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The Ordinance provides for gradual, phased-in implementation of the TOM Program: 

• Development Projects with a Development Application filed or an Environmental 
Application deemed complete on or before September 4, 2016 shall be subject to 50% 
of the applicable target, as defined in the Planning Commission's Standards; 

• Development Projects with no Development Application filed or an Environmental 
Application deemed complete on or before September 4, 2016, but that file a 
Development Application on or after September 5, 2016, and before January 1, 2018, 
shall be subject to 75% of such target; and 

• Development Projects with a Development Application on or after January 1, 2018 shall 
be subject to 1 00% of such target. 

Under the Ordinance, a development project must submit a proposed plan to comply with the 
TOM Program, called a TOM Plan, together with its first application. The proposed TOM Plan 
is·reviewed in conjunction with the rest of the approvals required for the project, and 
compliance the Plan becomes a condition of approval o.f the project. The Ordinance includes 
reporting and monitoring requirements. For instance, development projects subject to the 
Program must maintain a TOM coordinator; allow City staff access to relevant portio'ns of the 
property to conduct site visits, and surveys; and submit periodic compliance reports. 

The Ordinance delegates to the Planning Commission the authority to prepare the "Planning 
Commission Standards for the Transportation Demand Management Program, or TOM 
Program Standards," which "contain the specific requirements necessary for compliance with 

· the TOM Program." The Ordinance provides that the Planning Commission shall prepare the 
TOM Program standards with the assistance of Planning Department staff and in consultation 
with staff of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority, and that the Standards shall be updated from time to time, at 
the Commission's discretion. · 

The Ordinance establishes general principles to guide the Planning Commission in the 
preparation of the TOM P'rogram Standards. First, it mandates that the requirements of the 
TOM Program shall be proportionate to the total amount of VMT that development projects 
produce, and shall take into account site-specific information, such as density, diversity of 
land uses, and access to travel options other than the private automobile in the surrounding 
vicinity. Second, it �r�e�q�u�i�r�e�~� that the TOM Program Standards provide flexibility to 
development projects to achieve the purposes of the TOM Program in a way that best suits 
t_he circumstances of each project, by including a menu of TOM measures from which to 
chpo_se.._ �T�h�i�r�~�.� the �Q�r�d�i�n�a�1�1�.�c�~� �r�e�q�J�,�.�J�i�r�~�s �_ �i�h�.�a�t�.� �e�~�c�b� of tbe TOM meas_ur:_es in..the _TOM Program . 
Standards shall be assigned a number of points, reflecting its relative effectiveness to reduce 
VMT. The Ordinance mandates that the Planning Department prepare a report on the 
implementation .of the TOM Program, and any updates to the TOM Program Standards, one 
year after the effective date of the Program, and every four years afterwards. The Ordinance 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 987 Page2 



FILE NO. 160925 

mandates that staff present this report to the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors, if a Supervisor requests at hearing on the matter. 

The Ordinance also sets forth administrative fees to cover the administrative costs of 
processing TOM Plan review and compliance reports, and amends several other sections of 
the Planning Code, to make conforming amendments. 

Background Information 

This Ordinance is part of the Transportation Sustainability Program, or TSP. The TSP is a 
policy initiative aimed at accommodating new population growth in San Francisco, while 
minimizing its impact on the City's transportation system. It is a joint effort of the Mayor's 
Office, the Planning Department, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, and the 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. The TSP has spanned many years and has 

· involved a robust process of public outreach and discussion. The TSP includes three 
separate but related policy initiatives: the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF); the 
modernization of San Francisco's environmental review process under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and the Transportation Demand Management (TOM) 
Program. The two first components have already been adopted through a separate ordinance 
(in the case of th.e.TSF) and resolution (in the case of CEQA modernization). 

This revised Legislative Digest incorporates amendments that the Land Use Committee made 
to the. Ordinance on November 28, 2016, and on January 23, 2017. 

n:\legana \as;2016\ 1600513\01165355.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

January 23, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
lDr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2012.0726PCA: 
Transp01tation Sustainability Program - Shift TDM Program Standards 
Amendments 
BOS File No:160925 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On August 4, 2016. the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") 
conducted duly noticed public hearings at regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed 
Ordinance' that would amend the Planning Code to establish a citywide Transportation Demand 
Management (TOM) Program, to require Development Projects to incorporate desigu features, 
incentives, and tools that support sustainable forms of transportation; to create a new 
administrative fee to process TOM Plan applications and compliance reports; and to make 
confomli.ng amendments to various sections of the Planning Code. 

At the August 4 hearing, the Commission voted to recommen<l approval of the proposed 
Ordinance to the Board of Supervisors via Planning Conunission Resolution No. 19715. 

Also, at tbe August 4 bearing, the · Commission. also considered the adoption of the Planning 
Commission Standards for the TDM Program document in compliance with the proposed Ordinance, 
which establishes a framew?rk o~ TDM requirements for new development projects, to make sure 
that these projects' are designed to encourage residents, tenants, employees and visitors to get 
around using sustainable modes of travel such as transit, walking, and bicycling. 

At the August 4 hearing, the Commission voted to adopt the TDM Program Standards via 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19715 conditioned upon approval ofthe proposed 
Ordinance by the Board of Supervisors. 

_ _ .. -----~ince_th!! Planning Cmpmi§~iac.tion on Au!WS_t1.)0JQ,_stl!ff..!:ms coJM!uqt~d_additioualputreAdl..in 

preparation for the Board of Supervisors Land Use and Trauspot1ation Committee hearings. Based 
upon the additional outreach and analysis, staff identified amendments to the TDM Program Standards 
that were proposed for adoption ·by the 'Planning Commission. 

WWVIt,sfplann!r.g.org 
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Transmittal Materials CASE NO 2012.0726PCA 
Transportation Sustalnabinty Program 

Shift TOM Program Standards Amendments 

The substantive amendments are related to: lowering the arinimmn target. r~oving the requirement to 

red~ parking for -projects with a substantial amount of parking, creating a maximum required 1arget· 
for projects, and changes to the following individual TDM measures: 

• Car -share Parking and Membersnip 
.,. Family TDM Amenities 

• On-site Childcare 
• Contributions or Incentives for Sustainable Transportation 
• On-site Affordable Housing 

Additional non-substantive changes to several TOM measures and the definition CYf Group Housing 
were also proposed. At the January 19, 2017 hearing, the Commission voted to approve the 
amendments to the TDM Program Standards via Planning Comarission Resolution No. 19838 
and directed staff to further consider standards forwalkab.ility. 

Please fmd attached documents relating to the actiClllS of the Commission. A hard coPY of this 
l:ratlSql.ittal will also be hand delivered to your office. If you have any questiOD8 or require .further 
inf.oanation please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
~ 

AnMa.rie Rodgers 
Senior Policy Advisor 

OCl 

Clerk ofLand Use Committee, Alisa Somera 
City Attorney, Andrea Ruiz...Bsquide 
Office of the Clerk of the Board, Attn: John Carroll 

Attachments (one COPY of the following); 
Planning CommissionResolutionNo. 19838 
Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 20U.0726PCA (1119/2017) 
Plauning Commission Ex~tive Summary for Case No. 2012.0726PCA Supplemental Memo 
(1119120 17) 
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Response to Comment Letter P86 

TRANSDEF 

P86-1 The second paragraph of the Executive Summary Section ES.4.2, Areas of 

Controversy, has been revised with new bullets 2 and 3 as follows:  

 The alignment and station locations.  

 Type of transit service being provided.  

In 2001, VTA completed a Major Investment Study (MIS) that evaluated the 

alignment and transportation technology for bringing transit to Santa Clara 

County. This study resulted in the selection of the Union Pacific Railroad corridor 

as the alignment. Station locations included Milpitas, Berryessa, Alum Rock, 

Downtown San Jose, Diridon, and Santa Clara, with a maintenance and storage 

facility at Newhall Yard. BART was selected as the preferred technology. This 

MIS was adopted by the VTA Board of Directors in November 2001. The VTA 

Board of Directors has continued to support this project through certification and 

approval of the recommended project in the 2004 Final EIR and 2007 Final 

Supplemental EIR.  

In November 2000, the voters in Santa Clara County approved Measure A, a 30-

year half-cent sales tax devoted to specified public transit capital improvement 

projects, which includes extending BART from Alameda County to the Cities of 

Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara. Since that time, Santa Clara County voters 

have approved two additional sales tax ballot measures in 2008 and 2016 by a 

two-thirds vote supporting the extension of BART to Santa Clara. Also refer to 

Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as a Terminal Station, regarding extending 

BART to the City of Santa Clara. 

Additionally, the purposes for the BART Silicon Valley Extension (see Volume I, 

Chapter 1, Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Transportation Improvements) 

include service to locations of major employment centers and forecasted 

population growth, improvement of transit services and increasing intermodal 

connectivity, filling critical transportation gaps, and support of local and regional 

land use plans. Refer to response to comments P86-4, P86-7, P86-9, and P86-13 

regarding more details on the purposes of the BART Extension. 

As stated in Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 1.2, Incomplete Regional Transit 

Connectivity, critical gaps exist that increase congestion and travel times. Closing 

these gaps improves local access, speed, and reliability of transit and thus 

generates travel time savings for users. These savings will encourage a mode shift 

to transit from auto, thus relieving regional congestion.  
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P86-2 Refer to response to comment P86-1 and Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as 

a Terminal Station, regarding the project’s purpose and need.  

BART and Caltrain generally provide service from different markets within the 

Bay Area. Caltrain provides direct service between San Francisco and Santa Clara 

County, and BART provides direct service between the East Bay and San 

Francisco. A BART extension to Santa Clara will allow East Bay passengers a 

direct link, or one seat ride, to downtown San Jose and Santa Clara, and from 

there a direct connection to the Mineta San Jose International Airport.  

P86-3 This question relates to the desirability of extending BART, but does not raise any 

specific environmental issues relative to the SEIS/SEIR. Refer to response to 

comment P86-1 and Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as a Terminal Station.  

P86-4 The development of the purpose and need of this project dates back to the 

preparation of the 2001 Major Investment Study. Thank you for your comment on 

your support for expanding multimodal options.  

The purposes for the BART Silicon Valley Extension are addressed in Volume I, 

Chapter 1, Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Transportation Improvements. In 

regards to major employment centers, residents will have access to employers 

such as San Jose State University (weekday population of over 40,000 students, 

faculty and staff members, and visitors), which contribute to a job center in 

downtown San Jose that is anticipated to double in size by 2035. Further, the 

extension will provide a rail connection between BART and Caltrain, allowing 

riders to conveniently access destinations along both systems. Also refer to 

response to comment P86-1 and Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as a 

Terminal Station, regarding the purpose of the BART Extension. 

P86-5 Please see response to comment P86-1 and Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara 

as a Terminal Station, regarding how the BART Extension meets the project’s 

purpose and need.  

P86-6 As stated in Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for 

Transportation Improvements, the BART Extension Alternative's overall goal is 

to improve transit services and increase intermodal connectivity, including 

improving public transit service in the corridor, enhancing regional connectivity, 

supporting transportation solutions, and improving mobility options. Therefore, 

one of the primary purposes of the BART Extension is to provide an alternative 

for longer trips in the corridor. Local transit is being addressed by VTA’s other 

modes of service that include local transit opportunities through VTA’s bus and 

light rail services. 

Figures 1-6, 2010 Population Density, and 1-7, 2010 Employment Density, 

provide data for a large portion of Santa Clara County. The purpose and need of 

the project and the development of the location of the alignment are drawn from a 
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long history of planning (as discussed in Volume I, Section 1.4, BART Extension 

Project History). In those studies, the population and employment data, regional 

transportation needs, and the City of San Jose transportation needs were 

evaluated. As a result, options for transportation solutions, including this project, 

were developed. The purpose of this SEIS/SEIR is to analyze and disclose the 

anticipated environmental impacts of the BART Extension, to evaluate a range of 

alternatives, and identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant 

impacts when feasible. 

P86-7 The transportation demand is discussed as part of the need of the project in 

Volume I, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the SEIS/SEIR. Santa Clara County 

residents will be provided improved access to employment and activity centers in 

Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Francisco counties, including the Bay Area’s 

major employment concentration in downtown San Francisco and San Jose. San 

Jose has the largest total downtown population growth and proportional 

downtown employment growth when compared to San Francisco and Oakland. 

Figures 1-8, Growing Downtown Populations, and 1-9, Growing Downtown Jobs, 

illustrate San Francisco having the highest job and population for the three central 

business districts in 2015 and 2035. Figures 1-8 and 1-9 also illustrate an increase 

in downtown San Jose population from approximately 20,000 to 80,000 and 

employment increasing from approximately 25,000 to 50,000 jobs by 2035. 

Therefore, part of the purpose of this project is to improve public transit service in 

this corridor by providing increased transit capacity and faster, convenient access 

to and from major Santa Clara County employment and activity centers for 

corridor residents and populations throughout the Bay Area and from 

communities that can access the BART regional rail network, like San Jose  

P86-8 This question relates to the location of the extension’s route but does not raise any 

specific environmental impact issues relative to the SEIS/SEIR. The alternative of 

routing the extension to North First Street rather than downtown San Jose and 

Santa Clara would not meet the fundamental objective of providing BART service 

to Downtown San Jose with local and regional connections. Further, connecting 

to Diridon Station follows the alignment approved in 2004 by VTA's Board of 

Directors, and the language of the 2000 Measure A and the 2016 Measure B sales 

tax ballot measures. The Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan, directs future 

growth of population and employment to the downtown corridor compared to 

North San Jose. Additionally, the MTC’s Plan Bay Area emphasizes improving 

access by concentrating future development around transit nodes and along transit 

corridors such as the Downtown Corridor.  

The existing Diridon Station is a major regional transit hub serving Amtrak, 

Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), Caltrain, local VTA light rail and bus, and 

regional express buses to Monterey-Salinas, Santa Cruz, and Los Angeles. With 

the addition of the proposed high-speed rail (HSR) service, and expanded 
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Caltrain, ACE, and Amtrak Capitol Corridor and Amtrak service, Diridon Station 

will become a station of statewide significance and one of the busiest intermodal 

stations in North America. Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2, Bicycle Facilities, and 

Section 3.3.3, Pedestrian Facilities, outlines the extensive bicycle and pedestrian 

network that is currently available within this downtown corridor. Additionally, 

VTA has identified several high-priority areas (Focus Areas) for improvements, 

within which the BART stations fall.  

The suggested North First Street Alternative, including not connecting to Diridon 

Station, would not support several of the purposes of the project as identified in 

Volume I, Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Transportation Improvements. A 

North First Street Alternative would not enhance regional connectivity (this 

alternative has no connection to Amtrak, ACE, and Caltrain); does not improve 

mobility options in particular for low-income, youth, elderly, disabled, and ethnic 

minority populations (this alternative does not serve the San Jose east side, which 

includes concentrations of low-income and ethnic minority populations); and does 

not support local and regional land use plans and facilitate efforts of the Cities of 

San Jose and Santa Clara to direct business and residential investments in the 

Alum Rock neighborhood of east-central San Jose, downtown San Jose, Diridon 

Station, in the vicinity of the existing Santa Clara Caltrain Station, and elsewhere 

in the BART Extension alignment (this alignment supports future planned high 

density developments. Therefore, this suggested alternative is rejected for not 

meeting several of the primary purposes of the project.  

The extension of the BART regional rail system will provide a Downtown San 

Jose Station connection to VTA's light rail and bus system for passengers 

traveling to and from the North First Street area. Therefore, the BART Extension 

will provide riders with a convenient connection to the North First Street area.  

P86-9 This question relates to the desirability of the extension, but does not raise any 

specific environmental impact issues relative to the SEIS/SEIR.  

Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Transportation 

Improvements, describes the benefits of the BART Extension. Section 1.2.2.2, 

Incomplete Regional Transit Connectivity, describes the critical transportation 

gaps that the Phase II Extension would fill, including connecting the three major 

central business districts of the Bay Area to higher density residential and 

employment areas and existing and future transit services. The proposed project 

does not extend BART service from the East Bay through San Jose to San 

Francisco. The project enhances regional connectivity by expanding and 

interconnecting BART service with VTA light rail, Amtrak, ACE, Caltrain, and 

VTA bus services in Santa Clara County.  

P86-10 The significant and unavoidable impact determination for greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions for the BART Extension with TOJD Alternative was related to 
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consistency with Executive Order (EO) B-30-15 and EO S-3-05. EO B-30-15 

established an interim GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 

2030, and EO S-3-05 established a long-term goal of reducing statewide GHG 

emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. As discussed in Chapter 6, 

Section 6.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, although it is 

possible that future state and federal actions will reduce BART Extension 

emissions to net negative and TOJD emissions to a level below the substantial 

progress indicator, this cannot be presumed at this time.  

Mitigation Measures GHG-A through GHG-D, described in Section 6.9, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, subsection 6.9.5.3, BART Extension with TOJD 

Alternative, under the subheading, Operation, apply to the TOJDs. 

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce GHG emissions from 

the BART Extension with TOJD Alternative. However, as explained above, 

emissions cannot be demonstrated to achieve a net negative impact. Therefore, 

out of an abundance of caution, it is conservatively assumed that the BART 

Extension with TOJD Alternative’s long-term (2035) emissions would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program would 

not alter the above impact analysis. According to the San Francisco Planning 

Department, the TDM Program is designed to work with developers to provide 

more onsite amenities that will encourage smarter travel options so people can get 

around more easily without a car.  

The proposed TOJD would inherently function as a TDM system by locating 

residents and employees near the BART Stations. Refer to Chapter 3, NEPA and 

CEQA Transportation Operation Analysis, for a discussion of regional transit trip 

reductions associated with the BART Extension Alternative, which were 

accounted for in the GHG analysis. Chapter 3 discusses additional traditional 

TDM measures such as the provision of bicycle facilities, including bike parking, 

at each station and enhancement of pedestrian/bicycle facilities through planned 

pedestrian/bicycle improvements in the area. Similarly, Chapter 3 describes 

BART's adopted System Expansion Policy, which discusses the potential to add 

BART parking as station improvements are implemented, but also consider 

alternatives to driving to stations, such as improvements to station access 

encouraging carpool, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian access. Although the 

operational transportation analysis in Chapter 3 did not identify the need for a 

TDM program, the BART Extension with TOJD already incorporates many 

relevant elements that are common to TDM programs.  

P86-11 The discussion of Senate Bill 743 has been added to Chapter 3, Section 3.2, 

Regulatory Setting, as follows: 
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On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 in 

order to further the state’s commitment to its climate change goals. 

Environmental review of transportation impacts currently focuses on the delay 

that vehicles experience at intersections and on roadway segments (LOS). 

Under SB 743, the focus of a transportation impact analysis will shift from 

driver delay to reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, creation of 

multimodal networks, and promotion of a mix of land uses. SB 743 requires 

the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the State 

CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 6, 

Chapter 3, Sections 15000–15387) to provide an alternative to LOS for 

evaluating transportation impacts.  

Pursuant to SB 743, OPR released a Preliminary Discussion of Updates to the 

CEQA Guidelines in August 2014 and a Revised Proposal on Updates to the 

CEQA Guidelines in January 2016. These documents propose Vehicle Miles 

Traveled (VMT) as the replacement metric for LOS. In light of the growing 

importance of VMT as a basis for analyzing transportation impacts, discussion 

of VMT is included in this chapter.  

However, because the Natural Resources Agency has not yet adopted new 

State CEQA Guidelines, the final proposal for those Guidelines is not yet 

available for review, and adoption of the revised State CEQA Guidelines is at 

least a year away, LOS is still used as the primary metric for evaluating 

impacts on intersections and freeways in this SEIS/SEIR. Level of service is 

still the adopted metric for analyzing impacts in the City of San Jose, the City 

of Santa Clara, and by VTA, in its capacity as the Congestion Management 

Agency for Santa Clara County. The SEIS/SEIR is consistent with the metrics 

used by those agencies. 

At a local level, the City of San Jose has adopted a mode shift goal and a 

VMT/GHG reduction goal as part of the Envision San Jose 2040 General 

Plan. Vision Zero, adopted in 2015, serves as the climate action plan for the 

City of San Jose and also includes transportation-related goals and policies. 

The City of Santa Clara’s General Plan, adopted in 2010, and its Climate 

Action Plan, adopted in 2013, include goals and policies related to all travel 

modes and strategies for reducing VMT and GHG. 

The SEIS/SEIR applies the impact criteria adopted by the City of San Jose and the 

City of Santa Clara to the intersections in their respective jurisdictions. In 

addition, VTA's impact criteria are applied to all Congestion Management Plan 

intersections. 

P86-12 This question relates to the desirability of the BART Extension, but does not raise 

any specific environmental impact issues relative to the SEIS/SEIR. Under FTA's 

Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, cost effectiveness is not 
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evaluated on a cost per new rider basis. Rather, the cost effectiveness measure is 

the annual capital and operating and maintenance per trip.  

Comparing ridership projections from the 2004 EIR is not possible as the FTA 

ridership model has evolved over time and there are different input requirements 

for socioeconomic, transportation, and pricing data assumptions that are input into 

the travel demand model required by FTA. 

P86-13 The suggested alternative would not meet the project objectives. Specifically, a 

fundamental objective of the BART Extension as provided in Volume I, Chapter 

1, Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Transportation Improvements, is to 

“[s]upport local and regional land use plans and facilitate efforts of the Cities of 

San Jose and Santa Clara to direct business and residential investment in the 

Alum Rock neighborhood, of east-central San Jose, downtown San Jose, Diridon 

Station, in the vicinity of existing Santa Clara Caltrain Station, and elsewhere in 

the BART Extension alignment.”  

BART operations are being funded through a Santa Clara County voter-approved 

sales tax ballot measure. On November 4, 2008, voters approved Measure B, 

which added a 1/8–cent increment to the local sales tax effective March 2012 and 

continuing until March 2042. The sales tax is dedicated solely to the operation, 

maintenance, and infrastructure renewal costs of BART extensions into the 

County. The funding procured for the BART Extension is not transferrable to 

other projects. Therefore, the suggested alternative is also not financially feasible. 

Other agencies are currently assessing the Altamont Corridor Rail Project and 

feasibility of a Dumbarton Rail Bridge and procuring funding for these projects. 

While VTA supports expansion of transit in the region, these other projects do not 

meet the purpose and need established for the BART Phase II Extension.  



Swan, Samantha 
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VT A San Jose Expansion route concerns and suggestion 
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My name is Hans Liang, a resident at 305 Destine Circle, San Jose, CA, 95133. 

Comment Letter P87 

Here I have a concern and suggestion of the VTA router for San Jose Expansion project Phase-11. 

Please review the attached file for detail. 

Thanks so much for your time. 

Regards, 

Hans Liang 
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To: Mr. Tom Fitzwater 

VTA Environmental Planning, Building B Date: 03/06/2017 

3331 North First Street, San Jose, CA, 95134 

From: Hans Liang 

305 Destino Circle, San Jose, CA, 95133 

Please note: 

This e-mail contains 3 appendixes: 

Appendix 1: The 57 house address of Marburg Places in zip code 95133. 

Appendix 2: The documents show incorrect residential number in impact analysis reports, data extract from VTA's 

2004 and 2017- on line document and from public hearing material published by VTA. 

Appendix 3: Suggest routes 

I have a concern and suggestions for VTA expansion to San Jose phase II project route pass underneath Marburg 

Place. 

Concerns: 

For the current planned route between Alum Rock stations to Berryessa Station. 

P87-l 

Surprised found out there is a Marburg Place contain a 57 residential community got ignored and never get included P87-2 

in any of VTA's environmental impact analysis reports between year of 2004 ~ 01/30/2017. 

The Marburg Place household community start build from either year of 2004 or 2005 and the builder put it on to the 

market for sale start from year of 2006, first house sold on 12/08/2006 according to Santa Clara's county tax record 

(303 Destino Circle, San Jose, CA, 95133) 

Base on above, quite easy to see the San Jose City Planning Division should have approved and issued the building 

construction permit/license to the builder back to year of 2004 or earlier of 2005. 

P87-3 



But, yes, these 57 residential homes still get ignored for past 10 years from VTA when project moving forward­

please refers to Appendix#2. 

I am a little big worry if this symptom reflects either the analysis report generates under careless or VTA does not 

have good re-view system/workflow implemented to review all changed for past 10+ years. I am also worry if it 

spread into all, that there are still many other elementals can also got ignored from VTA's and environmental impact 

analysis reports and never show and get considered in VTA's hyper volume analysis documents. 

Suggestion one- Also see picture <2>: 

Please consider relocates the Alum Rock station from its current location as show in plan document to a location 

close by underneath Santa Clara street (similar to downtown Civic Plaza/SJSU's station design). This should able to 

gain more angel degree space for rail route to turn into 28th street easily. For plan to keep stay on Rail Road/28th 

Street Option. 

Suggestion two- Also see picture <3>: 

With 101/Diagonal Option, instead of by pass under 101 and tunnel into 101 east side directly and pass underneath 

Marburg Palace, the tunnel should able route into follow underneath US-101 and start turn east from the point of 

1500 Marburg way and eventually to become parallels with US-101 on east side of US-101 (back to match with 

current plan), And start ascent right after pass Lower Silver Creek (match to same as original plan) until it get up to 

ground level right on or before Las Plumas Ave, and connect into the VTA existing rail to Berryessa Station. 

Thanks so much for you're looking into this, and for your consideration, 

Hans Liang 

03/06/2017 

P87-3, 
cont. 

P87-4 

P87-5 



Appendix 1 

Marburg Place resident address list: 

301 ~ 395 Destino Circle, SJ, CA, 95133 

1500 ~ 1532 Marburg Way, SJ, CA, 95133 



Appendix2: 

Screenshot from VTA- 2004 NEPA document Chapter 04.15- Socioeconomics- Page#14- post on VTA web site 

under 2004 NEPA document page. 

parking lot would also be required for a replacement drainage detention basin and a refuse storage 
area for the Pare ,...1etropolitan Condominiums. The acquisition on the east side of the ROW would 
also affect landscaping and parking, although it is not anticipated to affect business operations. 
(Rgures A-20 and A-21} 

City of San Jose 

Within the City of San Jose, the BART Alternative and 1\'105 scenarios would require acquisition of 
property and related relocation for the following uses. 

Rail Corridor 

Within the City of San Jose, the rail line transitions from its alignment aboveground o an underground 
alignment beneath Santa Oara Street. The rail line would be accommodated within railroad ROW for 
the aboveground JX)rtion. No relocation wouJd be required for the underground po on of the alignment, 
although tunnel easements would be acquired from all properties the rail line ould pass beneath. 
Tunnel easements would be required as follows: 

• Alum Rock Alignment and Station US lUi/Diagonal Option j 20 nonresidential properties. l (fiQures 
A-26, A-27, and A-28} • • 

• Alum Rock Alignment and Stat ton Railroad/28tf\ Street Option - 44 residential and 21 nonresidential 
properties. (Rgures A-30, A-31, and A-32} 

• Diridon/Arena Alignment and Station North Option - 16 residential and 33 nonresidential. (Figures 
A-36 and A-37} 

• Diridon/Arena Alignment and Station South Option - 14 residential and 39 nonresfdential. (Figures 
A-38, A-39, and A-40} 

These numbers are approximate and do not include acquisition of publicly owned road ROW or VT A­
owned property. Residential property may consist of single- or multi-family buildings. A single property 
may consist of one or more assessor parcets. 

Station Areas 

Impacts due to construction of station areas are described below. 



Appendix 2 (Continue): 

Screens hot from VTA December 2016 Public Hearing presentation document- 08 Noise and Vibration Technical 

Report- Page#73 

Table 4-12: Groundborne Vibration for the Twin-Bore Option Alignment 

619 1241 Shortridge Avenue 

619 1211 Santa Clara Street 
619 1226 Santa Clara Street 

620 1220 Santa Clar-a Str-eet - Sociedad Filharmonica 

620 1210 Santa Clara Street 

622 45 N 25d> Street 

622 16 S 24m Street 

623 1169 Santa Clara Street 

623 1161 Santa Clara Street 

623 16N24"Str-.t 

624 II S 24m Str-eet 

VTA's BART Siticon Valley-Phase II Extension Project 
Noise and Vibration Technical Report 

MFR 
MFR 
SFR 

lnstinJtional 

SFR 
SFR 

SFR 
SFR 
SFR 

SFR 
SFR 

4-23 
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S\"SX OiJUD(f' 

48 197 
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48 68 
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48 114 
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48 90 
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50 
50 

50 
50 

50 
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FTA 
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OBCBI. 
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61 to 65 
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59 to 63 

60 to 64 
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59 to 63 
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57 to 61 

57 to 61 
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Appendix 3 

Suggest alternate route- for Alum Rock station to Marburg Road. 

Please note: 

Screenshot for picture <1> is two options show on original document download from VTA website that copy out from 

2004 NEPA- Chapter 03- Alternative- page 24. 

Picture <1> 



Picture <2> 



Picture <3> 
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Response to Comment Letter P87 

Hans Liang 

P87-1 The appendices attached and the comment’s concerns are noted. See detailed 

responses below.  

P87-2 Refer to Master Response 4, Marburg Place Concerns, regarding noise and 

vibration impacts, traffic, health and safety, stability of foundations, home values, 

and history of alignment. A summary of the five alignment alternatives examined 

around U.S. 101 and the Alum Rock/28th Street Station is provided in Volume I, 

Chapter 2, Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, and Master 

Response 1, Summary of U.S. 101 Alignment Alternatives. These alternatives were 

not chosen to be further evaluated and carried forward in the environmental 

clearance phase due to design and engineering limitations, construction and 

operational impacts, additional right-of-way/real estate requirements, inefficient 

passenger access and intermodal connectivity, and/or substantial environmental 

impacts. 

P87-3 See response to comment P87-2. Chapter 10, Agency and Community 

Participation, details all of the public outreach that was conducted for the 

SEIS/SEIR, which included Marburg Place. See Section 10.1, Summary of 

Scoping, for details about scoping that was mailed to Marburg Place residents; 

Section 10.4.2, Public Meetings and Workshops, and 10.4.3, Newsletters, Fact 

Sheets, Brochures, and Notices, detail meetings and literature available to 

Marburg Place residents; and Section 10.6, Chronology of Coordination details 

the chronology of public outreach and coordination meetings. 

P87-4 Volume I, Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, included the 

“Alum Rock Station at 23rd Street” alternative.  

A summary of the five alignment alternatives examined around U.S. 101 and the 

Alum Rock/28th Street Station is provided in Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.4, 

Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, and Master Response 1, Summary of 

U.S. 101 Alignment Alternatives. These alternatives were not chosen to be further 

evaluated and carried forward in the environmental clearance phase due to design 

and engineering limitations, construction and operational impacts, additional 

right-of-way/real estate requirements, inefficient passenger access and intermodal 

connectivity, and/or substantial environmental impacts. 

This alternative was not selected because this option would require reconstruction 

of the railroad bridge over U.S. 101 and coordination/permitting efforts with 

Caltrans, there is no space for a parking garage, a “non- typical” curved portal 

could lead to possible operational impacts, there are limited construction staging 
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areas available to build the station, and the above-ground portion south of U.S. 

101 would impact residential areas and Rocketship Discovery Prep school.  

P87-5 A summary of the five alignment alternatives examined around U.S. 101 and the 

Alum Rock/28th Street Station is provided in Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.4, 

Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, and Master Response 1, Summary of 

U.S. 101 Alignment Alternatives. These alternatives were not chosen to be further 

evaluated and carried forward in the environmental clearance phase due to design 

and engineering limitations, construction and operational impacts, additional 

right-of-way/real estate requirements, inefficient passenger access and intermodal 

connectivity, and/or substantial environmental impacts. 

 



Swan, Samantha 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Please see attached: 

Bob 

Robert E. VanCleef 
Community Advocate 
http :1 /age-friendly -sc. com/ 
http :1 /five-wounds. equoria. org/ 
http ://vta-sprinter.org/ 

Bob Van Cleef <bob @va ncleef.org > 
Monday, March 06, 2017 4:55 PM 
ba rtphase2eis-ei r 
Draft SEIS/SEIR Comment 
Draft-SEIS-VanCleef. pdf 
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Comment Letter P88 



Title: Draft SEIS/SEIR Comments Author: Robert E. VanCleef Format: com­
plete 

VTA's BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension Project - Draft 
SEIS/SEIR Comments 

Author: Robert E. Van Cleef 

Street Address: 54 N 33rd Street, San Jose, CA 95116 

Phone: 1-408-391-6406 

Email Address: bob@vancleef.org 

1,800 words 

Summary 

One of my biggest disappointments with this process is that it appears no one 
took the opportunity offered by the split of the project into two phases to 
reevaluate the plans for the second phase. Over the years, multiple alternative 
routes and station configurations have been offered by many different advocates. 
None of them have been taken serious enough to be publicly reviewed and 
documented. 

As a contrast, the community plans for the BART station at 28th street were 
initiate in 2000, reviewed and updated in 2010 and reviewed and converted to 
four Urban Villages in 2013. 

There seems to have been no desire or incentive to look at improving what was 
proposed over twenty years ago, to meet today's evolving requirements. For 
example, my proposal for relocating the Newhall Yard to the Las Plumas area 
near the Berryessa Station, which is included later, received verbal shrugs from 
staff members, but no formal review. 

Other alternatives that were proposed and discussed online and in web forums: 

1. Drop Santa Clara Station as a duplicate to Diridon, including adding a 
people mover to the airport from Diridon for an HSR airport connection. 

2. Drop Diridon as a duplicate to the Downtown station and use Santa Clara 
for the Caltrain connection. This would have automatically added a pref­
erence for the Western station location, to place it nearer to Diridon, elim­
inating the debate over the Eastern station option. 

3. Move the Newhall Yard to Las Plumas Avenue and use the property for 
TOD. 

4. Move the Newhall Yard to Las Plumas Avenue and reserve the property 
for use as an HSR train storage / maintenance facility. 
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5. Convert Phase II from a BART connection to an eBART configuration, 
allowing it to extend all the way across the valley as a light rail extension. 

Minor Corrections 

1.0: Purpose and Need 

Page 1-14 

Table 1-3: Activity Centers within the Vicinity of the BART Extension Alter­
native Stations 

6-7. Cristo Rey San Jose Jesuit High School and Five Wounds Middle School 
are the same thing. Use Cristo Rey San Jose Jesuit High School. 

38. Greyhound Bus Terminal was shut down and moved inside Diridon Station. 

28th Street Station: Five Wounds Portuguese National Parish is not men­
tioned. 

Santa Clara Station: Avaya Sport Arena not mentioned. With the new 
pedestrian tunnel, it should be accessible 

NEPA 4.11 / CEWA 6.11 Land Use 

Figure 4.11 / 6.11 

• Shows E. Julian as extending East of 101. That should be McKee Road. 
• Shows E. Santa Clara Street as extending East of 101. That should be 

Alum Rock Avenue. 

New hall Yard 

The Newhall Maintenance Yard should relocated to the Las Plumas Avenue 
area, near the Berryessa BART Station. (See my recommendation below). 

The Newhall property should be reserved for: 

• Transit Oriented Development 
• Possible support location for HSR construction 
• A HSR Train Storage and maintenance facility: San Jose Done Right 
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My Recommended Alternative 

One topic VTA keeps bringing, related to BART Phase II, is their need for the 
Newhall Yard maintenance facility, which is located on 42 acres of prime land 
near the Santa Clara train st ation, Avaya stadium, Lowes Hardware and has 
direct access to highway 880. 

Newhall Fact Sheet 

I did some rough Google map calculations. 

There is a light industrial area below the Berryessa Station- Maybury I King 
I Silver Creek I tracks- that appears to be over 100 acres. It seems to me that 
land around the Newhall Yard area would be worth a lot more, being near the 
airport, highways and Caltrain, than the light industrial land near King and 
Maybury. It is prime TODi mixed-use land and would fit in perfectly with 
VTA's pending policy on affordable housing in joint developments. 

pac_ 031016_yacket.pdf (see item #11) 

True, a maintenance facility at Berryessa would not be at the end-of-line. How­
ever, I would see it as more accessible to the northern regions, given that the 
trains going to I from the maintenance yard would not need to go through the 
tunnel or deal with the congestion at the Diridon Station. 

Coogle Map Layout 

The area around the old rail road tracks - 52 acres - is labeled on my map as 
the Southern Section. If you look closely at the satellite images, you can still 
see some of the original tracks. That shows how easy it should be to connect into 
the new BART system. 

Other thoughts; 

• Construction of a Berryessa maintenance facility could be completed and 
brought online long before the Phase II tunnel construction has even been 
started. 

• The income from the development and sale of Newhall should be sufficient 
to help with the buy out of the needed Berryessa property and supplying 
relocation assistance to the current owners and tenants. 

• Removal of the maintenance facility from the BART Phase II project and 
applying any excess funds to the main project, may help ease some of the 
cost issues remaining on that project. 

• This would place the maintenance facility jobs near a region of the city 
where a large work force lives , potentially shortening commutes. 
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Station Comments 

Santa Clara Station 

12 May 2016: Santa Clara kills housing/mixed use development across from 
Coltrain and proposed future BART station 

• The application was withdrawn after Council demanded more parking and 
less housing in the transit-rich area, in response to resident concerns. 

• The project had initially called for 450 apartment units, with retail on the 
ground floor. The number of apartments was later reduced to 370, then 
again to 318 in the final review in February. Within the development, 10 
percent of the units were required to be provided at below market rate. 

• We should look into an option where the Santa Clara BART station would 
be relocated to someplace near Valley Fair, Santana Row and the tri­
villages (on the Santa Clara side if that makes them happy) . From there 
it could be extended to Cupertino (De Anza/spaceship ). 

• Include a discussion of any possible BART extensions beyond the Santa 
Clara st ation. 

Note: 

I find that interesting, given this was near a Caltrain station and the future 
BART station. If that area could not support a 318 unit project, how can the 
28th Street station area support the 418 unit Empire Lumber site? It doesn't 
even have BRT? 

Diridon Station 

Discuss people mover connections between Diridon Station and the Airport, as 
an alternative to people mover options between the Santa Clara Station and the 
Airport. The Diridon option would provide a direct airport connection to High 
Speed Rail. 

Downtown Station 

Figure 4.11-2 (downtown-east) shows a large public facility between sixth and 
seventh, that doesn't have an equivalent in Figure 4.11-3 (downtown-west) . 

This is apparently the construction st aging site. The VTA block on Santa Clara 
is said to be serving the same purpose, but is not marked or identified. 
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Destroying the Grocery Outlet would have a large, negative impact on downtown 
living. A replacement location should be provided, with relocation help, prior 
to anything being done. 

28th Street Station 

Figure 4.11-1 shows the 28th street station site as one big parking lot! There 
has been over 15 years of planning effort that has gone into it as a TOD site. 

Five Wounds Urban Village 

Question: Shouldn't there be different drawings, based on single/double bore 
tunnels, for all stations? Diridon Station is the only one with two drawings. 

NEPA 5.0 

starting at 5.3.1.2 on page 25 

• Twin bore starts at Newhall and is lifted out of downtown, where it restarts 
from Berryessa. 

• Single bore starts at Newhall and runs all the way to Berryessa 
• That is the direct opposite of any previous description of the process 

Development of the Newhall maintenance yard is not impacted by this decision. 
Operations at the Newhall maintenance yard cannot really start until the entire 
tunnel is completed, supplying a route for BART units to get to it. The main 
facilities can be built at anytime, as they do not sit directly on top of the tunnel. 

However, this will most likely have a negative impact on the development time 
schedules for the Five Wounds Urban Village. Delaying the tunnel boring until 
later in the construction timeline will lead to a delay in the construction of the 
foundation of the station at 28th Street. The construction of large commercial 
buildings on that site will therefore be delayed. Only after the boring machines 
have cleared the area of the 28th street station, will the building developers be 
free to move forward. The development and operation of the urban village is 
not dependent on BART operations to begin. However, it is dependent on the 
completion of the station foundational components before major construction 
can start. 

In addition, the construction of the Five Wounds Trail through that area also 
cannot begin until VTA releases all the construction staging areas, which are 
needed for the construction of the station foundations. 

Schedule: Figure 5-l page Tunnel, tracks and stations: 2019-2025 
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Three Station Alternative 

Look into saving money by eliminating one for the stations where overlap can 
be demonstrated. 

Diridon and Santa Clara 

Drop the Santa Clara Station 

Linking BART to Santa Clara might have made sense in 1995. However, today 
the idea of spending $1.5B to extend BART beyond Diridon seems to be a waste 
of money. 

1. The Santa Clara Station does not seem to have sufficient ridership to 
justify the expense. 

2. The proposed airport people mover could easily connect to Diridon as an 
alternative. 

3. The proposed maintenance yard can be located need the Berryessa BART 
station. 

Drop the Diridon Station 

(See next section.) 

Diridon and Downtown Stations 

Another potential discussion should be dropping either the Diridon or the Down­
town stations. There is the issue of having two stations too close together. Are 
they worth the cost and the performance impact? 

1. If the Eastern Downtown Option is chosen, the stations won't be close 
enough together for elimination of Diridon to be an option. 

2. If the Western Downtown Option is selected, it would be close enough to 
Diridon that it could serve as the BART connection to Diridon. 

3. Choosing the Downtown Option would justify maintaining the Santa Clara 
station, with the cost savings from the Diridon Station helping to cover 
the expense of the tunnel extension to Santa Clara. 
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Response to Comment Letter P88 

Robert Van Cleef 

P88-1 In 2001, VTA completed a Major Investment Study (MIS) that evaluated the 

alignment and transportation technology including four light rail alternatives. This 

study resulted in the selection of the Union Pacific Railroad corridor. Station 

locations included Milpitas, Berryessa, Alum Rock, Downtown San Jose, Diridon, 

and Santa Clara with a maintenance and storage facility at Newhall Yard. BART 

was selected as the preferred technology. 

The MIS was adopted by the VTA Board of Directors in November 2001. Since 

that time the voters of Santa Clara County have passed two sales tax ballot 

measures that have continued to support the BART extension to Santa Clara. 

Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, 

describes a number of alternative routes, including San Fernando and St. James 

Streets, a connection to Mineta San Jose International Airport, and an Alum Rock 

Station at 23rd Street.  

A summary of the five alignment alternatives examined around U.S. 101 and the 

Alum Rock/28th Street Station is provided in Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.4, 

Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, and Master Response 1, Summary of 

U.S. 101 Alignment Alternatives. These alternatives were not chosen to be further 

evaluated and carried forward in the environmental clearance phase due to design 

and engineering limitations, construction and operational impacts, additional 

right-of-way/real estate requirements, inefficient passenger access and intermodal 

connectivity, and/or substantial environmental impacts. 

P88-2 Refer to BART's comment letter R8, which states that the Newhall Maintenance 

Facility is “an essential element of the project, without which the project could 

not go forward....BART needs to stress the importance of the facility to the 

operational functioning of the Santa Clara Extension, and to BART's ability to 

maintain the extension in a state-of-good-repair and to provide the level of service 

and reliability expected by residents and businesses in Santa Clara County.” The 

Hayward Maintenance Facility is a heavy maintenance facility that includes 

several repair shops, a vehicle overhaul shop, parts warehouse, and vehicle 

storage, while the Newhall Maintenance Facility will be for general maintenance, 

repairs, and vehicle storage. Therefore, the two maintenance facilities serve 

entirely different functions.  

The rationale for why Santa Clara Station is included as part of the preferred 

alternative is addressed in Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as a Terminal 
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Station. The project in question does not preclude future BART extensions in 

response to the suggestion to extend BART to San Carlos. 

Refer to Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered and 

Withdrawn, for a discussion of a connection to Mineta San Jose International 

Airport. VTA planning is leading a study to look at connections to determine the 

best approach to providing connections to the San Jose airport from Santa Clara 

and Diridon Stations.  

P88-3 Diridon Station is a key transfer station with the greatest percentage of rail 

(Caltrain, ACE, and Amtrak-Capitol Corridor and light rail) connections, as 

shown in Table 3-6, 2035 Forecast Year Mode of Access by BART Extension 

Station. In addition, it would provide the only direct link from BART to the High 

Speed Rail Project in Santa Clara County. Therefore, it is critical to the overall 

project. 

P88-4 See response to comment P88-2.  

P88-5 See response to comment P88-1.  

P88-6 Five Wounds Middle School has been deleted from Table 1-3, Activity Centers 

within the Vicinity of the BART Extension Alternative Stations. This does not 

change the conclusions presented in the SEIS/SEIR.  

P88-7 The Greyhound Bus Terminal has been deleted from Table 1-3. This does not 

change the conclusions presented in the SEIS/SEIR. 

P88-8 Five Wounds Portuguese National Church has been added to Table 1-3. This does 

not change the conclusions presented in the SEIS/SEIR. 

P88-9 Avaya Stadium is included in Table 1-3 as number 54.  

P88-10 Figures 4.11-1 and 6.11-1 (San Jose General Plan Land Use Designations – Alum 

Rock/28th Street Station (Single and Twin Bore) (Revised)) have been revised to 

show McKee Road and Alum Rock Avenue east of U.S. 101.  

P88-11 See response to comment P88-2.  

P88-12 See response to comment P88-2.  

P88-13 See response to comment P88-2.  

P88-14 See response to comment P88-2.  

P88-15 See response to comment P88-2.  

P88-16 See response to comment P88-2.  
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P88-17 The decision by the City of Santa Clara to approve or disapprove a housing 

project is outside VTA’s purview. The comment does not raise an environmental 

concern related to the BART Phase II project.  

P88-18 See response to comment P88-17.  

P88-19 See response to comment P88-2. 

P88-20 VTA's Valley Transportation Plan 2040 (VTP 2040) is the countywide long-range 

transportation plan that is included in the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission's (MTC) regional long-range plan. Currently, VTP 2040 does not 

include any plans to extend the BART system in Santa Clara past the planned 

Santa Clara Station. An extension beyond Santa Clara would likely require a 

several billion dollar investment with funding from an additional sales tax 

measure to cover construction and operations.  

P88-21 The BART Extension with TOJD Alternative includes 275 residential dwelling 

units at Alum Rock/28th Street Station along with retail and office space with the 

density of development constrained by achieving the City of Santa Clara’s 

parking requirements. This is based on the allowable uses per the City’s General 

Plan. The entitlement decisions regarding Transit-Oriented Joint Development 

(TOJD) at Alum Rock/28th Street, Downtown San Jose, and Diridon Station will 

be made by the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. 

P88-22 While the current BART project alignment is not connecting to the Mineta San 

Jose International Airport, VTA is planning to study a people mover connection 

from BART to the airport. This study, known as the Airport People Mover (APM) 

Business Plan is planned to complete in 2018. The scope is to use previously 

completed APM studies done by VTA and the City of San Jose to review 

alignments, capital and operating costs, and ridership, and provide the VTA Board 

of Directors with critical information to determine a course forward. Appropriate 

public outreach and involvement will be part of the study scope. The VTA BART 

Phase II – TOD and Access Planning Study, which will span from early 2018 

through 2019, will be conducted in collaboration with the local cities. The study 

will analyze multimodal connections to the Santa Clara BART Station from major 

activity centers including Avaya Stadium. Opportunities for public and 

stakeholder input will be provided throughout the study. 

P88-23 The “public facility” between 6th and 7th Streets, as depicted in Figure 4.11-2, San 

Jose General Plan Land Use Designations – Downtown San Jose Station East 

Option (Twin Bore) (Revised), represents a potential future TOJD site under the 

Downtown San Jose Station East Option. This site would not be developed under 

the Downtown San Jose Station West Option.  

P88-24 The following grocery stores and food markets are located within a mile of the 

Grocery Outlet that would be displaced by the Downtown San Jose Station East 
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Option: Mi Pueblo Food Center, Safeway, Nijiya Market, Whole Foods, Artegas 

Food Center, Trader Joe’s, Chaparral Supermarket, Dai Tanh, Kumar Island 

Market, Medex Drugs, and La Raza Supermarket.  

P88-25 Figure 4.11-1, San Jose General Plan Land Use Designations – Alum Rock/28th 

Street Station (Single and Twin Bore) (Revised), accurately depicts plans for the 

Alum Rock/28th Street Station for the BART Extension Alternative. The light 

pink color identifies the station area as “Urban Village” which is consistent with 

the City of San Jose General Plan. A parking structure of up to seven levels would 

accommodate BART park-and-ride demand with 1,200 parking spaces at this site.  

P88-26 At the time of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the locations of stations and facilities shown 

in the figures in Section 4.11, Land Use, were the same for single- or double-bore 

tunnels for all station locations except for the Diridon Station North Option. 

Therefore, the same plans were used for both twin-bore and single-bore for a 

majority of the alignment. 

Since preparation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the station plans for the Single-Bore 

tunnel option have been revised. See Volume I, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and 

Appendix B, Project Plans and Profiles, for revised station plans for the Single-

Bore tunnel option.  

P88-27 Section 5.3.1.2 provides information on the launch and extraction site of the TBM 

based on current information. The section discussing the Single-Bore Option 

tunneling methodology has been revised to state that tunneling may start from 

either the west or the east depending on the contractor’s approach, with no pull 

out in between. The Twin-Bore Option can similarly start at either end but with a 

pull out at Downtown San Jose Station. There is no error in the description as 

provided in Section 5.3.1.2.  

P88-28 The construction schedule shown on Figure 5-1, Construction Schedule, is based 

on the current plan for construction sequencing and is subject to modification by 

the contractor. Construction sequencing and scheduling must take into 

consideration the construction methodology of each BART Extension feature 

(described in Section 5.3, Construction Activities), availability of materials and 

equipment, available construction staging areas, and the intent to reduce the 

overall construction schedule as much as feasible and practicable as well as 

minimize the duration and severity of impacts on the community.  

P88-29 The two closest stations are Downtown San Jose and Diridon. Downtown San 

Jose Station is by far the highest ridership BART station (see Table 3-13, 2035 

Forecast Year Average Ridership by Station with the BART Extension Alternative) 

and therefore is a key station location. Refer to response to comment P88-3 

regarding the importance of the Diridon Station.  
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The rationale for why Santa Clara Station is included as part of the preferred 

alternative is addressed in Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as a Terminal 

Station. The project in question does not preclude future BART extensions in 

response to the suggestion to extend BART to San Carlos. 

P88-30 See responses to comment P88-1, P88-2, and P88-22.  

P88-31 See response to comment P88-29. 

 



SAN JOSE DOWNTOWN 
ASSOCIATION 

March 6, 2017 

Tom Fitzwater 

28 N. FIRST STREET 
SUITE 1000 

SAN JOSE. CA 95113 
TEl: 408-279-1775 
FAX: 408-279-1904 

WWW.SJDOWNTOWN.COM 

SVRT Environmental Planning Manager 
VTA Environmental Programs & Resources Management 
3331 N. First St., Building B-2 
San Jose, CA 95134 

Dear Tom, 

Comment Letter P89 

The members of the San Jose Downtown Association (SJDA) appreciate the opportunity 
to comment on the BART Phase II Draft SEIR/SEIS. 

Over the past 17 years, SJDA has supported three transportation measures that have 
included local tax funding for bringing BART to the South Bay. Our members Temain 
committed to the long-term potential of San Jose as the center city of Silicon Valley, 
including the improved mobility, access and overall land-use density a BART subway 
serving downtown will bring. 

We are also committed to protecting our businesses, residents, pedestrians and visitors 
from a massive, eight-year construction project that will produce severe adverse impacts 
on downtown's vitality, economy and livability. 

Can we reap the long-term gains of BART without devastation during the short-term pain 
of construction? (Many of our members wouldn't consider an eight-year construction 
period "short-term," however, this reference is made in context ofBART as a 100-year­
plus public works investment). 

Project Options 

Our comments concern the impacts in downtown exclusively, with a focus on the 
Downtown San Jose and Diridon stations. Unless otherwise specified, we assume the 
twin-bore methodology so our comments can address its more detrimental impacts on the 
downtown community. For the Downtown San Jose station, we acknowledge outright 
the superiority of the West Option and concentrate our comments on this station. For the 
Diridon station, our comments focus on the superior North Option. 
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The Draft SEIR/SEIS is deficient and inadequate in four of the project's most essential 
elements: 

1. Socioeconomics 
2. Construction Mitigation 
3. Historic Architecture 
4. Parking 

Socioeconomics 

The report correctly states the socioeconomic impacts are "adverse during construction," 
resulting in "disruptions to nearby businesses and a potential loss of income while access 
is limited and detoured." (5-132). 

The construction impacts would "last up to 8 years" (5-134). This is an eternity to local 
communities living day-to-day through the construction. The Draft SEIR/SEIS offers a 
thin gruel in addressing the "potential" severe economic losses facing businesses and 
landlords: construction will be phased; there will be a "comprehensive" education and 
outreach plan; pedestrian access will be maintained "whenever feasible;" and 
construction workers may become new customers oflocal businesses (5-133). 

The report does not mention a financial relief package for BART socioeconomic impacts. 

Locally, large and small transportation projects have offered financial reparations to 
mitigate construction impacts. The light-rail construction downtown (1985-88) provided 
monthly rent subsidies for businesses and as recently as 2015, VT A established a 
fmancial assistance program for Alum Rock businesses in the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
project path that paid up to $50,000. 

Both the light-rail and BRT financial relief programs were reactive programs established 
well after construction impacts had escalated during their project schedules. 

It would be reasonable to assume the 8-year construction of a BART subway beneath 
downtown San Jose will have much more dire impacts on businesses than BRT. The 
cumulative effect of road closures, detours, sidewalk closures, noise, dust, haul routes, 
loss of parking, utility intelTuption and the inevitable emergencies/delays/unforeseen 
items will impact every business, residence and property in vicinity of the station boxes -
from Mucho's to SAP Center. To not proactively plan for a fmancial impact program in 
the document is a profound omission. 

Construction Mitigation 

While the report provides some quality mitigations (the dust control section is excellent), 
the overall construction mitigation approach seems mailed in from other projects and 
does not appear customized for the rigors of an eight-year BART project, particularly the 
subway section through downtown. The "to be determined" nature of the report assumes 
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the details for effective mitigation are forthcoming while many impacts identified as 
"adverse" are left unaddressed. 

Santa Clara Street is the single street that traverses the entire downtown east/west. No 
comprehensive downtown circulation and access study has been conducted or is cited in 
the Draft SEIR/SEIS that provides analysis on projected road closures. 

For instance, the report (Table 5.2) acknowledges "one block and one intersection" or 
"two blocks and one intersection" closures for "up to 3 months" on Santa Clara Street. 
This includes "full and partial closures" of Autumn, Montgomery and Cahill streets that 
would have devastating impacts on SAP Center operations. 

For the downtown West option, a two-month closure of Market Street is proposed. For 
the light rail closures, the bus bridge would operate three months on First Street, then 
three months on Second Street. 

Nowhere is the cumulative impacts of these closures aggregated with the bus re-routing; 
temporary station locations; truck haul routes; downtown calendar of special events, races 
and parades; delivery needs; commute peaks; construction staging areas; sidewalk 
closures; loss of parking and SAP Center schedule. 

The implication in the rep01t that steel plates will be placed over a four-block long cut­
and-cover station box hole on Santa Clara Street and traffic will continue to freely flow 
does not align with the number of closures, lane reductions and other "adverse" impacts 
identified. For long periods of time, all traffic, including BRT and up to 16 local bus 
lines, will be re-routed to other downtown streets. These adjacent streets have not been 
analyzed for their impacts and other than the truck haul routes, have not even been 
identified in the Draft SEIR/SEIS. 

In Figure 5-2, the dramatic impacts oftrucks hauling dirt out of the twin-bore station 
boxes are estimated: 24,000 individual truck trips (14,750 Downtown and 9250 Diridon). 
That's 462 truck trips every week (52 weeks) for an entire year with 8 trucks operating in 
a single hour during peak volumes at the Downtown station (Table 5-1). 

The haul routes in 5-12 were not coordinated in advance with the downtown community. 
The preponderance of Downtown station haul routes crisscrossing the northwest district 
of downtown on Market, St. James and Notre Dame will have severe impacts to San 
Pedro Square and newly built/under construction/entitled high rise housing projects Axis, 
Centerra, Silvery Towers and North San Pedro with persistent noise, exhaust, dirt 
tracking and fugitive dust. For Diridon, the haul routes out Montgomery and Autumn 
Streets directly in front of the arena are unacceptable unless agreed upon in advance with 
SAP Center operations, including strict work hour moratoriums, cleaning, security and 
contractor penalties for non-compliance. 

While we understand the Draft SEIR/SEIS considers different alternatives for 
construction staging areas, it is obvious for many of the above stated reasons that staging 
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areas in street right-of-way on Market Street and Second Street are unacceptable options. 
The oversized staging area along .Autumn Street for the Diridon north/twin-bore option 
should be reduced to minimize impacts in the vicinity of SAP Center. 

Without comprehensive analysis of downtown's circulation and access, it is difficult for 
us to have confidence in the Draft SEIRJSEIS and a reasonable assurance of how people, 
buses, bikes, cars, delivery vehicles, haul trucks, construction equipment, pedestrians, 
pedicabs and emergency vehicles are going to maneuver downtown for eight years of 
BART construction. 

Furthermore, our experience with projections in documents like this Draft SEIR/SEIS is 
they turn out to be rosier than on-the-ground conditions, and "up to 3 months" from a 
2017 report ends up being 6 months or more in the midst of construction in 2021. 

The mitigation effmts outlined in the Draft SEIR/SEIS are insufficient. The typical 
education, business survey, website update approach outlined in TRA-CNST-A thru C 
are not robust or proactive enough for the BART project. There is a need for another 
level of mitigation with this project: 

• direct engagement and integration with existing social, email and other established 
communication modes downtown, especially with residents, office tenants and ground 
floor businesses; 
• creative wayfinding to address "diminished pedestrian and vehicular access;" 
• coordination with Groundwerx and daily cleaning assignments with contractors; 
• graffiti abatement on construction sites, barricades and equipment; 
• contractor parking; 
• side streets, haul routes and secondary street impacts coordination as traffic moves off 
Santa Clara Street; 
• separate SAP Center protocol during arena operations; 
• coordination of deliveries and loading for businesses; 
• daily access issues procedures; emergency notification procedures; 
• advance scheduling for detours, closures, utility inten·uption, etc. and minimum notice 
requirement for change in work; 
• Be Barrier Beautiful program participation; shoe shining services; 
• holiday season and special event coordination; 
• construction hour adjustments (such as "no jackhammers" at lunch in front of 
restaurants) or early morning hours in front of residences; 
• security issues around temporary/relocated bus stops, construction barricades, etc.; 
• weather disruption delay notifications; monitoring/reporting of construction contractor 
compliance, including noise levels and ongoing maintenance (such as uneven steel grate 
"popping" sounds when vehicles pass over them, etc.); 
• transparent complaint resolution procedures; 
• minimize any tree removal; 
• coordinating locations and minimizing impacts of above-ground station system 
facilities like the TPSS (auxiliary power substation), fresh air intake and exhaust shafts, 
emergency ventilation shaft, and emergency exits; 
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• financial relief package application recruitment and management; 
• ongoing committee/oversight group with regular reports to Sao Jose City Council and 
VTABoard. 

The City of San Jose should condition the project through its encroachment permit 
process to ensure complete Transportation Management, Construction Mitigation and 
Community Outreach plans are adopted in advance and followed. Strict compliance 
measures should be written into all construction agreements with BART contractors and 
subcontractors, including escalating financial penalties for repeated non-compliance. 
Funding will be needed to independently monitor contractors for compliance measures 
during the entire eight-year construction period. For targeted mitigation and outreach at 
Alum Rock, Downtown and Diridon, contracting directly with established 
neighborhood/business groups already engaged with their impacted communities would 
be the most effective long-term mitigation strategy. 

Historic Architecture 

It is difficult to believe the Draft SEIR/SEIS reaches a "no adverse effects" conclusion 
with constructing a four-block long subway station in the midst of the San Jose 
Downtown Commercial District, a National Register of Historic Places (NRJ-IP)-listed 
historic district. 

There are 19 buildings around the Downtown station plus Cahill Station and train 
underpass at Diridon that are NRHP eligible. Many of the historic buildings have 
basements extending tmder the sidewalks on Santa Clara Street that will be directly 
impacted by the BART construction. 

In 4.5.4.2 the Draft SEIR/SEIS acknowledges impacts of station portals and elevators but 
since these facilities are built on sidewalks dismisses their impact to the historic 
buildings. As other above-ground systems in the historic district are acknowledged, like 
ventilation shafts and "canopy structures," each is equally dismissed without even 
"indirect adverse effects." 

It makes no sense that a 160-foot long canopy structure at the northside Downtown 
station portal directly in front of the historic San Jose Savings and Loan building (4.5-21) 
would not even have "indirect adverse impacts, despite acknowledging it would have 
"visual impacts." Apparently, the scale and "transparent materials, ofthe canopy would 
minimize its "visual impacts." Such detail of the canopy structure begs the question 
where are the drawings and schematics that show it has "no indirect adverse impacts?" 
They are not in the Draft SEIR/SEIS. 

How is it possible to say ventilation shafts that are 15x20 feet and 12 feet high for 
exhaust and fresh air will not adversely impact the district? These shafts will disrupt 
views, create noise, emit smoke and exhaust, and create dead spaces in the urban 
environment, impacting the context of the historic district. Furthermore, the station 
portals could be up to 40 feet long, 24 feet wide and 15 feet high. These one-story 

5 

P89-9, 
cont. 

P89-10 

P89-11 

P89-12 

P89-13 

P89-14 



facades would have an impact to the historic district context and adjacent historic 
buildings. 

The location of the TPSS auxiliary power substation in either the Mitchell block or the 
"Freddy J's'' building at corner of3rd and Santa Clara would both have impacts on the 
historic district context. At Diridon, these above-ground systems facilities would be 
blocked from public view by a nine foot wall or fence, which simply means that an out of 
context nine foot wall or fence would now be in public view. Nothing is this area is "out 
of public view» especially in the vicinity of Cahill station and the train underpass. 

Construction of soil cement or slurry diaphragm retaining walls and other elements of the 
station box wi11 expose many vulnerable historic buildings to excessive vibrations. For 
instance, the Bank ofitaly building at the corner of First and Santa Clara Street is right on 
top of the station box, has an extended basement, and is vulnerable to cracks and 
vibration with tena cotta ornamentation on its exterior fa9ade. The location of stationary 
equipment (mixing plants, generators, cranes, etc.) will also potentially impact historic 
buildings in the district, the severity dependent on placement of the equipment. 

The Draft SEIR/SEIS conclusions of no adverse impacts and no indirect adverse impacts 
to the historic district are unsubstantiated and flawed. 

Par lung 

Illogically, the Draft SEIR/SEIS concludes that eliminating 715 parking spaces (635 off­
street and 80 on street) across the street from SAP Center will have "no adverse effect on 
parking" (5.5.2.7). This conclusion makes no sense. 

It isn't just the parking that BART will remove, but also the demand it will generate. 
Where is the BART parking at Dilidon? Not a single replacement parking space is 
offered in the Draft SEIR/SEIS. Where are the construction workers and BART 
employees going to park? Where are the BART riders who take personal vehicles to 
Diridon going to park? What analysis of the BART parking impacts to the Dll-idon area 
and SAP Center events was made (because it isn't in this document)? Clearly this subject 
will require alternative analysis. 

The Downtown station will lose 370 spaces (310 off street and 60 on street). Like the 
Diridon station, the Draft SEIRISEIS says construction mitigation measures will 
somehow result in "no adverse effect on parking" despite not conjuring a single 
replacement space, offer of free validated parking to merchants or use of the free DASH 
circulator shuttle to move customers, employees, convention-goers and residents around 
downtown during the 8-year construction period. 

Clearly the parking section of the Draft SEIR/SEIS is insufficient and will have to be 
supplemented. 
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Finally~ we found the Draft SEIRJSEIS conclusion of"ofmoderate liquefaction 
potential" in the soils ( 4.8.2) should be shared with the California High Speed Rail 
Authority staff who have had trouble figuring out how to study an underground 
alignment into San Jose. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this vital regional transportation project. 

Sincerely, 

?;1~ 
Scott Knies 
Executive Director 

Cc: Mayor Sam Liccardo 
Supervisor Dave Cortese 
Supervisor Cindy Chavez 
Supervisor Ken Yeager 
Councilmember Raul Peralez 
Councilmember Johnny Khamis 
Councilmember Chappie Jones 
Councilmember Lan Diep 
Councilmember Dev Davis 
Nuria Fernandez, VTA 
Jim Ortbal, City of San Jose 
Kim Walesh, City of San Jose 
Members ofSIDA Board ofDirectors 

7 

P89-21 



Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Letter P89 Responses to Comments 

 

 

VTA’s BART Silicon Valley—Phase II Extension Project 

Final SEIS/SEIR 
2-818 

February 2018 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P89 

San Jose Downtown Association  

P89-1 Establishing a financial assistance program for businesses is a decision that must 

be made by the VTA’s Board of Directors. Such a decision could only be 

determined once a final project description has been approved by the Board as 

this provides a defined scope of the areas that will be impacted by construction. If 

the VTA Board were to adopt such a policy, it would then become part of the 

Construction Education and Outreach Program.  

P89-2 The comment makes general assertions without providing specifics on which 

mitigation measures are deficient; therefore, it is difficult to respond to the 

comment with specificity. The SEIS/SEIR discusses the impacts on the 

Downtown San Jose area due to 8 years of construction. See Mitigation Measures 

TRA-CNST-A through TRA-CNST-D, described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1, 

Construction Outreach Management Program, which have been provided and in 

some cases revised to be more specific to lessen the impacts on the surrounding 

community due to long duration of construction. 

P89-3 Traffic impacts and road closures are discussed in Table 5-2, Downtown San Jose 

Station Twin-Bore Roadway Construction Impacts, and Section 5.5.2.5, 

Downtown San Jose Station East Option, Section 5.5.2.6, Downtown San Jose 

Station West Option, and Section 5.5.2.7, Diridon Station (South and North 

Options). The conclusions presented in Section 5.15.15, Socioeconomics, related 

to disruptions due to the Downtown San Jose Station construction as identified in 

the SEIS/SEIR take into account the cumulative and overall impacts of the 

various disruptions to transit, pedestrian, and vehicular traffic and how 

construction affects local businesses, residents, and office goers. The overall 

impact is identified as adverse under NEPA.  

VTA will work with property and business owners to minimize disruption and 

maintain access throughout construction and would implement Mitigation 

Measure TRA-CNST-A: Develop and Implement a Construction Education and 

Outreach Plan, as described in Section 5.5.1, Construction Outreach Management 

Program. Mitigation Measure TRA-CNST-A would implement an extensive 

outreach program to notify the public of upcoming construction activities and 

provide frequent updates, a dedicated onsite outreach coordinator, and 24-hour 

hotline. The overall intent of Mitigation Measure TRA-CNST-A is to coordinate 

construction activities with existing business operations and other development 

projects and to establish a process that will adequately address the concerns of 

businesses and their customers, property owners, residents, and commuters. VTA 

will work with property owners and business owners in the station areas to 
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maintain access to businesses during construction to the extent feasible. VTA will 

also implement Mitigation Measure TRA-CNST-C: Prepare and Implement an 

Emergency Services Coordination Plan, as described in Section 5.5.1, 

Construction Outreach Management Program, and work with the City of San 

Jose to develop parking management strategies to encourage multi-modal access 

to the Downtown San Jose area. Construction of the BART Extension Alternative 

would also provide work opportunities for the community, which would be 

beneficial for the local economy. Additionally, mitigation measures for air quality 

(Mitigation Measures AQ-CNST-A through AQ-CNST-I) and noise construction 

(Mitigation Measures NV-CNST-A through NV-CNST-S) would reduce potential 

effects on businesses (see Sections 5.5.3, Air Quality, and 5.5.13, Noise and 

Vibration, respectively) except for construction noise impacts at the Downtown 

San Jose and Diridon Stations.  

P89-4 See response to comment P89-3. VTA will comply with the established City of 

San Jose truck haul routes as described in Section 5.2.4.2, Truck Haul Routes, and 

shown in Figure 5-12, Truck Haul Routes. Any changes to this will be directly 

coordinated and reviewed in advance with the City of San Jose. VTA will 

coordinate bus rerouting with the local cities and essentially reroute buses one 

street to the north or south as required. Because this is a linear project, as project 

construction would move, the location of detours is also likely to change. 

Therefore, no one intersection or street will receive all the detour traffic for long 

periods of time.  

P89-5 VTA will comply with the established City of San Jose truck haul routes as 

described in Section 5.2.4.2 and shown on Figure 5-12. Any changes to these 

routes will be directly coordinated and reviewed in advance with the City of San 

Jose. 

P89-6 The conceptual staging area footprints are based on the areas needed to complete 

the work effort for this large transportation project. They are conservative in size, 

and refinements may be worked out with the City of San Jose as part of the 

Master Cooperative Agreement. The comments regarding Market and Second 

Streets relate to the Downtown San Jose Station West Option where construction 

staging is difficult because of the density of development. Similarly, portions of 

Autumn Street are needed for construction staging because of the limited options. 

P89-7 See responses to comments P89-2 through P89-4. VTA will implement Mitigation 

Measures TRA-CNST-A: Develop and Implement a Construction Education and 

Outreach Plan, and TRA-CNST-B: Develop and Implement a Construction 

Transportation Management Plan, described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1, 

Construction Outreach Management Program, to reduce impacts during 

construction. Mitigation Measure TRA-CNST-A will also reduce impacts on 

pedestrians and bicyclists. This measure would inform residents of construction 
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activities and where they may affect pedestrian and bicycle routes and travel 

times. Additionally, the outreach effort would provide an avenue for receiving 

concerns, comments, and questions from the public regarding pedestrian and bike 

routes and travel time impacts. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-CNST-B will also reduce impacts on pedestrians and 

bicyclists. This plan will provide safe travel corridors for pedestrians and 

bicyclists within and through construction areas or provide detour routes with 

wayfinding signage. 

Even with these mitigation measures, adverse effects would result on pedestrians, 

bicyclists, vehicles, and transit.  

P89-8 The construction schedule shown on Figure 5-1, Construction Schedule, is based 

on the current plan for construction sequencing and is subject to modification by 

the contractor. Construction sequencing and scheduling must take into 

consideration the construction methodology of each BART Extension feature, 

availability of materials and equipment, available construction staging areas, and 

the intent to reduce the overall construction schedule as much as feasible and 

practicable as well as minimize the duration and severity of impacts on the 

community.  

P89-9 Mitigation Measure TRA-CNST-A: Develop and Implement a Construction 

Education and Management Plan, described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1, 

Construction Outreach Management Program, includes a number of proactive 

activities and states that “[c]ritical components of this plan will include but are 

not limited to the following public outreach strategies using a variety of media 

opportunities.” As the final plan is developed, the additional suggested actions 

will be considered. In addition, Mitigation Measures TRA-CNST-B through 

TRA-CNST-D, described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1, Construction Outreach 

Management Program, will have to be revised to be more specific during the final 

planning stage. 

P89-10 VTA and the City of San Jose are major partners on this project and have been 

and will continue to meet and coordinate as the project progresses. VTA will 

secure encroachment and development permits as required for the project as 

identified in Table 2-4, Required Permits and Approvals. A Master Cooperative 

Agreement will be developed between the City of San Jose and VTA to define the 

roles and responsibilities and expectations of the project. VTA has set up three 

Community Working Groups that have been meeting on a regular basis during the 

planning and environmental phase. These groups will continue to meet throughout 

the construction phase. However, the member of the groups may evolve as new 

stakeholders are added. VTA recognizes the importance of contracting directly 

with local businesses during the construction of the project.  
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P89-11 As described in Section 4.5.4, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 

Measures (in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources) while some elements of the 

Downtown San Jose Station East and West Options, such as station entrance 

portals and elevators, would be located within the boundary of the San Jose 

Downtown Commercial District (Map References E-08 through E-14, E-18, E-19, 

and E-21 in Appendix D.1, Architectural/Built Resources Area of Potential 

Effects Map) and may alter the landscaping, infrastructure, and hardscape (i.e., 

sidewalks, curbs, light standards, and street furniture) within the public right-of-

way at those locations, these features have been altered and/or replaced over time 

and are not considered contributing elements of the district. Given the size of the 

historic district (28 contributing structures in total located within a more than two-

square-block area over 11 acres), and that there are only a few locations where 

station entrance portals or elevators would be located within or immediately 

adjacent to the historic district, the proposed alterations of the streetscape features 

within the public right-of-way would not present an adverse effect on the overall 

historic district.  

Set in a dense urban setting, the San Jose Downtown Commercial District, which 

consists of late nineteenth and early twentieth century buildings predominantly 

one to five stories in height, has already been altered by the construction of 

modern (i.e., not dating to the historic district’s period of significance) buildings, 

structures, and infrastructure, including the addition and/or replacement of light 

standards, mailboxes, signage, traffic and pedestrian lights, bus shelters, parking 

meters, and sidewalk improvements.  

The project’s proposed one-story entrance portals and elevators are small in scale 

relative to the surrounding buildings, and their massing would be consistent with 

the character of the commercial district and existing transportation corridors. The 

historic integrity of the historic district and its contributors, including those that 

are adjacent to entrance portals and elevators (Map References E-13, E-14, and 

E-18), would remain unchanged.  

Under the Downtown San Jose Station West Option, a station entrance is 

proposed adjacent to 81 West Santa Clara Street (Map Reference E-23), which is 

individually eligible for the NRHP. The freestanding entrance structure’s Santa 

Clara Street façade would be set back from the historic property’s façade, would 

be constructed using transparent glass with metal panels, and would be up to 25 

feet in height. The entrance structure would be differentiated from the historic 

property because it would be set back from the historic property façade, would be 

lower height, and would use modern transparent construction materials. The 

station entrance would result in no direct or indirect adverse effect on the historic 

building at 81 West Santa Clara Street. This station entrance would also be 

located one-half block (more than 225 feet) west, and outside, of the boundary of 

the San Jose Downtown Commercial District Historic District, and would not 
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result in any adverse effects on the historic district. While visible from the 

northwestern-most portion of the historic district, the setting of the area along the 

north side of Santa Clara Street has already been heavily altered by the 

introduction of modern buildings with heights of one to seven stories. The 

introduction of a station entrance that is compatible in scale to the contributors of 

the nearby historic district would not result in any indirect adverse effects on that 

district. Likewise, a similar station entrance under the Downtown San Jose Station 

West Option on the north side of Santa Clara Street between First and Second 

Streets would not have any adverse indirect effects on the historic district. The 

entrance structure size would be compatible with the historic district contributing 

buildings and would not adversely alter the setting or integrity of the historic 

district overall, nor any of the contributing structures that are located along the 

south side of Santa Clara Street. 

Some of the historic properties within downtown San Jose may have basements 

that extend under the sidewalks adjacent to Santa Clara Street, and those within 

proximity to the Downtown San Jose Station (West or East Option) would likely 

be in conflict with the project, especially under the Twin-Bore Option. Basements 

in conflict with project facilities under the street or sidewalk right-of-way will be 

acquired; however, basements of historic properties within the project area are not 

character-defining features of the individual contributors or the district as a whole. 

Therefore, acquisition of the portion of these basements that extend into the street 

or sidewalk right-of-way and in conflict with the project would not affect the 

historic designations of these historic properties, would not affect their eligibility 

for the NRHP or CRHR, and would not affect their status as significant historical 

resources per CEQA. Lastly, per Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act, FTA must consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer 

on the assessment of adverse effects for historic properties listed or eligible for 

listing in the NRHP.  

P89-12  See response to comment P89-11. As analyzed in Sections 4.5.4 under the 

heading Develop and Implement a Construction Transportation Management 

Plan the BART Extension Alternative would result in no indirect adverse effects 

on the identified historic properties from either the construction or operation of 

tunnels, stations (Alum Rock/28th Street, Downtown San Jose East and West 

Options, Diridon South and North Options, and Santa Clara), two mid-tunnel 

ventilation structures, two tunnel portals, or the Newhall Maintenance Facility. 

Indirect effects on historic properties may be caused by the introduction of new 

visual, auditory, and vibration elements from the project. However, all below-

grade features of the Twin-Bore and Single-Bore Options and stations would not 

be visible from the surface near any historic property, and therefore would not 

result in any indirect adverse visual effects on the 29 historic properties. Each 

station would include the construction and operation of aboveground station 
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The rationale for why Santa Clara Station is included as part of the preferred 

alternative is addressed in Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as a Terminal 

Station. The project in question does not preclude future BART extensions in 

response to the suggestion to extend BART to San Carlos. 

P91-9 Comment in opposition of extending BART to Santa Clara Station is noted.  

The rationale for why Santa Clara Station is included as part of the preferred 

alternative is addressed in Master Response 6, Why Santa Clara as a Terminal 

Station. The project in question does not preclude future BART extensions in 

response to the suggestion to extend BART to San Carlos. 

  




