not only induce growth and traffic by overbuilding intersections- it includes 
mitigations wihich would convert HOV lanes to general purpose lanes. Finally, the 
provision of additional automobile infrastructure and capacity would have negative 
consequences for transit use. As the use of the automobile becomes faster and 
more efficient, the time and monetary incentives for using transit reduce. 

• General Plan Section 4.14.2- Policy 9- "Encourage the use of bicycles and walking as 
alternatives to driving". 

o Due to right of way constraints and various physical limitations throughout the study 
area, many of the proposed mitigation measures would require the elimination and/or 
narrowing of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. In addition, the substantial widening of 
roadways and intersections would increase pedestrian crossing times at 
intersections, increasing pedestrian exposure to traffic. These measures would serve 
to encourage automobile use, and discourage bicycle and pedestrian use, in conflict 
with this General Plan Policy. 

• General Plan Section 5.13.2 - Policy 7 - "Support conservation of riparian vegetation and 
habitat." 

o The proposed mitigation measures would require the widening of bridge facilities over 
the San Tomas Aquino creek, negatively affecting riparian vegetation and habitat. 

• General Plan Section 5.13.2- Program (vii)- "Continue the City's street tree program to 
provide a tree for each single family lot." 

• General Plan Section 5.13.2- Program (viii)- "Develop a tree protection ordinance." 
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• General Plan Section 5.13.2- Program (ix)- "Require landscaping in all private 
developments, especially the use of trees along street frontages and in parking areas. 
Emphasis shalf be on native, drought-tolerant landscaping." 

• General Plan Section 5. 13.2 - Program (x) - "Require adequate levels of landscaped open 
space in residential development." 

o Due to right of way constraints and other physical limitations, the great majority of the 
required mitigations would necessitate the removal of landscaping adjacent to 
roadway frontages. These changes would be in conflict with General Plan Programs 
(vii), (viii), (ix) and {x). 

• General Plan Section 5. 13.2 - Policy 17 - "Maximize water retention and reduce the quantity 
of water runoff." 

o Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR would entail the 
construction of approximately 48 acres (2 million square feet) of new asphalt 
concrete. This space is more than three times larger than the area of the proposed 
stadium itself. This new asphalt concrete would be new impervious service, wihich in 
many cases would be replacing existing landscaping. These changes would reduce 
water retention and increase the quantity of water runoff, in conflict with General Plan 
Policy 17. 

• General Plan Section 5.13.2 - Policy 19 - "Protect the air quality of the City of Santa Clara 
and its sphere of influence. Promote land use and transportation policies which maintain air 
quality." 

o The growth inducing secondary impacts of constructing mitigation measures which 
are needed only a few days a year would result in additional traffic and associated 
decreases in air quality. This is in conflict with General Plan Policy 19. 

• General Plan Section 5.13.2 - Policy 21 - "Reduce transportation generated noise within the 
City of Santa Clara where feasible." 

o The growth inducing secondary impacts of constructing mitigation measures which 
are needed only a few days a year would result in additional traffic and associated 
increases in transportation generated noise. This is in conflict with General Plan 
Policy 21. 

• General Plan Section 5.13.2- Program (xxx)- "Guide the location and design of 
transportation facilities so as to minimize the effects of noise on adjacent land uses." 

o The mitigation measures would require the widening of roadways throughout the 
study area. While some of this widening could take place within existing landscaped 
medians, the majority of the widening would occur by moving existing roadway curbs 
outward. These modifications would relocate vehicular traffic closer to existing land 
uses, thereby exacerbating their noise impacts on adjacent land uses. This would be 
in conflict with General Plan Program (xxx). 

Feasibility Assessments of Proposed Improvements at Each Intersection 

Discussion of the physical feasibility of implementing each of the physical improvements identified in 
the EIR's mitigation measures is provided below. Drawings of each intersection are attached to 
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support these discussions. The discussion below identifies specific issues with many of the individual 
improvements that are in addition to the issues discussed above. 

PROJECT IMPACTS- WEEKDAY 

Intersection #3- Great America Parkway/Tasman Drive- {Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the addition of 
an exclusive eastbound right turn lane. Due to the median running light rail in Tasman Drive, and 
various other constraints at this intersection, the improvement could only be implemented by widening 
the roadway to the south. The improvement is not currently programmed by the City. This widening 
would necessitate the acquisition of right of way from the private property owner in the intersection's 
southwest corner. Approximately 7,000 square feet of right of way would need to be acquired to 
implement this improvement. The acquisition of this right of way is not feasible as it would interfere 
with the required building set-back at this location and would conflict with the development's ML 
zoning. Construction of this improvement would also require the relocation of an existing utility vault. 
Under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and post-event 
conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the 
intersection would operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection #8- Great America Parkway/Mission College- {Partially Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection include the addition of 
a third northbound left turn lane, a third westbound left turn lane, a fourth southbound through lane, 
and an exclusive southbound right turn lane. The additional lanes would require the widening of the 
intersecting roadways to the west, east, and north. Widening to the west to accommodate the fourth 
southbound through lane, in addition to the exclusive southbound right tum lane, would result in the 
loss of retail buildings in the northwest quadrant of the intersection. Widening to accommodate the 
northbound and westbound left turn lanes would result in the acquisition of approximately 16,000 
square feet of private property from the intersection's northeast quadrant. A total of approximately 
35,000 square feet of right of way acquisition, including the take of several buildings, would be 
required to implement this mitigation measure as identified in the EIR. 

The City of Santa Clara has a Capital Improvement Project at this intersection which would improve 
intersection operations to the extent feasible at this location (i.e. without building takes), and which 
would include all of the improvements identified in the EIR except for the fourth southbound through 
lane. As mitigation for its impact at this location, the project will contribute fair share funding towards 
the implementation of the City's CIP project. It should also be noted that under the project's draft 
TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and post-event conditions. Such control 
would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the intersection would 
operate at acceptable levels. 
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Intersection #14- Great America Parkway/Yerba Buena Way- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the addition of 
a second westbound left turn lane. This improvement would require the widening of the Verba Buena 
Way to the north. The improvement would require the acquisition of approximately 35,000 square 
feet of right of way. This widening would interfere with setbacks and parking of future planned 
projects, and would also conflict with the PO zoning at the site. It should also be noted that the draft 
TMP would prohibit the left tum movement at this intersection during both pre and post game 
conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the 
intersection would operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection #15- Great America Parkway/Alviso Road- (Partially Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection include the addition of 
a second northbound left turn lane and second eastbound left turn lane and an adjustment to signal 
timing, using standard assumptions. Due to an existing gas station and several existing buildings 
fronting Great America Parkway, implementing the physical improvements would require substantial 
roadway widening to the north and east. The construction of the additional northbound left turn lane 
would require widening of the receiving lane on Alviso Road, including the widening of an existing 
bridge over San Tomas Aquino Creek, and reconfiguration of access to the public trail west of the 
creek. Widening the roadway to the east for the northbound left tum lane would require the relocation 
of a utility vault located adjacent to the nearby golf course. The proposed mitigation would have 
secondary impacts to the existing creek, and would not be economically feasible. While the 
adjustment of signal timing would be feasible, under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would 
be officer-controlled during pre and post-event conditions, thereby making the signal timing 
unnecessary. Both the northbound and eastbound left tum movements would be closed as part of 
the TMP. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the 
intersection would operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection #16- Great America Parkway/Bunker Hill Road- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection include the addition of 
a second northbound left turn lane and second westbound left turn lane. Adding a westbound left turn 
lane would require relocation of existing private bridge columns (i.e. complete reconstruction of the 
existing bridge) and would not meet building setback requirements. Adding a second northbound left 
turn lane would require widening Bunker Hill Road to the north, wihich would require removal of 
landscaping and parking. Implementing this improvement would also violate the PO zoning for the 
properties adjacent to the intersection. The improvement would also not be economically feasible. 
Under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and post-event 
conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the 
intersection would operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection #17- Great America Parkway/Old Glory Lane- (Feasible) 

The improvement identified in the EIR as necessary to mitigate the project impact at this location is 
signal timing modifications. As part of the project's TMP, this intersection would be under officer 
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control during pre and post-event conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic 
movements at the intersection thereby making the adjustment of signal timing unnecessary. 

Intersection #18- Great America Parkway/Patrick Henry Drive- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection include the addition of 
a second northbound left turn lane, fourth southbound through lane, and second eastbound right turn 
lane. The implementation of these improvements would require the widening of Patrick Henry Drive to 
the north and south. The acquisition of right of way necessary for this widening would eliminate 
landscaping and parking from adjacent property owners on both sides of Patrick Henry Drive. The 
installation of an additional southbound through lane on Great America Parkway would eliminate 
landscaping and relocate sidewalks for two blocks upstream of the intersection. Under the project's 
draft TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and post-event conditions. Such 
control would eliminate confiicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the intersection would 
operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection #35- Lafayette Street!Yerba Buena Way- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this location includes the installation of a 
traffic signaL The project sponsor would contribute their fair share to the installation of this 
improvement 

Intersection #83- North First Street/Montague Expressway- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the widening of 
Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the North San Jose Development Policy 
(NSJDP}. The project would contribute its fair share towards the Montague Expressway widening 
project 

Intersection #84- Zanker/Montague Expressway- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the widening of 
Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the North San Jose Development Policy 
(NSJDP}. The project would contribute its fair share towards the Montague Expressway widening 
project 

Intersection #87- O'Toole! Montague Expressway- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the widening of 
Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the North San Jose Development Policy 
(NSJDP}. The project would contribute its fair share towards the Montague Expressway widening 
project 

Intersection #89 - Trade Zone Boulevard/ Montague Expressway- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the widening of 
Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the North San Jose Development Policy 
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project. 

Intersection #91 - North First Street!SR 237- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the addition of 
an exclusive southbound right turn lane. The implementation of this improvement would require the 
reconfiguration of access to the existing Caltrans pump station, and some minor grading or retaining 
wall work. Although this improvement is geometrically feasible, this intersection is located in the City 
of San Jose and partially within Caltrans right of way, and is not programmed by either the City of San 
Jose or Caltrans. 

Intersection #93- Great America Parkway/SR 237- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the addition of 
a third westbound left turn lane. Implementation of this improvement would require widening of Great 
America Parkway and the reconstruction of an existing bridge abutment under the State Route 237 
overpass. This improvement would also require the reconfiguration of the eastbound SR 237 off
ramp, which Caltrans has determined is not likely feasible. The intersection is also located within the 
City of San Jose and Caltrans right of way. Neither jurisdiction has programmed improvements at the 
intersection. Due to right of way constraints and extensive reconfiguration of Caltrans facilities, this 
improvement is deemed not feasible. 

Intersection #97- Lawrence/Tasman - (Not Feasible) 

There was no feasible mitigation identified in the EIR to mitigate the project impacts at this location. 
The intersection is fully built out with homes and businesses closely abutting both the Lawrence 
Expressway and Tasman Drive at this location. Thus, any widening is not feasible. The intersection 
is also located within the City of Sunnyvale which has no programmed improvement at this location. 
However, under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and 
post-event conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, 
so that the intersection would operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection #112 -1-880 Northboundfrasman- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the addition of 
a second westbound left turn lane. Installation of this improvement would require widening 
Tasman/Great Mall Parikway to the north and widening the existing Caltrans eastbound 1-880 on
ramp. Widening Tasman/Great Mall Parkway to the north would require the installation of retaining 
walls and reconstruction of embankments adjacent to a creek. The City of Milpitas has identified that 
the necessary mitigation measure at this location is inconsistent with its General Plan, thus, this 
mitigation is not feasible. 
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Intersection #115- Abbott Avenue/Calaveras Boulevard- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the addition of 
a fourth westbound through lane. A traffic impact fee for the widening of Calaveras Boulevard at this 
location has been established by the City of Milpitas, and the project's fair share contribution to this 
impact fee would fully mitigate its impact at this intersection. 

PROJECT IMPACTS- SUNDAY 

Intersection #83- North First Street/Montague Expressway- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the widening of 
Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the North San Jose Development Policy 
(NSJDP). The project would contribute its fair share towards the Montague Expressway widening 
project. 

Intersection #91 - North First Street!SR 237- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project impact at this intersection includes the addition of 
an exclusive southbound right turn lane. The implementation of this improvement would require the 
reconfiguration of access to the existing Caltrans pump station, and some minor grading or retaining 
wall work. Although this improvement is geometrically feasible, this intersection is located in the City 
of San Jose and partially within Caltrans right of way, and is not programmed by either the City of San 
Jose or Caltrans. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Intersection #3- Great America Parkway/Tasman- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of exclusive westbound, eastbound, and southbound right turn lanes. Due to the median 
nunning light rail in Tasman Drive, and various other constraints at this intersection, the eastbound 
right turn lane could only be implemented by widening the roadway to the south. The improvement is 
not currently programmed by the City. This widening would necessitate the acquisition of right of way 
from the private property owner in the intersection's southwest corner. Installation of the eastbound 
right turn lane would require the removal of landscaping at the adjacent property. The installation of 
the southbound right turn lane would require the removal of landscaping and parking to the west of 
Great America Parkway. Approximately 35,500 square feet of right of way would need to be acquired 
to implement these improvements. The acquisition of this right of way is not feasible as it would 
interfere with the required building set-backs at this location and would conflict with the surrounding 
development's ML zoning. Construction of this improvement would also requ'1re the relocation of an 
existing utility vault. Under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during 
pre and post-event conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the 
intersection, so that the intersection would operate at acceptable levels. 
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Intersection #8 - Great America Parkway/Mission College - (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
construction of a grade separation. The implementation of this improvement would require the 
acquisition of substantial right of way including the existing retail parcels west of the intersection and 
four other buildings likely to be affected by the installation of a tight diamond grade separation. Under 
the project's TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and post-event conditions. 
Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the intersection 
would operate at acceptable levels. Due to the required right of way and real estate impacts, the 
construction of a grade separated intersection is considered economically infeasible. 

Intersection #14- Great America Parkway!Yerba Buena- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact includes a modification of the signal 
timing. While the signal timing modification is feasible, the draft TMP would prohibit the left turn 
movement at this intersection during both pre and post game conditions. Such control would 
eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the intersection would operate at 
acceptable levels and the adjustment of signal timing would be unnecessary. 

Intersection #15- Great America Parkway/Alviso Road- (Partially Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of a second northbound left tum lane and second eastbound left turn lane and an adjustment 
to signal timing. Due to an existing gas station and several existing buildings fronting Great America 
Parkway, implementing the physical improvements would require substantial roadway widening to the 
north and east. Construction of the additional northbound left turn lane would require widening of the 
receiving lane on Alviso Road, including the widening of an existing bridge over San Tomas Aquino 
Creek and reconfiguration of access to the public trail west of the creek. Widening the roadway to the 
east for the northbound left turn lane would require the relocation of a utility vault located adjacent to 
the nearby golf course. The proposed mitigation would have secondary impacts to the existing creek, 
and would not be economically feasible. While the adjustment of signal timing would be feasible, 
under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would be under officer control during pre and post
event conditions. Both the northbound and eastbound left turn movements would be closed as part of 
the TMP. Such controls would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the 
intersection would operate at acceptable levels and the adjustment of signal timing would be 
unnecessary. 

Intersection #16- Great America Parkway/Bunker Hill Road- (Partially Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of a second northbound left turn lane and second westbound left turn lane and an adjustment 
of cycle time. Adding a westbound left turn lane would require the relocation of existing private bridge 
columns (i.e bridge reconstruction) and would not meet building setback requirements. Adding a 
second northbound left turn lane would require widening Bunker Hill Road to the north, which would 
require removal of landscaping and parking. Implementing this improvement would also violate the 
PD zoning for the properties adjacent to the intersection. While the adjustment of cycle time would be 
feasible, under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and 
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post-event conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, 
so that the intersection would operate at acceptable levels and the adjustment of cycle time would be 
unnecessary. 

Intersection #17- Great America Parkway/Old Glory Lane- (Partially Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of a second eastbound right turn lane, fourth southbound through Jane, and an adjustment of 
signal cycle time. The implementation of the additional southbound through Jane would require the 
widening of Great America Parkway to the west. This widening would require the acquisition of right 
of way and the removal of landscaping and parking. The widening would also violate the setback 
requirements to the property on the southwest quadrant of the Great America Parkway/Tasman Drive 
intersection. For these reasons, implementation of the physical improvements are not feasible. 
While the adjustment of signal cycle time would be feasible, under the project's draft TMP, this 
intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and post-event conditions. Such control would 
eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, so that the intersection would operate at 
acceptable levels and the adjustment of signal cycle time would be unnecessary. 

Intersection #18 - Great America Parkway/Patrick Henry Drive- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of a second northbound left turn Jane, fourth southbound through Jane, and second 
eastbound right turn lane. The implementation of these improvements would require widening of 
Patrick Henry Drive to the north and south. The acquisition of right of way necessary for this 
widening would eliminate landscaping and parking from adjacent property owners on both sides of 
Patrick Henry Drive. The installation of an additional southbound through Jane on Great America 
Parkway would eliminate landscaping and relocate sidewalks for two blocks upstream of the 
intersection. This is the same mitigation as identified in the "Project Impacts- Weekday" scenario, 
but the queues for each new lane would be increased, thus requiring additional right of way 
acquisition. Under the project's draft TMP, this intersection would be officer-controlled during pre and 
post-event conditions. Such control would eliminate conflicting traffic movements at the intersection, 
so that the intersection would operate at acceptable levels. 

Intersection #20- Bowers Ave/US 101 SB- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
addition of a third eastbound left turn lane. This improvement would require the widening of the 
eastbound off-ramp and about 29,000 square feet of additional pavement. The project cannot make 
a contribution to the implementation of this mitigation measure as it is not currently programmed. 
Programming such an improvement to serve infrequent stadium events would result in negative 
secondary growth inducing impacts and would be in conflict with a large number of General Plan 
policies. 
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Intersection #21- Bowers Avenue/Augustine- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
addition of a second southbound left turn lane, a second westbound left turn lane, a third eastbound 
left turn lane, a free westbound right turn lane and the widening of Bowers to eight lanes. These 
improvements would require widening the intersecting roadways in all directions. The northwest 
quadrant widening would require removal of landscaping and parking. The required widening in the 
southwest quadrant would require the take of one building and violate setback requirements at 
another building. The widening in the southeast quadrant would violate the building setback 
requirements at two buildings. The widening in the northeast quadrant would violate building setback 
requirements at one building. The northbound and southbound through lanes would require widening 
for several intersections to the north and south which would require widening the bridge over US-101 
and substantial reconstruction of sidewalks and landscaping. In total, these improvements would 
require the acquisition of over 100,000 square feet of right of way, which does not include buildings 
that would need to be removed. These improvements also violate zoning requirements and are not 
currently programmed improvements in the City of Santa Clara. These improvements are considered 
financially infeasible due to the capital costs associated with removal and reconstruction of buildings, 
sidewalks, landscaping, and bridge widening. 

Intersection #23- Bowers/Central Expressway- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to partially mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes 
converting the HOV lanes on Central Expressway to mixed fiow lanes. Fully mitigating the cumulative 
impact at this intersection would require the construction of a grade separated intersection. 
Converting the HOV lanes to mixed fiow is identified as a Tier 1A project in the Comprehensive 
County Expressway Planning Study (CCEPS). The grade separation is identified as a Tier 2 project 
in the CCEPS. Converting the HOV lanes to mixed fiow would not require any widening or right of 
way acquisition to implement. The grade separation, however, would require widening all 
approaches. Widening in the southeast quadrant would require the removal of a building and the 
take of a substantial amount of private pariking. Widening in the southwest quadrant would require 
the removal of a substantial amount of parking for existing land uses, and would require 
reconfiguration of the parking lots. Widening in the northwest and northeast quadrants would require 
the removal of landscaping and parking. Although the grade separation has been identified as a Tier 
2 project in the CCEPS, the improvement is not programmed and is not physically or economically 
feasible. In addition, there are portions of the grade separation that would not be in the City of Santa 
Clara jurisdiction and thus could not be implemented by the City of Santa Clara. As previously noted, 
the conversion of HOV lanes to mixed fiow lanes is infeasible as it is in confiict with City General Plan 
Section 4.14.2- policies 4 and 5. 

Intersection #27- Bowers/Monroe Street- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of separate northbound and southbound left turn lanes with protected phasing (signal 
improvements). Adding northbound and southbound left turn lanes would require the widening of 
Bowers Avenue to the north and south. Widening Bowers Avenue would require acquisition of right 
of way from residential property owners to the north and south. These improvements would require 
shortening/elimination of over 20 residential driveways and the taking of residential yards. Numerous 
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building setback requirements would be violated. These improvements are not programmed and 
would have secondary growth-inducing impacts, thus making them not feasible. 

Intersection #35- Lafayette Street/Yerba Buena Way- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this location includes the installation 
of a traffic signal. This is the same mitigation measure that was identified in the "Project Impacts
Weekday" section. The project sponsor would contribute their fair share to the installation of this 
improvement. 

Intersection #67- Mission College/Montague Expressway- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of an eastbound left tum lane and a southbound left turn lane. The installation of the 
eastbound left turn lane would require widening Montague Expressway to the south. This would 
require the acquisition of right of way and removal of one building, landscaping and substantial 
amount of parking. The widening to the south would also violate the setback requirements of an 
existing building, would require the reconfiguration of an existing parking lot. The widening is also not 
a programmed improvement. The implementation of this mitigation measure is not physically or 
economically feasible. 

Intersection #71 - Lawrence Expressway!EI Camino Real- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
addition of an exclusive eastbound right turn lane. This improvement would require the widening of El 
Camino Real to the south. This would violate the setback requirements of one of the buildings in the 
adjacent property. This improvement is not programmed. Implementation of this mitigation measure 
is not feasible. 

Intersection #78- North First Street/Tasman Drive- (Not Feasible) 

The EIR does not identify a mitigation measure at this location. Due to right of way restrictions and 
the presence of median running light rail on three legs of the intersection, widening was not identified 
as being possible at this location. 

Intersection #83 - North First Street/Montague- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the North San Jose 
Development Policy (NSJDP). The project should contribute its fair share towards the Montague 
Expressway widening project. 

Intersection #85- River Oaks/Montague- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
widening of Montague Expressway to eight lanes as identified as part of the North San Jose 
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Development Policy (NSJDP). The project should contribute its fair share towards the Montague 
Expressway widening project. 

Intersection #93- Great America Parkway/SR 237- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
addition of a third westbound left turn lane. Implementation of this improvement would require the 
widening of Great America Parkway and the reconstruction of an existing bridge abutment under the 
State Route 237 overpass. This improvement would also require the reconfiguration of the 
eastbound SR 237 off-ramp, which Caltrans has determined is not likely feasible. The intersection is 
also located within the City of San Jose and Caltrans right of way. Neither jurisdiction has 
programmed improvements at the intersection. Due to right of way constraints and extensive 
reconfiguration of Caltrans facilities, this improvement is deemed not feasible. 

Intersection #95- Reamwood Avenue/Tasman Drive - (Not Feasible) 

The EIR does not identify a mitigation measure at this location. Due to right of way restrictions and 
the presence of median running light rail in Tasman Drive, widening was not identified as being 
possible at this location. The intersection is also located within the City of Sunnyvale's jurisdiction 
and no improvement is programmed at this location. 

Intersection #96- Birchwood Avenue/Tasman Drive - (Not Feasible) 

The EIR does not identify a mitigation measure at this location. Due to right of way restrictions and 
the presence of median running light rail in Tasman Drive, widening was not identified as being 
possible at this location. The intersection is also located within the City of Sunnyvale's jurisdiction and 
no improvement is programmed at this location. 

Intersection #110- Alder Drive/Tasman Drive- (Not Feasible) 

The improvements necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection include the 
addition of a northbound right turn lane, a third southbound left turn lane, and a second westbound 
left turn lane. These improvements would require widening Alder Drive into the VTA Park-and-Ride 
lot. This would require the removal of the VTA structure, landscaping and the sidewalk. The 
installation of the southbound left turn lane would require the removal of landscaping and sidewalk 
and the relocation of a utility vault. The improvements would also affect pedestrian and bicycle 
crossings of the light rail tracks on Tasman Drive. The City of Milpitas has deemed this mitigation 
measure infeasible. 

Intersection #111 - 1-880 Southbound Ramps/Tasman - (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the project's impact to cumulative conditions at this 
intersection includes the addition of a second eastbound right turn lane. This improvement would 
require widening Tasman Drive into the VT A Park-and-Ride lot. This would require the removal of the 
VTA structure, landscaping, sidewalk, and bicycle lockers. The widening of Tasman Drive would 
require the widening of the bridge over Barber Lane. The improvement would also affect pedestrian 
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and bicycle crossings of the light rail tracks on Tasman Drive. The City of Milpitas has deemed this 
mitigation measure as infeasible and it is not a programmed improvement. 

Intersection #112- 1-880 Northbound/Tasman - (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
addition of a second westbound left turn lane and a northbound right tum lane. Installation of the 
westbound left turn lane improvement would require widening Tasman/Great Mall Parkway to the 
north and widening the existing Caltrans eastbound 1-880 on-ramp. Widening Tasman/Great Mall 
Parkway to the north would require the installation of retaining walls and reconstruction of 
embankments adjacent to a creek. The installation of the northbound right turn lane would require 
widening of the off-ramp which is within Caltrans right of way. The improvement is not programmed 
by either Caltrans or the City of Milpitas. In addition, the City of Milpitas has identified that the 
necessary mitigation measure at this location is inconsistent with its General Plan, thus, this 
mitigation is not feasible. 

Intersection #114 -1-880 Northbound Ramp/Calaveras Boulevard- (Not Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
addition of a second northbound right turn lane. This improvement would require the acquisition of 
approximately 12,700 square feet of right of way. Improvements to this intersection, located within 
the City of Milpitas, are not programmed. Programming such an improvement to serve infrequent 
stadium events would result in negative secondary growth inducing impacts and would be in conflict 
with a large number of General Plan policies. 

Intersection #115- Abbott Avenue/Calaveras Boulevard- (Feasible) 

The improvement necessary to mitigate the cumulative impact at this intersection includes the 
addition of a fourth westbound through lane. A traffic impact fee for the widening of Calaveras 
Boulevard at this location has been established by the City of Milpitas, and the project's fair share 
contribution to this impact fee would fully mitigate its impact at this intersection. 

Intersection #117 -Abel Street/Calaveras Boulevard- (Not Feasible) 

The EIR does not identify a mitigation measure at this location. Due to right of way restrictions 
widening was not identified as being possible at this location. The intersection is also located within 
the City of Milpitas' jurisdiction and no improvement is programmed at this location. 

Summary 

In summary, the implementation of many of the physical improvements proposed as mitigation 
measures, as identified above, is infeasible for a number of reasons, including: 

• Physicallnfeasibility; 
• Economic Infeasibility; 
• Conflicts with General Plan Policy; and 
• Secondary Impacts, including Growth Inducement. 
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In addition, the EIR traffic analysis includes a number of conservative assumptions which, while 
appropriate for CEQA purposes, overstate the impacts of the proposed project, particularly in light of 
the fact that the analysis does not assume implementation of the final transportation plan proposed as 
part of the TMOP, which will be imposed as a mitigation measure. The EIR traffic analysis 
assumptions include the non-implementation of the draft TMP measures during weekday evening 
events although "The consulting traffic engineer also believes that the congestion at these 
intersections can be adequately managed by the traffic control plan measures (including officers at 
intersections)." Standard weekday AM and PM peak commute hour impact and significance criteria 
are applied to conditions which may occur for a brief period of time, perhaps eight days a year. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR to serve these eight days would entail 
the construction of approximately 48 acres (2 million square feet) of new asphalt concrete. Such 
construction would generate secondary impacts, including growth inducement, and would be in 
conflict with General Plan Policies and sound urban planning practices. 

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions. 

Yours sincerely, 
I , I 

Lt..-<--..<-<-< £)/"'t,__;Q 

Bill Burton, PE 
Senior Transportation Engineer 
bill. burton@aecom. com 

Attachments 
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Intersection of Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive 

Location 3 - Project Miligalion Measure; Add an Eastbound Right Turn Lane 

+ 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

ATTORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
12/11/2009 



Intersection of Great America Parkway and Tasman Drive 

Location 3 · Cumulative Miflgatlon Measure: 

Add Exclusive Westbound, Southbound and Eastbound Right Tum Lanes 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT· NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION 

ATTORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 

1/20/2010 



Intersection of Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard 

Location 8 - Project Mitigation Measure: Add a Northbound Left, 

a Westbound left, a Southbound Through and a Southbound Right Tum Lane 
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Widening at 
Intersections Necessary 
for Adequate Operations 

Impact due to Building 
Setback Requirement 

Removal of about 
92,000 SF of Landscaping, 
Sidewalk and Parking 

o· 200' 400' 

Intersection of Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard 
Location 8 ·Cumulative M1tlgat\on Measure: 
Construction of a Grade-Separated Intersection 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
ATTORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
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Intersection of Great America Parkway and Verba Buena Way 

Location 14 ·Project Mitigation Measure: Add a Westbound Left Tum Lane 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

ATTORNEY f CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
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Intersection of Great America Parkway and Alviso Road 

Location 15 ~Project and Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add an Eastbound left Tum Lane 

and a Northbound Left Turn lane 
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

ATTORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 

12/11/2009 
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Intersection of Great America Parkway and Bunker Hill Road 

Location 16- Project and Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Westbound Left Turn Lane 

and a Northbound Left Tum Lane 

+ 

Impact due to Building Setback 
Requirement, Landscaping Requirement 
and conflicts with bridge columns 
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Removal of about23,000 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Reconfigure ADA landing 
for adjacent property 

Removal of aboul4,800 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 
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Intersection of Great America Parkway and Old Glary Lane 
Loca!lon 17 ·Cumulative Mltigation Measure: Add an Eastbound Right Tum Lane 

and a Southbound Through Lane 

-Impacts due to 
Landscaping and 
Parking Removal 

-lmpa<:ls due to 
Landscaping and 
Parking Removal 

-lmpa1cl due to Setback 
Requirements (35' from 
face of curb to building) 
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
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Impacts due to Parking Removal 
and Landscaping Requirements 

Removal of about 4, 700 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Removal of about 30,000 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Removal of about 43,300 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Removal of about 17,200 SF 
of Landscaping, Sidewalk and Median 

a· 250' 400' 

Intersection of Great America Parkway and Patrick Henry Drive 
Location 18. Project Mitigation Measure: Add a Northbound Left Turn Lane, 
a Southbound Through Lane and an Eastbound Right Turn lane 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

ATIORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
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0' .350' 700' 

Impacts due to Setback 
Requirement (35' minimum) 

Removal of about 22,700 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Removal of about 23,300 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Removal of about 69,000 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Intersection of Great America Parkway and Patrick Henry Drive 

Location 18- Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Northbound Left Turn Lane, 

a Southbound Through Lane and an Eastbound Right Turn Lane 

Removal of about 13,000 SF 
of Landscaping and Sidewalk 

Removal of about 
26,600 SF of 
Landscaping, Sidewalk 
and Median 
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Intersection of Bowers Avenue and US 101 Southbound 

location 20- Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add an Eastbound left Turn lane 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

ATIORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
12/1112009 



Intersection of Bowers Avenue and Augustine Drive 

Location 21 ·Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Southbound Left Turn 

Lane, a Second Westbound Right Tum Lane, an Eastbound Left Turn Lane, 

a Westbound Right Turn Lane and Widen Bowers to 8 Lanes_ 
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Intersection of Bowers Avenue and Monroe Street 

Location 27 ·Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Northbound Left Tum Lane 

and a Southbound Left Turn Lane 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

ATTORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
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Intersection of Mission College Boulevard and Montague Expressway 

Location 67 ·Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add an Eastbound Left 

Turn Lane and a Southbound Left Turn Lane 

Elimination of two-way traffic 
between parking lots 
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Intersection of lawrence Expressway Ramps and El Camino Rea! 
location 71 -Cumulative Mitigation Measure; Add an exclusive Eastbound Right Turn lane 
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Intersection of Slate Route 237 and North 1st Street 

Location 91 Project Mitigation Measure: Add a Southbound Righi Turn Lane 
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Intersection of Great America Parkway and State Route 237 Westbound 

Location 93 • Project and Cumulative Mitigation Measure: 

Add a Westbound Left Turn Lane 
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Intersection of Tasman Drive and Alder Drive 

Location 110- Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Northbound Right Turn Lane, 

a Southbound Left Tum Lane and a Westbound Left Turn lane 
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ATTORNEY I CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
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Intersection of 1-880 Southbound and Tasman Drive 

Location 111 -Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add an Eastbound Right Turn Lane 
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Intersection of 1-880 Northbound and Great Mall Parkway (Tasman Drive) 

Location 112- Project Mitigation Measure: Add a Westbound Left Turn Lane 
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Intersection of 1-880 Northbound and Great Mall Parkway (Tasman Drive) 
location 112- Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Westbound left lane and a Northbound Right Turn lane 
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lntersecllon of 1-880 Northbound and Calaveras Boulevard 

Location 114- Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Northbound Right Turn Lane 
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Removal of about 29,200 SF of 
Landscaping, Sidewalk and three Buildings 

Intersection of West Calaveras Boulevard and North Abbott Avenue 

Location 115 - Project Mitigation Measure: Add a Westbound Through Lane 
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Removal of about 40,000 SF of 
Landscaping, Sidewalk and four Buildings--

Intersection of West Calaveras Boulevard and South Abbott Avenue 

localion 115 Cumulative Mitigation Measure: Add a Westbound Through lane 
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CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

AGENDA MATERIAL ROUTE SHEET 

Council Date: 3/9110 

, SUBJECT: Adopt a Resolution to Adopt CEQA Findings, a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program 
and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 49ers Santa Clara Stadium Project 
(CEQ2008-01060); and, Adopt a Resolution of Findings Approving General Plan Amendment 
No. 72 amending text of the Tourist Commercial Land Use Designation within the Land Use 
Element of the General Plan 

PUBLICATION REQUIRED: 

1 
The attached Notice/Resolution/Ordinance is to be published __ time(s) at least __ days before the 
scheduled meeting/public hearing/bid opening/etc., which is scheduled for __ , 20_. 

AUTHORITY SOURCE FOR PUBLICATION REQUIREMENT: 

Federal Codes: California Codes: 
Title __ U.S. C.§ __ _ Code __ § __ 

(Titles run 1 through 50) (i.e., Government, Street and Highway, Public Resources) 

Federal Regulations: California Regulations: 
Title __ C.F.R. § __ 

' (Titles 1"1111 I through 50) 

Title ___ Califomia Code of Regulations§ __ _ 
(Titles mu I through 28) 

City Regulations: 
City Charter§ __ City Code§ __ 
(i.e., 1310. Public JVor/;s Contracts. Notice published at least once at least ten days before bid opening) 

Reviewed and approved: 

' 1. As to City Functions, by 

2. As to Legality, by 

As to Environmental Impact Requirements, by 

Cit:(bttorney's Office/CAO Assign. ~-.li.':UL 
I - 0'\. 

'~OA~ L. O,O, A 3. 
Director of Planning and nspectic n 

4. As to Substance, by 
1 y ager 
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