San José/Evergreen Community College District
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Revised Draft Subsequent EIR (Revised DSEIR) APPENDICES

CHAPTER 9 — APPENDICES
9.1 INITIAL STUDY FOR THE 2009 DSEIR

The Initial Study prepared prior for the 2009 DSEIR for the San Jose City College Master Plan
Update 2021 (Update) is included in its entirety in this subchapter. There have been no
changes to the Initial Study prepared for the 2009 DSEIR for this Revised DSEIR.
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Initial Study

L BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1. Project Title: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

2. Lead Agency: San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599

3. Lead Agency Contact: Robert Dias, Executive Director
408-270-6400

robert.dias@sjeccd.org

4. Project Location: San Jose City College is located in central San Jose in
Santa Clara County. The Campus is immediately south of
Interstate 280 (1-280) and is bounded by Moorpark Avenue
to the north, Rexford Way, Kingman Avenue and Fruitvale
Avenue to the south, Laswell Avenue and South Bascom
Avenue to the west and Leigh Avenue to the east. The
Campus encompasses approximately 53 acres. Access is
currently provided from Moorpark Avenue, Laswell
Avenue, Leigh Avenue and Kingman Avenue. See Figure
1, Regional and Project Site Location (at the back of this

Initial Study.
5. Projef;t Sponsor: Same as No. 2, above.
6. General Plan (City of San Jose)
Designations: General Commercial and Public/Quasi-Public

7. Zoning (City of San Jose)
Designations: R-1-8: Single-Family Residential and A (PD): Planned
Development
. 8. Project Description:

Overview

The San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 (hereafter “Proposed
Project”) is a refinement of the 2000 Facilities Master Plan (hereafter “Prior Plan”). The Prior
Plan was approved in 2000 and allowed for the overall facilities development of
approximately 639,002 Outside Gross Square Feet (OGSF) of which 423,402 is designated
Assignable Square Feet (ASF). (See Table 1).

The Proposed Project will allow for the overall facilities development of approximately
533,577 OGSF/357,241 ASF. This is a reduction of 105,425 OGSF/66,161 ASF from the
Prior Plan. (See Table 1).
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Table 1

Space Summary

Facility Name ASF | OGSF
Total Existing Buildings in 423,402 639,000
12008
Total New Buildings, Phases 93,000 | 130,000
&l |
Grand Total, All Buildings 516,402 769,002
' Total Demolished Buildings 159,161 ‘ 235,425
Net Space, All Buildings in 357,241 533,577
2021
Change in Space, 2008 <66,161> <105,425>
versus 2021

A more detailed Proposed Project Description, Development Chronology and Phasing are
discussed below.

Proposed Project Description

Implementation to date of the Prior Plan resulted in a shift in the general locations of
buildings from the central and northern portions of the Campus to the western and southern
areas of the Campus. Implementation of the Proposed Project will continue this direction of
development.

The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilties and the
reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The potential project
components for the Proposed Project are as follows:

Removal of the existing “Row” buildings and temporary/portable structures.
Design and construction of a Multi-Disciplinary Building & Visual and Performing Arts
Building.

Design and construction of a new Physical Education Complex.

Design and construction of a new Vocational-Technical Facility.
Development of new athletic fields.

Design and construction of a Corporate Yard.

Renovation of some existing buildings.

Development of new Campus entries.

Development of outdoor plaza areas.

Modifications to access and circulation.

Provision for additional parking.

Modification and expansion of Campus infrastructure.
Renovation/replacement of the Campus landscaping.
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Key components from the above list that may be of special interest include:

Updating of the San Jose City College Campus Master Plan to the year 2021.

* Relocation of the baseball field to the southeasterly area of the campus adjacent to
Leigh Avenue.

¢ Reduction/demolition of approximately 105,425 OGSF/66,261 ASF of Campus
facilities.

o Reconfiguration of two new instructional buildings totaling approximately 80,000 ASF
in the area currently occupied by Buildings 200 and 300.

o Demolition of the existing Physical Education buildings and replacement with new
facilities.

All facilities will be developed within the existing Campus boundaries. The development
proposed under the Proposed Project is intended to meet the needs of the College for an
anticipated enroliment of approximately 12,169 students by 2021. (See Figure 3, “Proposed
Master Facilities Master Plan Update 2021, San Jose City College,” attached to this Initial
Study.)

Buildings such as the Student Center, the General Education building and the Theatre will
remain but be remodeled to meet current standards rather than demolished. In more detail,
the Student Center will be renovated to add the Professional Education Center. And the
General Education building will be renovated to add a Multi-Disciplinary Classroom Complex
with a new 2-story, 10,000 ASF area added to the front of the facility.

As indicated in Table 1, many facilities were demolished and replaced with new buildings as
part of the Prior Plan. The Proposed Project includes the demolition, remodeling and new
construction of the following buildings and facilities. (See Table 2.)
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Table 2
Demolition, Remodeling and New Construction—Proposed Project

' Building Name Total ASF = Total OGSF Status

100 Wing 28,682 41,729 Phase ll—Demolition

200 Wing 25,514 41,820 Phase il—Demolition

300 Wing 27,276 40,584 Phase ll—Demolition

‘Fine Arts 9,780 14,075 Phase ll---Demolition
Gym—Men 21,298 27,863 Phase lI---Demolition
;kuxiliary Gym 10,217 12,561 Phase Il—Demolition

' X Building 1,587 2,702  Phase ll—Demolition

' W Building 1 4132 6,990 | Phase ll—Demolition
Vocational Arts 8,368 11,700 Phase ll—Demolition

| Central Plant 432 832  Phase ll—Demolition
General Educaton 27,701 43668  Remodel—Phase Il
Multi-Discipline/Performing Arts 28,000 35,000 New Construction—Phase II
Voc/Tech Bldg Addition | 20,000 30,000 New Construction—Phase Il
P. E. Complex 45,000 65,000  New Construction---Phase II
Parking Garage #1 None 110,000 480 Spaces-5 Stories
Central Plant None 10,000 Service for New Facilities

Softball Field N n None None  New Construction—Phase Il
Baseball Field 5 None None  New Construction—Phase Il
Corporate Yard 7 None 18,000 New Construction—Phase Il

Parking Garage #2 None 100,000 New Construction—Phase llI

As depicted in Table 2, proposed new construction will total approximately 366,000
OGSF/93,000 ASF. Demolition will total approximately 186,781 OGSF/127,497 ASF.
Remodeling will total approximately 57,743 OGSF/37,481 ASF. When considered with
proposed demolition, the proposed new buildings, new addition, and renovations would
result in a net decrease in building space of 78,818 OGSF/47,581 ASF for the Proposed
Plan versus the Prior Plan.

The details for Parking Garage #2 were not known at the time of the Prior Plan and are still
not developed at the time of the Proposed Project. The parking garage would likely not be
developed until enrollment approaches 15,000 students. (If constructed, Parking Garage #2
will be constructed around the proposed Central Plant that will be built as part of an earlier
phase of development). Even with this uncertainty, it has been decided that this Initial Study,
and the Facilities Master Plan 2021, will evaluate the general impacts of developing Parking
Garage #2 in its proposed location.
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Development Chronology and Phasing

Phase |

Since the adoption of the Prior Plan, approximately 216,336 OGSF/134,424 ASF have been
constructed, remodeled or demolished. (See Table 3.) The project components in Phase |
are considered part of the Prior Plan. They were constructed, remodeled or demolished in
conformance with the Prior Plan and Prior Plan EIR. They began construction in 2000 and
were completed in 2007.

Demolition, Remodeling and NZ\?vb(lleo:r;\struction-—Phase I (Prior Plan)
Building Name . Total ASF  Total OGSF Status
| Student Center 19,197 31,573 Remodel—Phase |
Science v 17,075 26,773 Phase I—Demolition
Handball Courts 4,800 7,796  Phase —Demolition
LibraryllRC 42,366 53,287  Completed—Phase |
Student Services/Career Center 50,986 69,044 Completed—Phase |

Phase Il

Phase Il project components include the Technology Center and Science Complex, which
have been completed. These were developed and implemented in conformance with the
Prior Plan and Prior Plan EIR.

As part of the Proposed Plan, several elements are currently in the planning phase (Phase
Il) and are the subject this analysis. (See Table 2.) They include the Baseball and Softball
Fields, the Multi-Disciplinary Classroom/Visual & Performing Arts Building, the Physical
Education Complex and the Vocational-Technology Center. The Baseball Field and
associated facilities will include the following: bleachers (to seat approximately 100 people),
batting cages, poles and netting (up to a maximum of 90’ in height to contain errant balls
from exiting the Campus), a 20’ high wall, speakers (used to announce the players' names)
and two dugouts. It should be noted that there will no lighting of these fields. Therefore all
games will be played during the daylight hours. This phase of development began
construction in 2002 and is scheduled for completion by 2013.

Phase Il

Phase Il project components consist of the construction of Parking Garage #2 and other
general site and campus-wide landscaping improvements, including a transparent light
tower which would be proposed at the main entrance as part of the Multidisciplinary
Classroom Complex. It would be approximately five stories high (roughly 120 feet), lit at
night, and would be visible from [-280. Funding for Phase Ill has not been secured as of this
date. Therefore, it is unknown when Phase Il will be completed. However, even with this
uncertainty in funding it is anticipated that the projects will be completed prior to 2021 and
therefore have been included as part of this analysis.
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Grading, Drainage, Water and Sewer

The Campus is developed and the topography is relatively flat; therefore, grading
requirements will consist of creating pads for the new buildings plus any earthwork required
to comply with geotechnical recommendations. Drainage from the new facilities will need to
comply with Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) requirements, unless exempt. This
new drainage design will connect to the existing Campus drainage system which feeds into
the City of San Jose storm drain system. Exact details regarding proposed water and
wastewater connections are not known at this time. However, it is expected that the new
pipelines will be installed to provide water service from the City of San Jose system to
Campus facilities, and new lines will be installed to collect wastewater for treatment by the
City system. The proposed project will also comply with all storm water detention/runoff
requirements during and after completion of the project.
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9. Existing Site Conditions: Existing buildings are located mainly in the central, western and
northern portions of the campus and include the following, listed below in OGSF and ASF.

Building Name ASF OGSF
100 Wing 28,682 41,729
200 Wing 25,514 41,820
300 Wing 27,276 40,584
Business 14,480 24,950
Student Center 19,197 31,573
Fine Arts 9,780 14,075
Gym-Men 21,298 27,863
Science 17,075 26,773
Speech Arts. 13,157 30,403
Auxiliary Gym 10,217 12,561
Vocational Arts 8,368 11,700
X Building 1,587 2,702
W Building 4,132 6,990
50 Wing 751 920
Field House 1,350 3,100
Child Development Center 6,013 11,553
Handball Courts 4,800 7,796
Boiler Plant 432 832
General Education 27,701 43,668
Stadium Press Box ' 423 832
Library/LRC 42,366 53,287
Tech Center 55,159 80,000
Student Services /Career Center 50,986 69,044
Science Complex 32,658 52,209
TOTAL 423,402 639,002

As shown, space in existing buildings totals 639,002 OGSF/423,402 ASF. Sports facilities
are located in the easterly portion of the Campus and include the Baseball Field Complex
which is under construction adjacent to Leigh Avenue. The field itself, dugouts, batting
cages, wall, and poles for the netting have been partially installed. A High Technology
Center is located at the northwest corner of the Campus. The Softball Field is under
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10.

11.
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construction, easterly of the 300 Wing Building. The current SJCC College enroliment is
approximately 9,800 students as of Fall 2008. The College does not house students, but it
is used extensively in the evenings. (See Figure 3 “San Jose City College Campus —
Existing,” at the back of this Initial Study).

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

The SJCC Campus is in an urban setting, and is surrounded by a variety of land uses. They
include commercial uses and Valley Medical Center to the west, single-family and multi-
family residential uses to the east and south, a church and fire station to the east, and
single-family residential uses to the north across 1-280. Homes to the north of the College
are in unincorporated Santa Clara County.

Other public agencies whose approval is required:

Division of the State Architect (DSA);

City of San Jose Public Works and Traffic;

City of San Jose Fire Department;

Santa Clara County Water District;

San Jose Municipal Water District; and

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).



. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigated,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

v Aesthetics Agriculture Resources v Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils
Hazards/Hazardous Materials Hydrology/Water Quality v Land Use/Planning
Mineral Resources v Noise Population/Housing
Public Services v" Recreation v Transportation/

Traffic
Utilities/Service Systems v" Mandatory Findings of Significance

. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

a

O

BY:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation
measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the project. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effeci(s) on the environment,
but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect
is a “potentially significant impact” or "potentially significant unless mitigated." An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon

the proposed project.
Robert Dias Date: October 7, 2008

Name
é o
Signature: :

Executive Director
Title
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Iv.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources the City cites in the parentheses following each question. A
“No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific
factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as

operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to
a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and e
effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 17, "Earlier Analyses," may
be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process,
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

A. Earlier Analysis Used. |dentify and state where they are available for review.

B. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

C. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the projects.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinance). Reference to a previously prepared
or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where
the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead

agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
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9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance .

Initial Study — San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021
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V. INITIAL STUDY SOURCE LIST

San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan 2021

San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan 2000

San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan 2000 Draft EIR
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan 2000 Final EIR
Field Inspection/Investigation

City of San Jose General Plan

City of San Jose Development Code

Aerial Photos

California Building Code (CBC)

Uniform Fire Code (UFC) and Appendices

San Jose — Evergreen CCD Report 17 Verification, dated September 29, 2008
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Vi IMPACT ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST & DISCUSSION

BACKGROUND

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, this Initial Study has been prepared to
identify and analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with an Update to the San
Jose City College Facilities Master Plan to the year 2021 (“Proposed Project’) as it relates to the
2000 San Jose Facilities Master Plan (“Prior Plan”) Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), (State
Clearinghouse No. 1999122011).

The Prior Plan EIR was certified in August, 2000. The following project issues were discussed
in the EIR: Transportation and Circulation; Geology; Soils and Seismicity; Air Quality; Noise;
Public Services; Public Utilities and Visual Quality. The EIR found that the Prior Plan could
result in significant environmental impacts related to the following: Transportation and
Circulation (traffic congestion on area streets and freeway segments and pedestrian safety);
Geology, Soils and Seismicity (soil erosion and weak soils); Air Quality (cumulative air quality
impacts due to the generation of additional traffic); Noise (short-term construction noise); and
Visual Quality (loss of park-like view in the northeast corner of the Campus, impact on Campus
trees, and light and glare). The EIR identified mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid
the significant impacts. Impacts related to increased congestion on freeway segments and
cumulative air quality impacts would be unavoidably significant because no measures were
feasible that would reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.

As discussed in Section |l (Determination), the San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
(District) has concluded that a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) will be
prepared for the Proposed Project.

According to the California Supreme Court, “The foremost principle under CEQA is that the
Legislature intended the Act ‘to be interpreted in such manner as to afford the fullest possible
protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” (Laurel
Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 6 Cal.4th 1112.)
CEQA achieves this goal by disclosing the potentially significant environmental effects of
“projects.” Section 15378 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a “project” under CEQA to mean:

“the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical
change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in
the environment... The term “project” refers to the Project which is being approved
and which may be subject to several discretionary approvals by governmental
agencies. The term “project” does not mean each separate governmental

approval.”

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 provides the following test for determining if a subsequent
EIR or Negative Declaration is required:

(@) When an EIR has been certified or negative declaration adopted for a project, no
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency
determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one
or more of the following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of
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(2)

©)

new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity

of previously identified significant effects;

Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the

project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or

negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; or

New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could

not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the

previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration was
adopted, shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR or negative declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe
than shown in the previous EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible
would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different
from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one
or more significant effects on the environment, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

If the Lead Agency determines that neither a subsequent EIR or negative declaration are
necessary, the lead agency should consider whether it would be appropriate to prepare an
Addendum to a certified EIR or negative declaration.

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 provides the following test for determining if a supple-
mental EIR or Negative Declaration is required:

(1)
(2)

Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a

subsequent EIR, and
Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR

adequately apply to the project in the changed situation.

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

The supplement to the EIR need contain only the information necessary to
make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised.

A supplement to an EIR shall be given the same kind of notice and public
review as is given to a draft EIR under Section 15087 .

A supplement to an EIR may be circulated by itself without recirculating the
previous draft or final EIR.

When the agency decides whether to approve the project, the decision-
making body shall consider the previous EIR as revised by the supplemental
EIR. A finding under Section 15091 shall be made for each significant effect
shown in the previous EIR as revised.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a) sets forth the test that the City shall use to determine if an
Addendum is the appropriate CEQA document:

The lead agency or a responsible agency shall prepare an Addendum to a
previously certified EIR if some changes are necessary but none of the conditions

(a)
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described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have
occurred.

In evaluating the Proposed Project, the District's focus was two-fold. First, the District
compared the Proposed Project with the list of the project issue areas set forth in the 2000 EIR
(listed above). Second, the District reviewed the 2000 EIR to determine what items discussed
therein could be further clarified or elaborated due to the Proposed Project modifications and
with the passage of time since the certification of that EIR. As a result of this investigation, the
District determined that the conditions described in Section 15162 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines
would occur as a result of the project; thereby, causing the District to prepare a Subsequent EIR
(SEIR) for the Proposed Project.

The District has concluded that it will be necessary to provide the public with information
updating and amplifying many of the points raised in the 2000 EIR as they pertain to the
Proposed Project. Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines provides a way for the District to
update, amplify and make changes or additions to a previously certified EIR in situations such
as this. This SEIR will be prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and
also complies with the appropriate rules, regulations, and procedures of the District.

Each issue area within the Initial Study will include a general discussion of how implementation
of the Proposed Project relates to that specific issue area and the 2000 EIR. The questions
posed within the specific issue areas will be responded to utilizing the information sources listed
in Section V (Initial Study Source List). Where it is clearly determined that the issue or any
component of that issue will be carried forward and analyzed in the SEIR, a brief analysis will be
provided, with the understanding that this issue area will be thoroughly analyzed within the
SEIR. Where it is determined that the issue in question will have no impact, a less than
significant impact, or less than significant impact after mitigation is incorporated, then a more
detailed analysis will be provided, with mitigation proposed, as applicable and no further
analysis will be required in the SEIR.

Lastly, a conclusion section will be provided for each specific issue area as to whether or not
that specific issue area, or components within that specific issue area, will be further analyzed in
the SEIR.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effecton a v
scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock v
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its v
surroundings? :

d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect v
day or nighttime views in the area?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Campus is located in central San
Jose, an urban setting. The topography of the Campus is relatively flat, and the Campus is
completely developed. There were no scenic vistas that include the Campus as a major part of
the view. In addition, the Campus topography is flat, and therefore, the Campus does not
contain any ridgelines or other topographic forms that could be affected by development. The
Prior Plan proposed to replace existing facilities and construct new ones in the same general
location as they were currently at that time. It was determined that the issue are of whether the
Prior Plan would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista would not be addressed in

the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR stated that the Campus does not include any rock
outcroppings or historic buildings. A historic building evaluation conducted at that time indicated
that there were no buildings of historic significance on the Campus. It was determined that
potential visual impacts to trees would be addressed in the 2000 EIR. 1-280, which is adjacent
to Moorpark Avenue, north of the Campus, is designated as a Landscaped Throughway by the
City of San Jose. It was determined that the proposed 120-foot tower would be visible from I-
280. The Initial Study indicated that this change would not be substantial given the few parts of
the Campus that were currently visible at that time and the short duration of Campus visibility.
The Initial Study concluded that there could be a potentially significant impact from the Prior
Plan that would substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that there could be a potentially significant impact
from the Prior Plan that would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings. The Initial Study stated that the facilities proposed with the Prior
Plan would be similar in type and larger in scale in comparison to the existing College facilities
and would be built within the existing Campus (except the High Technology Center which has
since been incorporated into the Campus). It was further stated that the Prior Project could
result in the enhancement of the visual character or quality of the Campus by replacing old
buildings and facilities. The proposed placement of a landscaped buffer around parts of the
Campus that were adjacent to residential buildings was deemed to help reduce the contrast
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between the Campus and the residences. The approximately 120-foot tower was discussed in
this section also, for its visibility from 1-280 and from off-site views near the Campus. The
proposed High Technology Center (preferred site) was also discussed in this Section again. It
was determined that the High Tech Center would not represent a significant adverse visual
impact. Parking Garage #1 (5-stories, with 70-foot high vertical circulation tower) was
discussed in this Section. A landscape buffer zone was proposed to soften this structure’s
profile. It was indicated that construction of the parking garage could change views by
introducing a structure and lighting into an area where there was currently trees and turf. It was
concluded that the 2000 EIR would evaluate the potential impact of the above referenced
buildings on the visual quality on the Campus.

Lastly, the Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that there could be a potentially significant
impact from the Prior Plan that would create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. It was indicated that the existing
Campus buildings are a source of light and glare, and that cars that use the Campus may be a
source of glare. Sources of light within the Campus at that time included the football stadium,
tennis courts (northern), outdoor pool, lighting on outsides of buildings, lighting in parking lots
and along pathways. The Prior Plan proposed new buildings that would shift some light sources
within the Campus, and perhaps increase light in parts of the Campus. It was stated that these
changes would not represent a new source of substantial light and glare, given the developed
nature of the Campus. Sports facilities were proposed to be lit at night. It was concluded that
given the proximity of nearby residences, this issue area would be studied in the 2000 EIR.

The 2000 EIR stated that the Prior Plan was found to have no impacts related to scenic vistas,
because there were no scenic vistas that include the Campus as a major part of the view;
therefore, it was not analyzed. As a result of development of the Prior Plan, Campus buildings
would be located primarily in the northern part of the Campus and sports fields would be located
in the southern part of the Campus. In addition, proposed Campus buildings would be
somewhat larger in scale than existing buildings. The 2000 EIR indicated changes to the
existing view of the northeast corner of the Campus from Leigh Avenue would be significant
despite the use of landscaping to screen the proposed Parking Garage, due to the loss of the
“park-like” quality of view. This impact could be mitigated, through the use of landscaping and
greenery on the visible portions of the structure. It also concluded that impacts to views of the
rest of the Campus would be less than significant, primarily because the Campus was already
developed and the Prior Plan would result in similar types of development as existed at the time.

The loss of mature and memorial trees was discussed in the 2000 EIR in the Visual Quality
Section. They were also addressed in the Initial Study, under the Biological Resources Section.
It was determined that this would be a significant impact, but could be mitigated by preservation
of as many trees as feasible on a case-by-case basis. It was stated that the 120-foot high light
tower could result in a significant negative impact to the neighborhood if it causes glare and
spillover onto off-Campus uses. This impact could be mitigated to a less than significant level
through design of the tower lighting to minimize spillover and glare. Lastly, the 2000 EIR
determined that the general types, locations and effects of the rest of the lighting would be
similar to, if not better than, the existing lighting. For this reason this impact was considered
less than significant.

Subsection | of Section 5.7 of the 2000 EIR (Level of Significance After Mitigation) concluded
that impacts to views of Parking Garage #1 from Leigh Avenue would be reduced to a less than
significant level with the use of adequate landscaping and trees. Impacts related to tree
removal would be reduced to a less than significant level due to preservation of as many trees
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as feasible. Impacts related to the 120-high tower would be mitigated through design to reduce
spillover and glare.

Visual impacts did not result in “Unavoidable Significant Impacts” (Section 6.0) and did generate
“Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0). It was determined that the Prior
Plan would not have a substantial an adverse effect on a scenic vista or an adverse impact to
rock outcroppings or scenic resources in Section 10.0 “Effect Found Not to be Significant.”

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project will have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, or create a new
source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area beyond the impacts anticipated in the 2000 EIR.

Substantiation

a) The Proposed Project could have a less than significant impact on a scenic vista. The
Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilties and the
reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed
Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. There have been no new
designations of the Campus as a scenic vista. The issues that pertained to this issue
area in the Prior Plan still apply to the Proposed Project; therefore, this issue area still
remains less than significant. No new impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is
required. This issue area will not be discussed in the SEIR.

b) The Proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact that could substantially
damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway, but is less than significant after
mitigation in included. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus
facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan.
The Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. There have
been no new designations of the Campus as a scenic vista. The issues that pertained to
these items (with the exception of the trees) from the Prior Plan still apply to the
Proposed Project; therefore, those items still remain less than significant. Mature trees
have been removed, in compliance with the mitigation measures contained in the 2000
EIR, as a result of implementing the Prior Plan. There is potential for trees to be
removed as a result of the Proposed Project. Two mitigation measures (4-1 and 4-2 —
see Biology Resources) will be required to identify and preserve mature and memorial
trees. After implementation of the mitigation measures (above), impacts will be reduced
to a less than significant level. No other mitigation measures are required. All of these
issue areas will not be analyzed further in the SEIR.

c,d) The Proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact that would substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or create
a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities
and the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The
Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. Some of the
reorganization may result in impacts that could degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings and create new sources of light and glare. The
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baseball field and associated facilities will be relocated to the eastern portion of the
Campus (adjacent to Leigh Avenue). The baseball field and associated facilities include
the following: bleachers (to seat approximately 100 people), batting cages, poles and
netting (up to a maximum of 90’ in height to contain errant balls from exiting the
Campus), a 20’ high wall, speakers (used to announce the player's names) and two
dugouts. It should be noted that there will no lighting of these fields and that all games
will be played during the daylight hours. Based on these modifications from the
Proposed Plan, these issue areas will be analyzed in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues areas will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.

Based on the information presented above, the following issue areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its

surroundings.
. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or

nighttime views in the area.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would
the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmiand, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the v
Farmland mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act v
contact?

c) Involve other changes in the existing
environmental which, due to their ‘
location or nature, could result in v
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the San Jose City College is
completely developed and is surrounded by urban uses. Therefore there would be no impacts
that would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non agricultural use; conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contact; or involve other changes in the existing
environmental which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use.

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would convert Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non agricultural use; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contact; or involve other changes in the existing environmental which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use.

Substantiation

a-c) There have been no changes to Agricultural Resources since the certification of the 2000
EIR. The Proposed Project site has not historically been used for agricultural purposes
and is not classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency and will not conflict with the existing zoning or an existing agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract. The historic use of the site has been for non-agricultural land
uses. There are no existing agricultural zoning or agricultural land use on the property and
no agricultural uses envisioned in the future. Lastly, the Proposed Project will not involve
other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
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result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. The Project site and the adjacent
parcels are not being utilized for agricultural cultivation. As a result, no impacts are
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. These issues area will not be
analyzed further in the SEIR.

Conclusion
The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non agricultural use.

. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contact.

. Involve other changes in the existing environmental which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

3. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of v
the applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or v
projected air quality violation?

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal v
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to v
substantial pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a v
substantial number of people?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan buildout could result in
potentially significant impacts that could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan; violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation; result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors). The Initial Study stated that the San Francisco Bay Area Air
Basin is currently designated as a Federal non-attainment area for ozone and as a State non-
attainment area for ozone and PM,,. Development of the Prior Plan would result in construction
emissions of PMy, and traffic related to increased student and community use of the Campus
would generate emissions of mobile-source pollutants. It was concluded that the 2000 EIR
would evaluate the potential air quality impacts of the Prior Plan, using the thresholds identified
in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines. The Initial
Study identified the Valley Medical Center, churches and residential units in the vicinity of the
Campus as possible sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and that these
impacts needed to be analyzed in the 2000 EIR. Lastly, the Initial Study determined there was
no impact from the Prior Project that would create objectionable odors affecting substantial
numbers of people. This determination was made because the Campus is fully developed and
the proposed facilities would be similar in function to existing facilities.

Air Quality was analyzed in Section 5.3 of the 2000 EIR. According to the 2000 EIR,
implementation of the Prior Plan would result in the generation of air pollutants during
construction and operation activities. Fugitive dust generated by on-site grading activities would
be less than significant given that the College would implement dust control measures
recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Operational
emissions from stationary sources and vehicle trips would not exceed the thresholds of
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significance recommended by the BAAQMD and, therefore, would not be considered
individually significant. Given that the San Jose 2020 General Plan EIR identified unavoidably
significant impacts related to regional air quality, and that the Prior Plan would generate more
vehicle trips than accounted for in the General Plan EIR, it was concluded that the Prior Plan’s
contribution toward operational emissions impacts would also be significant. Mitigation
measures could reduce operational emissions; but it was determined that there was no
guarantee that these measures were feasible or that they would be maximally effective in
reducing operational emissions. Cumulative impacts related to operational emissions remained
significant and unavoidable.

The 2000 EIR determined that the Prior Plan impacts related to localized carbon monoxide (CO)
emissions along all study roadway intersections and freeway segments of SR-87 and SR-17
would not exceed the State or Federal standards and therefore would not be significant.
Localized CO emissions generated by the Prior Plan would contribute to the exceedances of the
8-hour CO standard at the freeway segments along [-880 and 1-280. However, the CO 8-hour
standard was already exceeded along the |-880 and [-280 under the existing conditions, and the
project-generated traffic would not result in a measurable increase in CO levels over existing
conditions. Therefore, project-specific impacts from the Prior Plan related to CO emissions
along freeway segments of 1-880 and [-280 would be less than significant. It was concluded that
the localized CO levels generated by cumulative projects (including the Prior Plan) would not
exceed Federal or State standards and would not be significant.

Subsection G of Section 5.3 of the 2000 EIR (Level of Significance After Mitigation) concluded
that implementation of the measures identified in the 2000 EIR would reduce construction-
related impacts to less than significant levels; however, cumulative impacts related to
operational emissions would remain unavoidably significant.

Air Quality impacts did generate “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0).
As stated above, cumulative impacts related to operational emissions would remain significant
and unavoidable. Only the Prior Project's non-impacts to expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations; or create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people were considered an “Effect Found Not to be Significant” (Section 10.0).

Ultimately, the District adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations as the Prior Plan
resulted in significant unavoidable impacts related to this issue area.

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan; violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations; or create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Substantiation

a-d) The Proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact that would conflict with
or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; violate any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; or
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
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standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors); or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Many
of the conditions that apply to air quality that were present in 2000 are still currently
applicable. The Proposed Project involves the re-organization of Campus facilities and
the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed
Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF; however, due to the
relocation of Campus facilities, and the potential for traffic issues to change over time, an
accompanying new air quality analysis needs to be conducted. In addition, new
standards have been implemented as they relate to air quality emissions. These include
PM2.5 emissions and Greenhouse Gas emissions. These issues and perhaps other
standards (as determined and required by the BAAQMD) were not in place at the time of
the preparation and certification of the 2000 EIR. These air quality issue areas will be
analyzed further in the SEIR.

The Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact that would create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. There were no impacts
from the implementation of the Prior Project. The Proposed Project involves the re-
organization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and
circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in
OGSF and ASF. Consistent with the Prior Plan, this determination can be made
because the Campus is fully developed and the proposed facilities would be similar in
function to existing facilities. This issue will not be analyzed in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors).

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOQURCES. Wouid the
project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any specifics identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local v
or regional plans, polices, or regulations, or
by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional v
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal v
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native v
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, v
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of any adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Campus is completely developed
and is within an urban area. There is limited habitat value on the Campus. The existing trees
and lawns may provide habitat to birds and mammals that occur in urban areas, such as
pigeons and starlings. The Campus has no natural areas, and the existing landscaping does
not provide suitable habitat for special status species. Therefore, the Prior Plan would not have
any impacts on such species. However, removal or relocation of existing trees could affect
birds nesting in the trees. A mitigation measure was added to reduce any impacts to a less than
significant level. In addition, the Campus is not identified in any adopted plan as having natural
communities; therefore, the Prior Plan would not have any impacts on sensitive communities.
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There are no wetlands on Campus; therefore, there would be no impacts to these resources.
Also, the Campus does not provide any wildlife movement corridors or nursery sites, as it is
located in an urban area surrounded by development and major transportation corridors. There
are no adopted habitat conservation plans that apply to the Campus (reference similar
discussion in the Land Use and Planning Section in this Initial Study).

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that there are no impacts with respect to biological
resources protected by local policies except for trees that would be removed for construction
reasons. The City of San Jose has a tree ordinance that requires a permit for removal of any
trees on private property that have a trunk circumference of 56 inches or more, measured two
feet above grade. It was noted that this ordinance would not apply to the Campus, as the
College District is under the jurisdiction of the State of California. An arborist report was
prepared in 1998 and it identified the location, type and health of the existing trees on Campus.
Some trees were recommended for removal due to their health. Others would be removed due
to implementation of the Prior Plan. A mitigation measure was added to ensure that all existing
mature and memorial trees determined as very healthy be preserved and protected during
Campus renovations. It should be pointed out that there has been demolition, renovation and
new construction on the Campus with Phase 1 and portions of Phase 2 of the Prior Plan (see
Project Description in this Initial Study). All impacts were considered less than significant after
the incorporation of the mitigation measure.

Biological Resources issues were not required to be analyzed in the 2000 EIR. They did not
generate an “Unavoidable Significant Impact” (Section 6.0). They did not generate “Significant
Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0). And every issue generated an “Effect Found
Not to be Significant” (Section 10.0).

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would have a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any specifics identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, polices, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; have a
substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game
or US Fish and Wildlife Service; have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means; interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites; conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or conflict with the
provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

Substantiation

a,e) The Proposed Project will have a less than significant effect after mitigation, to
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any specifics identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service; and with a potential conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance. Many of the conditions that applied to biological resources present in
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b-d,f)

2000 are still currently applicable. The Proposed Project involves the
reorganization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access
and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed Project will result in an overall
decrease in OGSF and ASF. Mature trees have been removed, in compliance
with the mitigation measures contained in the 2000 EIR, as a result of
implementing the Prior Plan. There is potential for trees to be removed as a
result of the Proposed Project. The following mitigation measures will be
required:

4-1 No earlier than 45 days and no later than 20 days prior to the
removal of any woodland habitat that would occur during the
nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting
on the site (March 1 through August 1), a qualified biologist will
conduct a survey. This biologist will determine if active nests of
special-status birds or common bird species protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or California Fish and Game Code are
present in the construction zone or within 50 feet of the
construction zone (100 feet for raptors). If active nests are found
within the survey area, clearing and construction within 50 feet (100
feet for raptors) would be postponed or halted, at the discretion of
the biological monitor, until the nest is vacated and juveniles have
fledged, as determined by the biologist, and there is no evidence of
a second attempt at nesting.

4-2 The District shall conduct an update to the 1998 Arborist Report.
Based on the findings within the Updated Arborist Report, all
existing mature and memorial tress determined as very healthy
shall be preserved and protected during Campus renovations.

After implementation of the mitigation measures (above), impacts will be reduced
to a less than significant level. No other mitigation measures are required.
These issue areas will not be analyzed further in the SEIR.

The Proposed Project will have no impacts that could have a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service; have a substantial adverse
effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; interfere
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; or conflict with the provisions of
any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Many of the
conditions that apply to biological resources that were present in 2000 are still
currently applicable. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of
Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from
the Prior Plan. The Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF
and ASF. There were no impacts from the Prior Plan on these issue areas and
the same conclusions apply to the Proposed Project. These issue areas will not
be analyzed further in the SEIR.
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Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
specifics identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, polices, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites.

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance.

Conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
v

significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
significance of an archaeological resource v
pursuant to Section 15064.57

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal v
cemeteries?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Campus is completely developed,
and almost all facilities would be constructed within the Campus boundaries. (The High
Technology Center proposed in the 2000 Master Plan was completed. The land for the Center,
adjacent and contiguous to the Campus, was acquired by the District. The land parcel and the
Center have been fully integrated into the Campus.) The San Jose 2020 General Plan does not
mention paleontological resources as an area of concern at the City. The San Jose
Geotechnical Report indicates that the Campus is underlain by alluvium, and does not indicate
any bedrock unit(s) underlying the Campus. Therefore, it appears that there would not be any
impacts to unique paleontological resources, but the evidence is not conclusive.

The 2000 EIR Geology and Geotechnical Hazards section included a confirmation as to the
sensitivity of the bedrock unit(s) underlying the Campus (if proposed excavation would go into
bedrock). The Campus is developed and flat, and this has no unique geologic features.
According to Section 5.2 (Geology, Seismicity, and Soils) of the 2000 EIR, surface soils are
classified as Yolo series soils, which are well drained medium and moderately fine textured soils
underlain by alluvium. Borings on-site (for proposed Parking Garage #1) found a layer of dark,
medium stiff to stiff clay at the surface, ranging from 4 to 8 feet in thickness. Under the dark
clay layer, the borings found medium stiff to stiff silty clays, generally between about 10 and 30
feet below grade. Based on this information, it can be assumed that the probability of
excavation into bedrock would be very low. It should also be noted that the High Technology
Center has been constructed; therefore, this is no longer an issue.

The Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR also indicated that the Campus is completely
developed and almost all facilities would be constructed within the Campus boundaries The
proposed High Technology Center, sited on an adjacent parcel, was completed and the parcel
incorporated into the Campus. A cultural resource evaluation conducted in November 1999 by
Archaeological Resource Management for the Initial Study found that there were no recorded
archaeological sites located on Campus or within a half-mile radius of the Campus. This would
indicate that the probability of finding any archaeological resources is very low. The Initial Study
further indicated that, the Santa Clara Valley is known for having buried archaeological
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resources. A mitigation measure was added to require archaeological monitoring during
earthmoving activities; thereby, reducing any impacts to a less than significant level. This
mitigation measure was also applied to item 5 (d) of the Initial Study Checklist which asked if
implementation of the Prior Plan would “disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries.” With incorporation of this mitigation measure, impacts were
considered less than significant.

Lastly, the Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that, based on a cultural resource evaluation
conducted in November 1999 by Archaeological Resource Management, it was determined that
the buildings (built in 1950s to the 1980s) proposed to be demolished have no architectural or
historical significance and do not appear to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of
Historic Resources. The study consisted of an archival record search and a surface
reconnaissance of the Campus. It was determined that there would be no impacts from
implementation of the Prior Plan that would cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource as defined in §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Cultural Resources were not required to be analyzed in the 2000 EIR and this element was
designated in Section 10.0 - “Effects Found Not to be Significant.”

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would cause a substantial
adverse change in significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5; cause a
substantial adverse change in significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section
15064.5; directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature; or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries

Substantiation

a,c) The Proposed Project will not cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 or directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. There have been no changes
to relative to these resources since the certification of the 2000 EIR that would result in
any impacts. As a result, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are
required. These issues area will not be analyzed further in the SEIR.

b,d) As was the case with the Prior Project, the Proposed Project may cause a substantial
change in significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 and may
disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. It
should be noted that no subsurface conditions relative to Cultural Resources have
changed since the certification of the 2000 EIR. The following mitigation measure will still
be required:

5-1 Archaeological spot check monitoring would be conducted by a qualified
archaeologist during earthmoving activities to minimize potential impacts to
unknown historic resources.

With the incorporation of the above referenced mitigation measure, impacts will be
reduced to a less than significant level. These issue areas will not be analyzed further in
the SEIR.
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Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5.

Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Based on the information presented above, the following issue areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
6. GEOLOGY/SOILS. Would the project result
in or expose people to potential impacts
involving:
a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist- v
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? v
i) Seismic-related ground failure, including v
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? v
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss v
of topsoil?

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- v
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code v
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan buildout could result in or
expose people to potentially significant impacts related to seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction; substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; location on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; or
location on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property. The Initial Study stated that the City of San Jose
Geotechnical Report indicates that the Campus is subject to a moderately high potential for
liquefaction; however, that Report also rated the resultant ground failure potential as moderately
low to low. The Initial Study indicated that some earth movement would be required for
construction on Campus, resulting in potential soil erosion. Weak soil layers and lenses occur
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at random locations and depths beneath the Campus, and the Campus has been subjected to
subsidence in the past. Lastly, soils the potential for expansive soils were identified. It was
determined that these issues needed to be analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR determined there a less than significant impact from
implementation of the Prior plan due to strong seismic ground shaking. There is always the
potential for a seismic event and with an increase in the number if students and faculty on-
Campus, risk exposure is increased. However, the Initial Study indicated that the State of
California would require all construction on the Campus to comply with the latest version of the
Uniform Building Code (UBC), and specifically with the requirements for public school facilities
(which are more stringent than those for general structures). Impacts would be reduced to a
less than significant level. In addition, the Prior Plan called for the removal of older Campus
buildings and replacement with new ones that could increase seismic safety on the Campus.
Based on this information, this issue area was not evaluated in the 2000 EIR.

The following issue areas were determined to have no impact in the Initial Study for the 2000
EIR: rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault; landslides; and soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water. There are no active faults within the Campus. The
Campus topography is flat and not subject to landslides. Lastly, the Prior Project did not include
the use of alternative wastewater systems. Based on this information, these issue areas were
not evaluated in the 2000 EIR.

Geological, Seismicity and Soils was analyzed in Section 5.2 of the 2000 EIR. According to the
2000 EIR, the Prior Plan site is situated in the Santa Clara Valley above alluvial fan deposits.
The site is fully developed. The site would be subject to severe seismic shaking in case of a
major earthquake in the region. Compliance with the California Building Code and State
requirements would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Although the site is flat
and grading would be minimal, impacts relating to soil erosion would be significant unless
mitigation measures identified in the 2000 EIR are followed. There could be potentially weak
soils under the Campus and the soils may undergo settlement under high loads. With
implementation of recommendations in project-specific geotechnical reports, this impact would
be less than significant. Given that the Prior Project would result in the replacement of older,
existing buildings with new structures and utilities built to current Building Code and State
requirements, there would not be a significant impact with respect to expansive soils.

Subsection | of Section 5.2 of the 2000 EIR (Level of Significance After Mitigation) concluded
that all geological impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR and compliance with the
requirements of the California Building Code.

Geological, Seismicity and Soils impacts did result in “Unavoidable Significant Impacts” (Section
6.0) and did not generate “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0). The
rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault; landslides; and soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water; and strong seismic ground shaking were all considered an “Effect
Found not to be Significant” (Section 10.0).
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The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving: rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction, or landslides; result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil; be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property; or have soils
incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water.

Substantiation

a.iiiiib,c,d) The Proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact that would
expose people to potentially significant impacts related to seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction; strong seismic ground shaking; substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil; location on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; or
location on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property. Many of the conditions
that apply to air quality that were present in 2000 are still currently applicable.
The underlying geology and soils on the Campus have not changed. The issues
pertaining to seismicity are still applicable.

The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the
reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The
Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF; however,
90’ high poles and netting will be installed at the baseball field. All construction
components of the Proposed Project will be required to comply with the latest
version of the California Building Code (CBC), and specifically with the
requirements for public school facilities (which are more stringent than those for
general structures). Also, the Proposed Project calls for the removal of older
Campus buildings and replacement with new ones that could increase seismic
safety on the Campus. The following mitigation measure will still be required:

6-1 Structural designs for buildings and other improvements constructed as
part of the Facilities Master Plan will comply with the current version of the
California Building Code (California standards for seismic risk, for Seismic
Zone 4, and requirements for public school structures).

6-2 The College shall have geotechnical investigations prepared for each
future project within the Facilities Master Plan, on a case-by-case basis.
The geotechnical investigations shall provide detailed geotechnical
recommendations for the conditions at the particular development site.
The individual project design and construction shall incorporate and
implement all of the recommendations in site-specific geotechnical
investigations.

6-3 All grading and earthwork for each project shall be performed under the
observation of the geotechnical consultant.

Initial Study — San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 34



6-4 During the design and prior to any earth disturbance from any of the
proposed Facilities Master Plan projects, the College shall develop an
erosion control plan. During each individual project, construction
personnel shall implement all relevant measures of the plan during
earthmoving and other construction activities. Said erosion control plan
shall comply with the regulations and recommendations of local, State and
Federal Agencies with jurisdiction over issues related to erosion.

With the compliance with the latest version of the CBC, demolition of older structures
and the incorporation of the above referenced mitigation measures, impacts will be
reduced to a less than significant level. These issues will not be analyzed in the
SEIR.

a.iiv,e) The Proposed Project would have no impact which would result in or expose people

to potential impacts involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault;
landslides; and soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water. Consistent with the Prior Project, there are no active faults
within the Campus. The Campus topography is flat and not subject to landslides.
Lastly, the Prior Project did not include the use of alternative wastewater systems.
No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. These issues will not be
analyzed in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving: rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault, strong seismic ground
shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or landslides.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
7. HAZARDS. Would the project involve:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine v
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions v
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, v
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on
a list of hazardous materials sites complied
pursuant to Government Code Sect 65962.5
and , as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public v
airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety v
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency v
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where o v
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan buildout could result in
potentially significant impacts that could impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The Prior Plan would not
involve any changes to the existing arterial street network, including emergency routes.
Proposed changes with the Prior Plan could improve emergency access by providing more
roadway access to the Campus interior and two entrances connected to the internal roadway.
Increased traffic from the increase in enrollment and employment could result in an increase in
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congestion on area streets, including streets used for emergency routes. Therefore, this issue
area was analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study stated that the Prior Project would result in a less than significant impact to the
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The proposed Science and
Math Educational Complex, Corporate Yard, Professional Education Center, Reprographics
Facility, and Photo Laboratories would involve activities that use hazardous materials and resuit
in the generation of small amounts of hazardous waste. The High Technology Center would be
used for business and computer information systems, data processing, applied science, and
general classrooms; some of these activities could also result in the generation of small
amounts of hazardous waste. The College would follow all City, County, State and Federal
requirements to prevent employees or student exposure and ensure safe use, storage and
disposal of any hazardous materials or wastes. The Prior Plan was determined to not result in
any significant hazards to the public or the environment through routine transport, use or
disposal of hazardous materials, or through upset and accident conditions. Lastly, buildings to
be demolished as part of the Prior Plan could contain asbestos. If asbestos was to be found,
the District would implement standards (required) safety procedures to prevent any exposure.
For these reasons, any impacts were considered less than significant without any other
mitigation required.

No impacts were anticipated from the Prior Project that would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials;
emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous materials sites complied pursuant to Government Code Sect
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment;
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area (for a project located
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport); result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area (for a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip); or expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.
The College has been designated by the California State Water Resources Control Board as
having leaking underground storage tanks. They were removed around 1994. The Campus is
not located within two miles of a public airport and there are no private airstrips within two miles
of the Campus. The site is located in an urbanized area and will not involve the placement of
structures in areas containing flammable brush.

Hazards, as they pertain to emergency access were not analyzed in one specific Section of the
2000 EIR. “Result in inadequate emergency access” is a significance criterion according to
Subsection E (Significance Criteria and Project Impacts) of the Transportation and Circulation
(Section 5.1) of the 2000 EIR. Based on a review of Section 5.1 this was not a significant
impact. Transportation and Circulation mitigation measures were provided to improve circulation
to, from, around and within the Campus.

Hazard impacts did not result in an “Unavoidable Significant Impact.” Hazards were discussed
in “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0). According to this Section, the
College does not use or transport large amounts of hazardous materials. The College would
follow all applicable requirements to ensure safe use, storage and disposal of any hazardous
materials or wastes on Campus; therefore there would not be any significant hazards. In
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addition, the District would implement standard (required) safety procedures to prevent worker
exposure to asbestos, should asbestos be found during building demolition.

The following issue areas were determined to have no impacts from the Prior Project and were
included in “Effect Found Not to be Significant” (Section 10.0) of the 2000 EIR: create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials; create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment; emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school; be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Sect 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment; for a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, the
project would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area; for a
project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area; impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would conflict create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials; create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment; emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school; be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites complied
pursuant to Government Code Sect 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment; for a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, the
project would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area; for a
project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the project would result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area; impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.

Substantiation

b,g) The Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact that would create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment; or impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. These issues were
determined to be less than significant under the Prior Plan and there have been no
changes or no new issues relative to Hazards since the certification of the 2000 EIR that
would alter these conclusions. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of
Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the
Prior Plan, and in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. One particular hazard issue,
hazards created by potential errant baseballs exiting the baseball field (not related to
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hazardous substances contained in this Section of the Initial Study), will be addressed
under the Land Use and Planning Section of the SEIR. The Hazard issue areas listed
above will not be analyzed in the SEIR.

a,c-f,h) The Proposed Project would have no impact and create a significant hazard to the public

or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials; emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school; be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
complied pursuant to Government Code Sect 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment; for a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, the project would result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area; for a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
the project would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area; or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands. There were no impacts from the
implementation of the Prior Project. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of
Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the
Prior Plan. The Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF.
Consistent with the Prior Plan, this determination can be made because the Campus is
fully developed and the proposed facilities would be similar in function to existing
facilities. These issue areas will not be analyzed in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Initial Study — San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Sect 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, the project would result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the project would result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands.
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Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste v

discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g. the production v
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a v
manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or v
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on-or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or , v
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water v
quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood v
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map
or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk or loss, injury or death involving flooding, v
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow? v

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan buildout could create or
contribute potentially significant impacts related to runoff water which would exceed the capacity
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of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff. The Initial Study stated that development of the Prior Plan could result in
declining quality of stormwater runoff due to non-point source urban pollutants (from increased
traffic on areas streets, for example) and increased soil erosion and downstream sedimentation
during project-related local construction. Construction related impacts would be avoided
through preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is required
under NPDES for development over five acres. The District would implement Best
Management Practices (BMP’s — included as a mitigation measure) to reduce non-point source
pollution during project operations. It was determined that the impacts from this issue would be
analyzed in the Public Services and Utilities Sections of the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR determined there would be a less than significant impact with
mitigation required that would otherwise substantially degrade water quality. With the above
referenced mitigation incorporated, impacts were determined to be reduced to a less than
significant level. Based on this information, this issue area was not evaluated in the 2000 EIR.

The following issue areas were determined to have no impact in the Initial Study for the 2000
EIR: violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted; substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in @ manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site;
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off-site; place housing within a
100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; place within a 100-year flood hazard
area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows; expose people or structures to a
significant risk or loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam; or inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.

The uses anticipated within the Campus would not create effluent discharges from point
sources, and thus would not violate any waste discharge requirements. The existing Campus is
already developed and the uses proposed in the Prior Plan would be similar to existing uses;
therefore, there would be no impacts related to groundwater discharge. Groundwater in the
region is replenished by percolation of stream flows and rainfall from hill areas, not by recharge
from the Campus area. The existing Campus is developed and drains into the City of San Jose
storm drain system. There would be no change in the nature of the existing use. There are no
streams or rivers on or near the Campus. There would be no substantial alteration of current
drainage patterns that would result in erosion or siltation. The Campus is not within a 100-year
floodplain and does not propose the construction of any housing. The Campus is not within a
dam inundation and would not expose people to seiche, tsunami or mudflow hazards. Based on
this information, these issue areas were not evaluated in the 2000 EIR.

Hydrology and Water Quality impacts (through analysis in Public Utilities) did not result in
“Unavoidable Significant Impacts” (Section 6.0) and did not generate “Significant Irreversible
Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0). The following were all considered an “Effect Found Not
to be Significant” (Section 10.0); violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements; substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
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groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted; substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site; substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off-site; place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map; place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows; expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; or inundation by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow.

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements; substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted; substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site; substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff; otherwise substantially degrade water quality; place housing within
a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; expose people or structures to a
significant risk or loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam; or inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.

Substantiation

a,ef) The Proposed Project could have a less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated that would violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
Construction related impacts would be avoided through preparation of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is required under NPDES for
development over five acres. The following mitigation measure will be incorporated
to the construction phase of any project.

8-1 A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP — which is
required for any development over five acres) will be prepared prior
to any construction activities. The District will also implement
standards (BMP’s) to reduce construction-related impacts to water
quality.
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b-d.g-j)

Since the certification of the 2000 EIR, new regulations have been enacted to protect
water quality during the operational phases of a project. This is achieved through the
development of a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). The WQMP contains
best management practices (BMP's) and other measures necessary to protect water
quality. These best management practices can include management activities, as
well as mechanical and infiltrative treatment measures.

The implementation of these practices is expected to minimize or eliminate any
impacts to water quality. The requirement for the preparation and implementation of
the WQMP is contained in the following mitigation measure:

8-2 Prior to site grading the District shall approve a Water Quality
Management Plan as required by the program requirements in
effect at that time.

With the incorporation of the above referenced mitigation measure, impacts will be
reduced to a less than significant level. These issue areas will not be analyzed
further in the SEIR.

The Proposed Project would have no impact which would substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted; substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site; substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off-site; place housing within a
100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; place within a 100-
year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows; expose
people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; or inundation by seiche,
tsunami or mudflow.

The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the
reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed
Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. There were no impacts
from the Prior Plan on these issue areas and the same conclusions apply to the
Proposed Project. The existing Campus is already developed and the uses proposed
in the Proposed Project would be similar to existing uses; therefore, there would be
no impacts related to groundwater discharge. Groundwater in the region is
replenished by percolation of stream flows and rainfall from hill areas, not by
recharge from the Campus area. The existing Campus is developed and drains into
the City of San Jose storm drain system. There would be no change in the nature of
the existing use. There are no streams or rivers on or near the Campus. There
would be no substantial alteration of current drainage patterns that would result in
erosion or siltation. The Campus is not within a 100-year floodplain and does not
propose the construction of any housing. The Campus is not within a dam
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inundation and would not expose people to seiche, tsunami or mudflow hazards.
These issue areas will not be analyzed further in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on or off-site.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off-site.

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.

Based on the information presented above, the following issue areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
9. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:
a) Physically divide an established v
community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, v
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigation an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan, or natural community v
conservation plan?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the changes proposed within the Prior
Plan are a reorganization of the Campus buildings and circulation patterns within the existing
Campus boundaries, with the exception of the new High Technology Center (preferred site), to
be located on adjacent land. The Initial Study concluded there would not be a related impact.
Since the time of the certification of the 2000 EIR, the High Technology Center has been
constructed and the land parcel has been incorporated into the Campus. This issue was not
analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that the Prior Project had a potentially significant
impact and might conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. According to the Initial Study, the San Jose 2020 General Plan does not
have jurisdictional authority over the Campus, as the College is part of the State Community
College System. However, the 2000 EIR included a discussion of consistency with policies of
the General Plan as they pertain to adjacent land uses. The EIR also considered applicable
policies if the Santa Clara County General Plan relative to the homes north of the Campus. This
analysis is contained in Section 4.0 (Environmental and Regulatory Setting) of the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR further indicated that the parcel proposed for the High
Technology Center (preferred site) is zoned C-1, Commercial. According to the San Jose Staff,
use of the site for classrooms may require rezoning of the parcel. This approval would be
processed separately by the City as part of the private development of the High Technology
Center. It should also be noted that the High Technology Center site has been rezoned from
“C-1: Commercial’ to “A (PD): Planned Development” and the Center has been constructed;
therefore, this is no longer an issue.

The Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR also indicated that there are no adopted habitat
conservation plans that apply to the Campus and that there would be no related impact. No
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habitat conservation plan has been adopted that would apply to the Campus to date. This issue
was not analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

Land Use and Planning Resources were not required to be analyzed in the 2000 EIR and were
included in Section 10.0 - “Effects Found Not to be Significant.”

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would physically divide an
established community; conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect; or conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, or
natural community conservation plan.

Substantiation

a) The Proposed Project will not physically divide an established community. The College
and the surrounding community are already established as an urban setting. The
boundaries of the respective areas are and have been clearly established. The inclusion
of approximately 90’ high poles and fencing and a 20’ high wall adjacent to the baseball
field along Leigh Avenue creates a larger physical barrier than prior; however, there are
other established access points to the Campus. Any impacts would be considered less
than significant and no mitigation measures are required. This issue area will not be
analyzed further in the SEIR.

b) As was the case with the Prior Project, the Proposed Project may create a potentially
significant impact that could conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The San Jose 2020 General Plan does not
have jurisdictional authority over the Campus, as the College is part of the State
Community College System. However, an updated discussion of consistency with policies
of the San Jose 2020 General Plan as they pertain to adjacent land uses will be provided
in the SEIR. In addition, the SEIR will also consider applicable policies of the Santa Clara
County General Plan relative to the homes north of the Campus. While not applicable in
the immediate discussion above, the inclusion of approximately 90’ high poles and fencing
and a 20’ high wall adjacent to the baseball field along Leigh Avenue creates the potential
for incompatible adjacent land uses. This includes the potential impacts created by errant
balls exiting the baseball field onto adjacent roadways and properties. Additional analysis,
as it pertains to impacts from the Proposed Project on adjacent land uses, will be included
in the Aesthetic Resources Section of the SEIR.

c) The Proposed Project will not cause a conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan, or natural community conservation plan. As was the case with the
Prior Project, the Proposed Project there are no adopted habitat conservation plans that
apply to the Campus and that there would be no related impact. No habitat conservation
plan has been adopted that would apply to the Campus to date. This issue area will not
be analyzed further in the SEIR.
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Conclusion
The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

o Physically divide an established community.
e Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, or natural community conservation
plan.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

e Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an
environmental effect.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation  Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
10. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
v

mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site v
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the San Jose City College is already
developed and thus was not available as a mineral resource. The San Jose 2020 General Plan
did not designate the Campus as a mineral resource. Therefore there would be no impacts on
loss of availability of a known mineral that would be of value to the region and the residents of
the state or result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. Because of this,
Mineral Resources were not analyzed the 2000 EIR.

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would result in the loss of
availability of a known mineral that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state
or result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.

Substantiation

a, b) There have been no changes to Mineral Resources since the certification of the 2000 EIR.
The Proposed Project site has not historically been to extract mineral resources and the
Proposed Project will not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state or result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan. As a result, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation
measures are required. These issues area will not be analyzed further in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

. The loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state.

. The loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.
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Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

11. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in'ambient noise levels in the v
project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

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

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

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan could have a potentially
significant impact that would result in the exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies; in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
Proposed Project vicinity above levels existing without the Proposed Project; and a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Proposed Project vicinity above
levels existing without the Proposed Project. Vehicular noise was determined to be the
dominant noise source in the vicinity of the Campus. Physical development on the site could
result in construction noise impacts. The Initial Study stated that the Prior Plan would allow the
College to accommodate a larger student population and could draw more community members
to Campus events. Increased traffic on area roadways could result in higher noise levels at off-
site noise sensitive locations. In addition, construction within the Campus could cause short-
term noise impact in the Campus neighborhood. Implementation of the standard construction
noise measures, including scheduling, use of proper equipment, shielding, notifying neighbors
of upcoming construction, and use of a noise disturbance coordinator may reduce the impacts
to a less than significant level. The Initial Study concluded that the 2000 EIR would evaluate
those potential noise sources.
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The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that implementation of the Prior Plan had no impacts
that would result in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels. The types of uses anticipated as part of the Prior Plan include
classrooms, student facilities, and other support facilities — uses which would not create
excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels. Lastly, the Initial Study determined that based
on their review of area maps, the Campus is not located within two miles of a public airport, a
public use airport or a private airstrip that would expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels. These issues were not analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

Noise was analyzed in Section 5.4 of the 2000 EIR. According to the 2000 EIR, the existing
noise environment in the Campus is variable, being relatively loud in the northern part of the
Campus, near 1-280 and Moorpark Avenue and relatively quiet in the southern part of the
Campus, away from ftraffic noise. Buildout of the Prior Plan would generate short-term
construction noise which could affect on-site and off-site uses. This was deemed a significant
impact; however, with the implementation of mitigation measures, impacts related to short-term
construction noise would be reduced to a less than significant level. On-site noise levels from
project and cumulative traffic would not expose any new buildings or the athletic fields to noise
levels above 70 dB(A); therefore, impacts related to on-site noise would be less than significant.
Project-generated traffic would not result in any significant noise increases at any off-site
receptors along any area roadways; therefore, impacts related to off-site noise would be less
than significant. Increased activity on the Campus would result in noise of a similar type and
magnitude to existing noise, and would not result in any significant impacts to on or off-site
users. Cumulative impacts were determined to be less than significant. After mitigation, noise
impacts were considered less than significant.

Noise was not considered an “Unavoidable Significant Impact” (Section 6.0), did not generate
“Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0) and was considered an “Effect
Found Not to be Significant” (Section 10.0).

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would result in the exposure of
persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; the exposure of persons to
or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the Proposed Project; a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
Proposed Project vicinity above levels existing without the Proposed Project; expose people
residing or working in the Proposed Project area to excessive noise levels (for a project located
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport); or expose people residing or working in the Proposed
Project area to excessive noise levels (for a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip).

Substantiation

a,c,d) The Proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact that would result in the
exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; in
a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Proposed Project vicinity
above levels existing without the Proposed Project; and a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Proposed Project vicinity above levels
existing without the project. Many of the conditions that apply to noise that were present
in 2000 are still currently applicable. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of
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Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the
Prior Plan. The Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF;
however, due to the relocation of Campus facilities and their proximity to off-site uses,
new analysis needs to be conducted. Changes in traffic (to be analyzed in the SEIR),
noise generating uses and the relocation of the baseball field have occurred since the
Prior Plan. These noise issue areas will be analyzed further in the SEIR.

b,e,f) The Proposed Project will have a less than significant impact on the Exposure of

persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels. Similar to the analysis contained in the Initial Study for the 2000 EIR, this would
not cause an effect on the environment and no mitigation is required. Some
groundborne vibration and noise may be experienced during construction and
operations; however, they will be of short duration during construction and will be
masked by vehicular movement during Campus operations. They will be considered
less than significant. The Proposed Project will not result in the exposure of people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels (for a project located
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport); or the exposure of people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels (for a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip). As was the case with the Prior Plan, the Campus is not located within
two miles of a public airport, a public use airport or a private airstrip that would expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. These issues
will not be analyzed in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

[ ]

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels.

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

Exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels (for a
project within the vicinity of a private airstrip).

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project. ,

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project.
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Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

12. POPULATION & HOUSING. Would the
project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or v
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of v
replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of v
replacement housing elsewhere?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan would help the Campus
accommodate an increase in the enroliment from 10,000 to 15,000 students at buildout. An
increase in faculty at the College is also anticipated. To the extent that the increase in students
and faculty attracts additional residents to the San Jose area, the growth caused by the
increase in population could be considered induced by the project; therefore, that issue was
addressed in the EIR.

The Initial Study indicated that implementation of the Prior Plan would not displace substantial
numbers of existing housing units or people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere. There is no housing on the Campus and no element of the Prior Plan
contemplates expansion beyond the established Campus boundaries.

The EIR did not find any “Unavoidable Significant Impacts” (Section 6.0) to Population and
Housing. The EIR also did not find any “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes”
(Section 8.0) to Population and Housing. Section 9.0 “Growth Inducement” of the EIR stated
the following:

e The increase in students could lead to increased use of local businesses that serve the
Campus (e.g., restaurants), and lead to indirect economic growth.

e The projected increase in full-time faculty and classified staff, could help induce people
to move to the area.

e The proposed project could also induce growth by introducing additional short-term
employment opportunities during construction of the Facilities Master Plan projects.

e The proposed project could be considered growth-inducing based on this criterion.

According to the EIR — “Effects Found Not to be Significant” (Chapter 10, Section B12 -
Population and Housing, p. 10.0-10), the Prior Project would not displace substantial numbers
of existing housing units or people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere. There is no housing on the Campus and no element of the Prior Plan contemplates
expansion beyond the established Campus boundaries. No significant impacts were determined
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and no mitigation measures were required for Population and Housing Resources.

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would induce substantial
population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure);
displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere; or displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.

Substantiation

a) There were no “Unavoidable Significant Impacts,” or “Significant Irreversible
Environmental Changes” in the Prior Plan EIR. There were no “Effects Found Not to be
Significant” in the Prior Plan EIR. As was the case with the Prior Project, the Proposed
Project may induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.
Due to the overall decrease in overall proposed square footage with the Proposed Project
of 105,425 OGSF/66,161 ASF from the Prior Plan, any impacts will be considered to be
further lessened. Impact will continue to be considered less than significant and no
mitigation measures will be required. This issue area will not be analyzed further in the
SEIR.

b,c) The Proposed Project will not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or
people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. There is no
housing on the Campus and no element of the Proposed Project contemplates expansion
beyond the established Campus boundaries. As a result, no impacts are anticipated and
no mitigation measures are required. These issues area will not be analyzed further in the
SEIR.

Conclusion
The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other

infrastructure).

. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.

. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the
project have an effect upon or result in a
need for new or altered governmental
services in any of the following area:

a) Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
government facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

\

Fire Protection?
Police Protection? v
Schools? ' v
Parks? v
Other public facilities? v

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan buildout could potentially
have significant impacts upon or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in
any of the following area which would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for fire protection, police protection and other governmental services. Implementation
of the Prior Plan would bring additional students, employees and visitors to the Campus. It was
determined that this could result in an increased demand for fire protection services, police
protection services and other governmental services. Based on those conclusions, the impacts
from these issue areas would be analyzed in the Public Services of the 2000 EIR.

The following issue areas were determined to have no impact in the Initial Study for the 2000
EIR: an effect upon or result in a need for new or altered governmental services, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for schools and

parks.

Implementation of the Prior Plan would not result in any direct increase in the residential
population of the area; therefore, it was determined that there would be no impact on
elementary, junior high or high schools. The Prior Plan would provide a beneficial impact on the
community college capacity by allowing the Campus to accommodate additional students.

Public Services were analyzed in Section 5.5 of the 2000 EIR. According to the 2000 EIR, the
buildout of the Prior Plan would increase the demand for police services from the San Jose
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Evergreen Valley Community College Police Department, possibly requiring the need for
additional staff and/or equipment. Impacts related to additional demand on police services was
determined to be less than significant as were impacts related to response times. The increase
in student population and building square footage was anticipated to potentially result in a
demand for additional security and safety features, such as implementation of a lighting plan,
signage plan and installation of security phones. These measures were determined to reduce
the impact related to Campus safety to a less than significant level. The new access road and
the new location for the Campus police were determined to be positive impacts.

The San Jose Fire Department Station #4 is located across from the Campus on Leigh Avenue.
It is the primary responder to fires on the Campus. According to the 2000 EIR, it was estimated
that the Prior Plan would result in an additional 20 to 40 calls from the Campus. This increase
was not expected to result in the need for more staff or equipment. In addition, the Prior Plan
would have to comply with state and Fire Department requirements regarding the installation of
automatic sprinkler systems. For these reasons, it was concluded that impacts to fire services
would be less than significant and that cumulative impacts from the implementation of the Prior
Plan would also be less than significant.

Public Services were not considered an “Unavoidable Significant Impact” (Section 6.0); did not
generate “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0) and the need for new or
altered governmental services in any of the following area which would result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered government
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for schools and parks was considered an
“Effect Found Not to be Significant” (Section 10.0).

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered government
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: Fire Protection;
Police Protection; Schools; Parks; or other public facilities.

Substantiation

a) The Proposed Project could have a less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated for new or altered governmental services in any of the following area which
would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for
fire protection, police protection and other governmental services. Implementation of the
Prior Plan would bring additional students, employees and visitors to the Campus. It was
determined that this could result in an increased demand for fire protection services and
police protection services. Many of the requirements/mitigation measures have been
implemented since the adoption of the 2000 Facilities Master Plan and the certification of
the 2000 EIR. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and
the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed
Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. This would result in lesser
impacts than were anticipated under the Prior Plan. Still in order to ensure that all impacts
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are addressed, the following mitigation measures will be implemented:
Police Protection Services

13-1 The Facilities Master Plan will place night-time lighting and security
phones at selected locations on the Campus, based on a review by the
District. In addition, a signage plan for emergency services shall be
implemented in the pedestrian areas and parking lots to provide an
increased measure of safety.

Fire Protection Services

13-2 The District will comply with applicable fire and life safety standards and
code requirements such as fire hydrant flows, hydrant spacing, adequate
fire turning-radius, access and design.

13-3 The District will comply with the Division of State Architect/Office of
Regulatory Services standards and the City of San Jose Fire
Department’s requirements regarding the installation of automatic
sprinkler systems.

13-4 The District shall utilize their Emergency Response Plan that includes a
plan for responding to fires.

13-5 The detailed architectural plans shall be reviewed by the San Jose Fire
Department for emergency access.

With the incorporation of the above referenced mitigation measure, impacts will be
reduced to a less than significant level. These issue areas will not be analyzed further in
the SEIR.

The Proposed Project would have no substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for schools, parks and other public facilities. The Proposed
Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus
access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed Project will result in an overall
decrease in OGSF and ASF. There were no impacts from the Prior Plan on these issue
areas and the same conclusions apply to the Proposed Project. These issue areas will not
be analyzed further in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:
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Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire Protection.
Police Protection
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e Schools
e Parks
e Other public facilities

Based on the information presented above, the following issue areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

14. RECREATION. Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial v
physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which v
might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan would not result in any
increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. It was
concluded that there would not be a direct increase in the residential population in the area;
therefore, there would be no increase in park usage by area residents. Implementation of the
Prior Plan would bring additional students, employees and visitors to the Campus. The closest
neighborhood parks are about one mile from the Campus and it was determined that it was
unlikely that students would use these parks because of the facilities available for recreation on
Campus (and because of the Campus’ function as a community college). This issue was not
analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that implementation of the Prior Plan had a
potentially significant impact and might include recreational facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment. The Initial Study stated that the Prior Plan includes sports facilities that may be
used for recreational purposes; and that the impacts of these facilities on the environment will
be addressed in the 2000 EIR. There was no specific Section of the 2000 EIR that addressed
Recreational Resources. The sports facilities were discussed in the Noise Section (5.4) of the
2000 EIR. Impacts from noise generated by these facilities were considered less than
significant with the implementation of mitigation measures D.1.1. (landscaping) and D.1.3.
(“user friendly” high-tech public address system). Noise was not considered an “Unavoidable
Significant Impact’ (Section 6.0), did not generate “Significant Irreversible Environmental
Changes” (Section 8.0) and was considered an “Effect Found Not to be Significant” (Section

10.0).

The sports facilities were also discussed in the Visual Quality Section (5.7) of the 2000 EIR.
Impacts from noise generated by these facilities were considered less than significant with the
implementation of mitigation measures E.1.3. (landscape buffer) and E.1.6. (sports fields would
be organized as a contiguous green band along the southern boundary). Visual Quality was not
considered an “Unavoidable Significant Impact’ (Section 6.0), did not generate “Significant
Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0) and was considered an “Effect Found Not to
be Significant” (Section 10.0).
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The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would (a) increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, or (b) include recreational
facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment.

Substantiation

a) The Proposed Project will not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated. Consistent with the Prior Plan, there will not be a
direct increase in the residential population in the area; therefore, there would be no
increase in park usage by area residents. Implementation of the Proposed Project will
continue to bring additional students, employees and visitors to the Campus. The closest
neighborhood parks are about one mile from the Campus. It is still unlikely that students
would use these parks because of the facilities available for recreation on Campus (and
because of the Campus’ function as a community college). There are no impacts and no
mitigation measures are required. This issue area will not be analyzed further in the SEIR.

b) As was the case with the Prior Project, the Proposed Project may create a potentially
significant impact to recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
The primary change from the Prior Plan is the proposed relocation of the baseball field to
the southeastern portion of the Campus, adjacent to Leigh Avenue. The inclusion of
approximately 90’ high poles for fencing and a 20’ high wall adjacent to the baseball field
along Leigh Avenue creates the potential for an adverse physical effect on the
environment. Because of this potentially significant impact, this issue are will be analyzed
in the SEIR. Additional analysis, as it pertains to potentially significant impacts from the
Proposed Project on adjacent land uses, will be included in the Aesthetic Resources and
Land Use and Planning Sections of the SEIR.

Conclusion
The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

¢ Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

e Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would
the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (e.g.,
result in a substantial increase in either the v
number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively,
a level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for
designate roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or v
a change in location that result in substantial
safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or v
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g. farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? v
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? v
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or

programs supporting alternative v
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle

racks)?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan buildout could result in a
potentially significant impacts and cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (e.g., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections); and exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designate roads or highways.
The Prior Plan would result in an increase in the number of trips to, from and within the
Campus. Use of the Campus in the morning and evening could overlap with a.m. and p.m.
peak commuting periods; there could also be localized peak traffic associated with the use of
the Campus only. The proposed new parking structures and circulation changes could affect
circulation patterns within the Campus and along adjacent roadways. It was concluded that the
2000 EIR would evaluate these potential impacts.

The Initial Study for the 2000 EIR also identified potentially significant impacts from the Prior
Plan that could substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment); result in inadequate
emergency access; result in inadequate parking capacity; and conflict with adopted policies,
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plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks). It
was concluded that roadway safety issues be included in the 2000 EIR transportation and
circulation analysis. Increased traffic from the increase in enroliment would increase the
demand for parking. This issue was identified to be analyzed in the 2000 EIR. It was stated
that the Prior Plan was not expected to conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
supporting alternative transportation; however, that issue was also analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

Lastly, the Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that there would be no impact from
implementation of the Prior Plan that would result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks.
The Campus is more than 3 miles from the San Jose International Airport, and is about 6 miles
from the Reid-Hillview Airport. The Campus is not located within the San Jose International
Airport Land Use Plan boundaries. The Campus is not within the safety areas for any of the
area airports. The Prior Plan was not expected to result in increased air traffic because the
Campus is used by area residents.

Transportation and Circulation was analyzed in Section 5.1 of the 2000 EIR. According to the
2000 EIR, under existing and future conditions, all of the signalized intersections in the Campus
operate at LOS D or better. Vehicles turning left at the intersection of South Bascom Avenue
and Kingman Avenue have difficulty finding gaps in the South Bascom Avenue traffic; this
condition would worsen with the increase in student enroliment envisioned by the Prior Plan
(and with increased traffic on Bascom Avenue from other growth in the area). This impact
would not be significant because a signal would not be warranted at the intersection. However,
there is the potential for two significant impacts relating to queuing and left-turning vehicles.
Restricting the intersection to right turns only would address the impacts, if they occur. All
freeway segments near the Campus currently operate at unacceptable levels of service during
the peak hours. In the near-term, the traffic associated with the Prior Plan would not exceed the
significance threshold for impacts to freeway congestion. However, the increase in traffic from
the Prior Plan buildout volumes would be equal to, or greater than, one percent of the capacity
of 12 of the study freeway segments. Therefore, the Prior Plan made a significant contribution
to cumulative impacts for those segments. Those significant impacts would not be mitigated
because there were no planned improvements for |-280 or SR17 in the vicinity of the Campus.
Conditions related to parking and pedestrian circulation would be improved with the
implementation of the Prior Plan, which included provision of up to 2,990 parking spaces on
Campus at buildout, a reorganized pedestrian circulation system, as well as other circulation
improvements.

Subsection G of Section 5.4 of the 2000 EIR (Level of Significance After Mitigation) concluded
that impacts related to left-turning vehicles at the intersection of Kingman Avenue and Bascom
Avenue would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of left-turn
restrictions. Impacts from the Prior Plan buildout to freeway segments in the area would be
unavoidably significant, due to the lack of funding mechanisms or planned or programmed
mitigation measures for the freeways (reiterated in Section 6.0 - Unavoidable Significant Impact
of the 2000 EIR. Safety impacts related to the crosswalk on Laswell Avenue would be mitigated
with the relocation of the crosswalk.

Transportation and Circulation did not generate “Significant Irreversible Environmental
Changes” (Section 8.0). Only the Prior Project’s no impact to change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial
safety risks was considered an “Effect Found Not to be Significant” (Section 10.0).
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The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would cause an increase in
traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system
(e.g., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity
ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level
of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways; result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks; substantially increase
hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g. farm equipment); result in inadequate emergency access; result in inadequate
parking capacity; or conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

Substantiation

a,b) The Proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact that would cause an
increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity
of the street system (e.g., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); and exceed,
either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designate roads or highways. Many of the
conditions that apply to transportation and circulation that were present in 2000 are still
currently applicable. The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus
facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan.
The Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF; however, due
to the relocation of Campus facilities, and the potential for traffic issues to change over
time, new analysis needs to be conducted. These transportation and circulation issue
areas will be analyzed further in the SEIR.

c) The Proposed Project would have no impact that would result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that result in
substantial safety risks. Consistent with the Prior Plan, The Campus is more than 3
miles from the San Jose International Airport, and is about 6 miles from the Reid-Hillview
Airport. The Campus is not located within the San Jose International Airport Land Use
Plan boundaries. The Campus is not within the safety areas for any of the area airports.
The Prior Plan was not expected to result in increased air traffic because the Campus is
used by area residents. This issue area will not be analyzed in the SEIR.

d-g) The Proposed Project will have a less than significant impact on substantially increased
hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment); result in inadequate emergency access; result
in inadequate parking capacity; or conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks). All of these were
determined to be less than significant impacts from implementation of the Prior Project.
The Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the
reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed
Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. Many
improvements/mitigations recommended by the Prior Project EIR have been completed
and are included in the design of the Proposed Plan:

e F1.2 Construction of a pedestrian walk that connects the east and west
ends of Campus, and clearly separated vehicular and pedestrian paths.
e F1.3 Provision of additional parking spaces on Campus.
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e F3 (d) The College District shall relocate the crosswalk at the intersection
of Laswell Avenue and Moorpark Avenue for pedestrian safety.

These issues will not be analyzed in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that result in substantial safety risks.

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment).

Result in inadequate emergency access.

Result in inadequate parking capacity.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

L]

Initial Study — San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (e.g., result in a substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections).

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project.

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for designate roads or highways.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing v
entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has v
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient

permitted capacity to accommodate the v
project's solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local y

statues and regulations related to solid
waste?

General Discussion

According to the Initial Study prepared for the 2000 EIR, the Prior Plan buildout would not
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB). It was stated that the Campus was already developed and generated
wastewater and that the Prior Plan would result in similar types of uses as those on the campus
currently. No uses were proposed (i.e., industrial uses) that might generate wastewater that
exceeds the RWQMB treatment requirements. Therefore, this issue area was not analyzed in
the 2000 EIR.

The Initial Study stated that the Prior Project would result in potentially significant impacts that
could require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects; require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;
have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
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resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed; result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s anticipated demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments; or be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs. Implementation would result in an increase in wastewater
generation and demand for potable water. The Prior Plan drainage system would connect to
the City of San Jose drainage system. Impervious surfaces were not expected to increase
substantially; therefore, it was determined that there would not be a substantial increase in
storm drainage from the project. Solid waste generation was anticipated to increase with the
increased student enroliment. All of these issue areas were analyzed in the 2000 EIR.

Lastly, the Initial Study for the 2000 EIR indicated that the types of uses proposed under the
Prior Plan raised no specific issues related to compliance with solid waste laws and regulation.
There would be no related impact and this issue would not be addressed in the 2000 EIR.

Public Utilities were analyzed in Section 5.6 of the 2000 EIR. According to the 2000 EIR,
buildout of the Prior Plan would result in an increased demand for potable water. It was
estimated that the 15,000 students accommodated by buildout of the Prior Plan and the
increase in landscaped area would result in an increase in water use to about 314,000 gallons
per day. The College obtains water from the San Jose Water Company (SJWC). SJWC
indicated that it did not expect any shortage in the near future. The College would employ water
conservation measures in the new buildings and landscaped areas. The impacts were
considered less than significant. It was also stated that construction of the new buildings would
require installation of new water distribution lines within the Campus boundaries. Water pipe
capacity would be evaluated and upgraded, if necessary, at the beginning of each individual
project. It was concluded that the upgrades would address any potential impacts related to fire
flow requirements and water line condition.

The 2000 EIR indicated that buildout of the Prior Plan would generate 0.09 million gallons of
wastewater per day. It was stated that the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
(WPCP) and the City of San Jose’s collection pipes had sufficient capacity to accommodate that
increase of wastewater; therefore, the impact to wastewater collection and treatment was
considered less than significant.

Subsections B7 and C7 of Section 5.6 of the 2000 EIR (Significance after Mitigation) concluded
the following as it related to water supply and wastewater capacity, respectively: the Water
Company does not expect any supply problems and the impact would be less than significant
after mitigation; and all impacts to wastewater services would be less than significant.

Public Utilities did not generate “Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (Section 8.0).
Impacts related to storm water drainage and solid wastes were considered an “Effect Found Not
to be Significant” (Section 10.0).

The discussion below will address whether the Proposed Project would exceed wastewater
treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board; require or result
in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; require or
result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; have sufficient water
supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or require new
or expanded entitlements; result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
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serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s anticipated
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments; be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs; comply with
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Substantiation

d) The Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact, with mitigation
incorporated, so that it would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources. No new or expanded entitiements are needed.
These impacts were determined to be less than significant impacts (with mitigation
incorporated) from implementation of the Prior Project. The Proposed Project involves
the reorganization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access and
circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed Project will result in an overall decrease in
OGSF and ASF. Since the Proposed Project would result in similar types of uses as
those on the campus currently, and there is an overall reduction in the total OGSF and
ASF, impacts will be less than the Prior Project. Since the adoption of the Prior Plan,
older, less water efficient buildings have been demolished, new water efficient buildings
have been constructed and water efficient landscaping has been installed. The following
mitigation measures, some of which were required in the 2000 EIR to mitigate water
supply, will be implemented:

16-1The District will implement water conservation measures in new
buildings, including low-flow showers, toilets and faucets.

16-2The irrigation watering system shall be designed utilizing the latest, state-
of-the-art equipment to conserve water.

16-3At the start of each individual project, pipe capacity shall be reviewed,
and upgraded as needed, to meet fire flow requirements and water
demand.

With the incorporation of the above referenced mitigation measures, impacts will be
reduced to a less than significant level. This issue area will not be analyzed further in
the SEIR.

a-c,f-g) The Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact that would exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board; require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects; require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects; result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity
to serve the project’s anticipated demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments; be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs; or comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste. Impacts from the implementation of the Prior
Project were considered less than significant or no impact on these issue areas. The
Proposed Project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the
reconfiguration of Campus access and circulation from the Prior Plan. The Proposed
Project will result in an overall decrease in OGSF and ASF. Consistent with the Prior
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Plan, this determination can be made because the Campus is fully developed and the
proposed facilities would be similar in function to existing facilities. All of these issue
areas will have an incremental impact; however, since they are less than the Prior
Project, for purposes of this analysis, they are considered less than significant. These
issue areas will not be analyzed in the SEIR.

Conclusion

The following issues will not require any further analysis in the SEIR:

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board.

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects.

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's anticipated demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs.

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Based on the information presented above, the following issues areas will be further analyzed in
the SEIR:

None
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Potentially
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant Unless Significant
Impact Mitigated Impact No Impact

17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal v
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts, which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a v
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects.)

c) Does the project have environmental
effects, which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Responses:

a)

b)

As discussed in the prior Sections of this Initial Study, the project does not have the
potential to degrade the quality of environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
maijor periods of California history or prehistory. The Project site is located within an
urbanized area and it does not contain any or located near any threatened or
endangered species, or sensitive habitats. As a result, any impacts are considered less
than significant.

The Project may have potentially significant impacts, which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable. As a result, the following issue areas will be analyzed in the
SEIR: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Land Use/Planning, Noise, Recreation and
Transportation/Traffic.

The Project may have potentially significant impacts, which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. As a result, the following
issue areas will be analyzed in the SEIR: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Land Use/Planning,
Noise, Recreation and Transportation/Traffic.
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Figure 1 - Regional and Project Site Location
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San José/Evergreen Community College District
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Revised Draft Subsequent EIR (Revised DSEIR) ' APPENDICES

9.2 SCOPING MEETING ITEMS, NOP COMMENT LETTERS AND E-MAILS
FOR THE 2009 DSEIR

There have been no changes to this Subchapter which was prepared for the 2009 DSEIR.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the preparation of a Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report (SEIR) for the San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 (Update) was
prepared and distributed in the manner prescribed in Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. In
addition, the NOP was sent to the persons who were identified as having an interest in the
SEIR. The circulation period for the NOP was from October 8, 2008 through November 7, 2008.

The following items are included as attachments to this subchapter pertaining to the NOP
distribution:

+ A copy of the NOP.

« The NOP distribution list.

A scoping meeting was on the held in the Student Center of the San Jose City College (SJCC)
Campus for the Update on the evening of October 10, 2008. A notice of the scoping meeting
was mailed to the recipients of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), property owners and residents

within a 600’ radius of the Campus, as well as an advertisement in the San Jose Mercury News.

The following items are included as attachments to this subchapter pertaining to the scoping
meeting:

« A copy of the notice of scoping meeting.

« The scoping meeting distribution.

« The advertisement of the scoping meeting in the San Jose Mercury News.
» Scoping meeting attendance sheet. |

« Scoping meeting minutes.

« Subsequent letter from SJCC with link to the “ftp” site where the NOP and Initial Study could
be viewed.

Six (6) letter responses and two (2) e-mail responses to the NOP were submitted. These
responses letters are listed below and contained in this subchapter. Responses to these letters
are contained in subchapter 2.2.2.

« Response Letter #1 from State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, letter dated October 8, 2008.
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San José/Evergreen Community College District
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Revised Draft Subsequent EIR (Revised DSEIR) APPENDICES

Response Letter #2 from Department of Toxic Substances Control, letter dated October 30,
2008.

« Response Letter #3 from City of San Jose, Department of Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement, letter dated November 19, 2008.

« Response Letter #4 from Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), letter dated
November 6, 2008.

« Response Letter #5 from Caltrans, letter dated November 5, 2008.
« Response Letter #6 Ms. Randi Kinman, letter dated November 7, 2008.
« Response E-mail #1 from Santa Clara Valley Water District, dated October 15, 2008.

« Response E-mail #2 from Michael LaRoca, dated November 6, 2008.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To: State Clearing House and List of Local, Regional, and State Agencies
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Subsequent Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR)
Lead Agency: Consulting Firm:
Agency Name: San Jose/Evergreen Community Firm Name: = Maas Companies, Inc.
College District
Address: 4750 San Felipe Road Address: 59867 Cascadel Drive North
San Jose, CA 95135-1599 North Fork, CA 92643
Contact: Robert Dias Contact: Dr. Michael Maas
Phone: 408-270-6400 ’ Phone: 559-877-7797 ext. 01
Fax: 408-238-2866 Fax: 559-877-7798
E-mail: robert.dias@sjeccd.org E-mail: mikemaas@maasco.com

The San Jose/Evergreen Community College District will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a
subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) for the project identified below. We need to know the
views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information which is germane to
your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need
to use the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other approval for the project.

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached
materials. A copy of the Initial Study is attached.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date
but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to the San Jose/Evergreen Community College District at the address shown
above. Please provide the name of a contact person in your agency.

Project Title: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Project Location: City of San Jose, Santa Clara County, State of California

Project Description:  See attached Initial Study

Date: October 6, 2008 Name: Robert Di 1 v
Signature: j%}ﬁ/‘
Title: Execu‘ }ve Director
Telephone: 408-270-6400

Attachments: Reviewing Agencies Checklist
Notice of Preparation Mailing List
Initial Study
Scoping Meeting Notice



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

_X _ Air Resources Board . Office of Emergency Services
___ Boating & Waterways, Department of __ Office of Historic Pre

California Highway Patrol __ Parks & Recreation
X Caltrans District # —_ Pesticide Regulation, Department
___ Caltrans Division of Aeronautics __ Public Utilities Commission
___ Caltrans Planning Reclamation Board
_ Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy _X__ Regional WQCB #2
__ Coastal Commission __ Resources Agency
__ Colorado River Board Commission — S.F. Bay Conservation & Development
__ Conservation, Department of ___ San Gabriel & Lower Los Angeles
_ Corrections, Department of & Mountains Rivers & Mountains Conservancy

Conservancy ___ SanJoaquin River Conservancy
__ Delta Protection Commission _____ Santa Monica Mountains conservancy
__ Education, Department of Office of Public __ State Lands Commission

School Construction __ SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
___ Energy Commission __ SWRCB: Water Quality
_X _ Fish & Game Region # ____ SWRCB: Water Rights
__ Food & Agriculture, Department of __ Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
__ Forestry & Fire Protection — Toxic Substances Control,
___ General Services, Department of Department of
___ Health Services, Department of ___ Water Resources, Department of
__ Housing & Community Development
__ Integrated Waste Management Board _X_ Other: Division of the State Architect
_X _ Native American Heritage Commission ____ Other:

For SCH Use Only

Date Received at SCH Catalog Number:
Date Review Starts: Applicant:
Date to Agencies: Consultant: ,
Date to SCH: Contact: Phone:
Clearance Date: Address:

Notes:




NOP Mailing - List
[Mailed by Maas Companies under separate cover]

Ken Ashford, Environmental Services
Supervisor

San Jose Water Company

1221 South Bascom Avenue

San Jose, CA 95128

Lin Leung, Environmental Specialist
Pacific Gas & Electric Company

111 Almaden Boulevard

San Jose, CA 95113

Henry Hilken, Director of Planning and
Research

BAAQMD

939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Henry Gardner, Executive Director
ABAG

101 8" Street

Oakland, CA 94607

Sue Tippets, Engineering Unit Manager
Santa Clara Valley Water District

5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose, CA 95118

Rob Eastwood, Senior Planner

Santa Clara County Department of Planning
and Development

70 West Hedding Street, 7" Floor, East Wing
San Jose, CA 95110

Tom Fitzwater, Environmental Planning
VTA

3331 North First Street

Building B Floor 2

San Jose, CA 95134

Susan Walsh, Senior Planner

City of San Jose Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

Tower, 3™ Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Ashley Nguyen, Environmental Planning
Metrod]?olitan Transportation Commission
101 8™ Street

Oakland, CA 94607

State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Jussi and Lena Rajna
2085 Rexford Way
San Jose, CA 95128

Ms. Randi Kinman
801 Richmond Avenue
San Jose, CA 95128

Primo De Guzman, Development Services
Division Manager

City of San Jose Public Works Department

200 East Santa Clara Street

Tower, 3™ Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Mike Murtiff, HAZMAT Program Manager
City of San Jose Bureau of Fire Prevention
170 West San Carlos Street

San Jose, CA 95113

Laura Stuchinsky, Sustainability Officer
City of San Jose Transportation Department
200 East Santa Clara Street

Tower, 8" Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Ray Aguirre, Chief of Police

San Jose Evergreen Valley Community College
Police Department

3095 Yerba Buena Road

San Jose, CA 95135




October 3, 2008
Dear Neighbors of San Jose City College,

This is an official notice, but it is also an invitation. We want to discuss with you the
issues involved with the Facilities Master Plan of the college. The plan was last updated
in 2000 and it is due for a routine revision. An accompanying environmental impact
report will also undergo an update. The new Master Plan will define the facilities
upgrades proposed between now and the year 2021. Some of the older buildings will be
demolished and beautiful new ones built to replace them. Improved landscaping and
architecture will come with the improvements in operational capabilities.

Please join us to talk about the issues on Friday evening, October 10 in the Student
Center. Any interested members of the public are welcome. Here is the official meeting

notice.

A SCOPING MEETING will be held on Friday, October 10, 2008 at 6:00p.m. in Room
SC204, the Community Room, Student Center, San Jose City College, for the purpose
of gathering information for the preparation of an environmental document for the
following project:

San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

This update proposes to include the following components:

1. Update of the Master Plan to the year 2021.

2. Relocation of the baseball field along Leigh Avenue.

3. Reduction of approximately 47,000 square feet of campus facilities.
4. Other changes to the San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan.

PROJECT LOCATION: Jose City College is located in central San Jose in Santa

Clara County. The Campus is immediately south of Interstate 280 (I-280) and is
bounded by Moorpark Avenue to the north, Rexford Way, Kingman Avenue and
Fruitvale Avenue to the south, Laswell Avenue and South Bascom Avenue to the west
and Leigh Avenue to the east. The Campus encompasses approximately 53 acres.
Access is currently provided from Moorpark Avenue, Laswell Avenue, Leigh Avenue
and Kingman Avenue. _

The San Jose/Evergreen Community College District has preliminarily identified the
following potential environmental effects for the project:

- Aesthetics - Land Use/Planning
- Air Quality ' - Recreation
- Hazards & Hazardous Materials - Transportation/Traffic

- Hydrology/Water Quality

Any agency or person may either submit written comments or may appear at the
scoping meeting to request additional information or make comments on the proposal.



Written comments and/or questions should be directed to:

San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
Attn.: Robert Dias, Executive Director of Facilities
4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose, CA 95135-1599
robert.dias@sjeccd.org

408-270-6400
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NOTICE OF SCOPING MEETING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to Interested Or-
ganizations and Indivduals that a scoping
meeting will be held on

Frnday. October 10, 2008 at 6:00 p.m.
in SC204, the Community Room,
Student Center, San Jose City College,

for the purpose to gather information for the
preparation of an environmental document
for the foliowing project:

PROJECT: san Jose City callege Facilities
aster Plan Update 202
This update proposes to include the follow-
ing components:

1. gpéiate of the Master Plan to the year

2. Relocatxon of the baseball field along
Le« h Avenue.

3. uction of approx1matel?/ 47,000
square feet of campus facilities.

Other chan%es to the San Jose City

College Facilities Master Plan.

PROJECT LOCATION: San Jose City College is
loca.ted |n central San Jose in Santa Clara
C19 mpus_is _immediately south

!nterstate 280 (1-280) and is bounded by
Moorpark Avenue to the north, Rexford
Way, Kingman Avenue and Fruitvale Avenue
to the south, Laswell Avenue and South
Bascom Avenie to the west and Leigh Ave-
nue to the east, The Campus encompasses
approximately 53 acres. Access is currentl
provided from Moorpark Avenue, Laswe
Avenue, Leigh Avenue and Kingman Avenue.

The San Jose/Evergreen Community College
District has preliminarily identified the fol-
lowing potential environmental effects for
the project:

sAesthetics

sAir Quahg

«Hazards Hazardous Materxals
sHydrology/Water Quality

stand Use/PIanmn

*Recreatio

eTran snortatlon/‘l’ raffic

Any agency or person may either submit
written comments or may appear at the
scoping meeting to request additional infor-
mation or make comments on the proposal.

Written comments and/or aquestions should
be directed to:

San Jose/Evergreen Community

College D
Attn: Robert Dxas, Executive Director
of Facilities

4750 San Fellpe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599
robert. d|as§sxeccd.org
408-270-640

October 6, 2008 2958399
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San Jose City College Scoping Meeting
October 10, 2008
Meeting Notes

Welcome and introduction from Mike Maas of Maas Companies.

Introduction of SUCC President Burke, SUIECCD Executive Director of Facilities Robert
Dias and other participants.
Description of the Meeting's purpose and intent.

e Meeting not mandated by regulations or law.

e Meeting begins the process of a revision of the Facilities Master Plan and the
attendant Environmental Impact Report.,

e Defined the scope of the planning and environmental analysis.
Defined the timeframes and milestones of the process.

¢ Defined the planning limit of future development to the year 2021.

Open Discussion

Randi Kinman, a leader of local residents, especially those living near the eastern
boundary of the campus, rose to mention the lack of attention by Public Services;
she said, "They don't listen to us," speaking about the failure to issue parking permits
and enforcing them, and the lack of SJCC response to crowding from events at the
athletic fields.

An unidentified local resident asked, "How can we comment on your Master Plan
when we don't know any of the details, including what you would demolish and what
you would build?" Mike Maas responded by outlining several points:

o The nature of the campus, and the evolution of educational delivery systems has
begun to affect planning, especially that the transition to online classes has
reduced the percentage of on-campus classes and the produced an
accompanying slowdown in the growth of student activity at the institution.

o Speaking to the map projected on the wall, similar to the maps distributed to the
meeting participants, Dr. Maas reviewed what has already been demolished and
replaced as well as the contemplated demolitions and proposed construction
projects.

o Parking issues were addresses briefly in the context of reduced student growth
projections, parking accommodations already built, the need for future parking
structures, and the extraordinary nature of event-oriented crowding on and near
campus.

An unidentified local resident raised the notion that we must talk about the ninety-foot
poles installed along Leigh Avenue for the new baseball field.

The father of a baseball player asked about the baseball field's construction
timeframe and how it relates to the beginning of the baseball season. resident Burke
responded that the first home game of the season is slated for January. e admitted
that due to the imposition of the regulatory requirements for planning and reporting,
the field will not be completed until sometime after February 2009.

Ms. Kinman commented that changes had been made in the current Master Plan
without notice given to the public. She asked about parking planning in particular,



noting that it seems a parking structure has been dropped from current planning and
previously unannounced surface lot has appeared next to Leigh Avenue between the
athletic fields. She also commented on the previous Master Plan's inclusion of a
large, lighted tower on campus.

A resident of Sherman Oaks Drive remarked that campus traffic in the neighborhood
immediately south of campus has increased significantly. Some of the comments
included:

o Drivers are driving too fast for the neighborhood.

o There are more motorcycles and many of them are loud.

o Traffic data has been collected by the City, but only at off-peak traffic hours.

o San Jose Police Department apparently does not have the resources to monitor
traffic or enforce compliance with traffic laws in campus-area neighborhoods
despite requests and complaints issued by local residents.

o Many drivers, some or all not associated with SUCC, have used the campus to
travel from westbound Fruitdale Avenue to northbound Bascom Avenue, avoiding
the busy intersection of those two arterials.

o Truck ftraffic serving the campus has increased significantly as drivers have
discovered campus access at the south end of the institution, thus increasing
noise in the neighborhood, often at odd hours, especially in the early morning.

A resident of Rexford Way and a past instructor at SICC asked specifically about the
demolition of the X-Y-Z complex of buildings and their functional replacement.

Ms. Kinman added several comments about the athletic fields:

o She acknowledged that the institution is now responding to the issue of
environmental impact of the baseball field construction along Leigh Avenue, the
eastern edge of campus abutting the baseball facility's left field.

o However, she suggested that no attention has yet been given to the possible
impact to residents of the apartment complexes and other residences on the
south side of campus abutting the first base foul line and right field fence.

o She regrets the loss of at least ten mature trees along Leigh Avenue.

o The loss of the trees has impacted local residents because many pigeons who
once lived in those trees have now taken up residence in the local
neighborhoods, some of them exhibiting bold and intrusive behaviors.

o The loss of the trees has also significantly increased the noise impact of the
athletic fields' public address system, used for various events; promised
mitigation has had "zero effect," from her perspective.

o A driveway has been added, apparently for construction traffic; campus officials
replied that this driveway will be eliminated at the conclusion of construction.

A Sherman Oaks Drive resident remarked that a large mound of fertilizer has been
on the grounds for months. When the wind blows, the smell is stifling. He described
it as a "dust bowl!" where the tennis courts used to be. The fertilizer was purchased
in bulk for the eventual spreading on the new softball and baseball fields.

A resident asked "Who makes the judgments on what is a 'significant impact' in the
environmental impact analysis?" Matthew Fagan from the Maas Companies
responded that a large body of past nationwide and statewide analysis contributes to
defining "significant impact" standards, and that his own professional experience will



also be brought to bear in making these assessments.

A resident challenged the notion that the college should continue offering the newly
"discovered" southern access to the campus for all vehicles, and allowing a shortcut
to avoid the Bascom and Fruitdale intersection. Traffic accessing the Child
Development Center, on Mansfield Drive at the south end of campus, also attracts a
significant increase in traffic. Officials assured the residents that these issues would
be evaluated and addressed.

Follow-up comments on traffic issues included the following:

o Refuse containers are currently located near residences and the resultant noise,
especially at early hours, is disturbing.

o Full vehicular access should be restored to drivers entering the college from
Moorpark Avenue, the northern campus boundary. This could solve many of the
traffic problems seemingly caused by drivers seeking easier access at the south
end of campus.

Ms. Kinman observed that the rental of the athletic facilities seems "out of control"
and has resulted in a significant growth of event-related traffic and crowding
problems which directly affect the eastern neighbors. Insufficient on-campus parking
accommodations cause attendees to park in the neighborhood and walk across
Leigh Avenue to attend these events, often high school football games and other
events unrelated to the primary mission of San Jose City College. Again she
emphasized her concern about the public address (PA) systems for the football and
track stadium; she also anticipated a worsening situation when construction is
completed on the baseball field with its additional PA system. She asked if there will
be a replanting program contemplated and developed to restore trees to Leigh
Avenue which had previously attenuated PA noise in the neighborhood. She
expressed some frustration regarding a similar situation on Moorpark Avenue where
promises had been made to replace several trees removed on the campus' northern
boundary. That replanting promise, she said, has never been kept despite attempts
to provide external funding for additional irrigation expense.

The meeting was concluded with encouragement to sign the attendance sheet and to
indicate on the sheet if documents, reports and other communication is desired.

After the meeting, several residents stayed to extend the discussions on particular

projects and issues. Some of the comments heard include the following:

o Some Rexford Way residents told of the "Neighborhood Buffer Concept" that
included, in part, the building of an earthen berm with trees and other vegetation
to provide a sound barrier between the campus and the residents. A drawing
dated August 15, 2008 was brought forward which was produced by the
landscape architectural firm of Joni L. Janecki & Associates. That drawing
graphically described the buffer concept. One of the residents commented that
the location of the berm topped with trees was in conflict with power lines located
directly overhead. He also said that he'd been told that the project had "run out
of money." This project was presented as an on-again-off-again plan that
represented an unfulfilled promise made by college officials.

o Regarding the berm, or sound wall, one Rexford Way resident said that certified
letters have been sent to President Burke and that no response, not even an



acknowledgment, has been received to date from the president's office. This
was politely described as "a PR problem."

Other residents commented that students, staff, and administrators can come
and go, but many of the residents have been members of the community for
decades. Promises have been made and broken frequently. One resident
described himself as "ignored and taken for a fool."



SAN JOSE/EVERGREEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

San Jose City College - Evergreen Valley College
Rosa G. Perez, Chancellor

Executive Director
Facilities — Construction
Management — Operations

Facilities Planning and
Management

Robert Dias

4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599
Phone: 408.270.6400
Fax:  408.238-2866

October 20, 2008
TO: Neighbors and those that anended the October 10, 2008 SEIR Scoping Meeting
FROM: Robert Dias

Executive Director, Facilities -~ Construction Management - Operations

SUBJECT: Follow-up to Scoping Meeting for San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 (Update), and
Introduction of FTP Web Address

Dear Neighbors, and Interested Parties and Individuals:

I am sending this memorandum as a follow-up to our Scoping Meeting on October 10%, I fek thar it was a productive,
informative and successful meeting. This letter 1s being sent to those of you who attended the meeting and to those additional
parties that have been identified as having a potential interest in the Update Project.

As a recap, the following topics were discussed at the Scoping Meeting:

The San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 (Update);

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Update;

The Initial Environmental Study (IES) prepared for the NOP and SEIR;

The proposed scope and issue areas to be analyzed in the SEIR;

The timeframe for public comment on the NOP (October 8 through November 7, 2008);

The proposed timeframe for the preparation and circulation of the SEIR, including a public comment period of 45 days;
The overall timeframe for approval of the Update by the Board of Trustees; and

Issues that were raised regarding the current campus operations and interface with the community.

$ & & o o ¢ o 0

I have posted the NOP and IES at the following FTP web address:
http://www.maasco.com/clients_san_jose_evergreen.asp

I will be posting additional information on this site as it becomes available in an effort to continue to foster communication
between the college and the community. Please note that the NOP comment period ends on November 7, 2008, so please
forward any written comments to me by that date. Also, feel free to share this letter and information with any individual or
parties that you believe would have a potential interest in the project. Please contact me at 408-270-6400 if you have any
ipns or comments, or if you need any additional information.

xecutive Director, Facilities - Construction Management - Operations

Governing Board
Richard K. Tanaka - Randy Okamura - Ronald J. Lind - Maria E. Fuentes - Richard Hobbs - Balbir Singh Dhillon - Autumn Gutierrez



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CYNTHIA BRYANT
DirECTOR

GOVERNOR

Notice of Preparation

October 8, 2008

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021
SCH# 1999122011

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the San Jose City College Facilities
Master Plan Update 2021 draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead
Agency. This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a
timely manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concemns early in the

environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Robert Dias ,
San Jose/Evergreen Community College District

4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questmnsabout the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan
Project Analyst, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

1999122011
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

San Jose-Evergreen Community College District

Type
Description

NOP Notice of Preparation
Note: NOP of a Subsequent DEIR

implementation to date of the Prior Plan resulted in a shift in the general jocations of buildings from the
central and northern portions of the Campus to the western and southern areas of the Campus.
implementation of the proposed project will continue this direction of development.

The proposed project involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of the
Campus access and circulation from the Prior plan.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address

City

Robert Dias
San Jose-Evergreen Community College District

(408) 270-8400
robert.dias@sjeccd.org
4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose

Fax (408)238-2866

State CA  Zip 95135-1599

Project Location

County

City

Region
Cross Streets
Lat/Long
Parcel No.
Township

Santa Clara

San Jose

Moorpark Avenue,Rexford Way,Kingman Ave. Fruitvale Ave. Jaswell Ave.,South Bascom Ave. Leigh
Ave

282-43-08, 282-43-05, 282-43-06 and 282-43-12

Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

General Commercial and Public/Quasi-Public
R-1-8: Single-Family Residential and A (PD): Planned Development

Project Issues

Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Landuse; Noise; Recreation/Parks; Traffic/Circulation; Other Issues

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department
of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Native American Heritage Commission;
California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional

Water Quality Control Board, Region 2

Date Recelved

10/08/2008 Start of Review 10/08/2008 End of Review 11/06/2008
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\‘ ‘ ) Department of Toxic Substances
Control
Linda S. Adams Maureen F. Gorsen, Director Amold Schwarzenegge:
| Secrelaryfor 9211 Oakdale Avenue Governor
Environmental Protection Chatsworth, California 91311

October 30, 2008

Mr. Robert Dias (Robert.dias@sjeccd.org)

San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose, CA 95135

NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR SAN JOSE CITY COLLEGE FACILITIES MASTER
PLAN UPDATE 2021, SANTA CLARA, SAN JOSE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
(SCH 1999122011)

Dear Mr. Dias;

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the Notice of
Preparation (NOP), dated October 8, 2008, for the subject project. The due date to
submit comments is November 6, 2008. Based on a review of the NOP, DTSC would
like to provide the following comments:

1. The proposed project involves a reorganization of campus facilities including
relocation of buildings, construction, and demolition.

2. If demolition of an old structure will occur, lead based paint and organochlorine
pesticides from termiticide applications may be potential environmental concerns
at the site. DTSC recommends that these environmental concerns be
investigated and possibly mitigated, in accordance with DTSC's “Interim
Guidance, Evaluation of School Sites with Potential Soil Contamination as a
Result of Lead From Lead-Based Paint, Organochlorine Pesticides from
Termiticides, and Polychlorinated Biphenyls from Electrical Transformers, dated
June 9, 2006.”

3. Since the project is school site related, San Jose City College (SJCC) is invited
to participate in DTSC’s School Property Evaluation and Cleanup Program. If
SJCC elects to proceed to conduct an environmental assessment at the site, it
should enter into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) with DTSC to oversee
the preparation of the environmental assessment. For additional information on
the VCA Program, please visit DTSC’s web site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

® Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Robert Dias
GCctober 30, 2008
Page 2

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please contact me at (818) 717-6617.

o
Sincerely, /
Ken Chiang, $6 iof Hazardous Substances Scientist

Brownfields, épéd't

cc:  State Clearinghouse (State.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov)
Office of Planning and Research

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat (Gmoskat@dtsc.ca.gov)
CEQA Tracking Center — Sacramento HQ

School Reading File — Chatsworth (cwherry@dtsc.ca.gov)

CEQA Reading File — Chatsworth



CITY OF m

SAN JOSE Department qf Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY JOSEPH HORWEDEL, DIRECTOR

November 18, 2008

Robert Dias, Executive Director

San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose, CA 95135

SUBJECT NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR FOR THE
- SAN JOSE CITY COLLEGE I‘ACILITIES MASTER PLAN UPDATE %921
PROJECT (OA08-036)

Dear Mr. Dias:

The City of San Jose received a Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report from the San Jose/Evergreen Community College District for the San Jose City College
Facilities Master Plan Update 2021. The City of San Jose appreciates the opportunity to review and
provide comments on the NOP and offers the following comments:

Traffic. The City of San Jose is concerned that the proposed project may result in traffic impacts on
- San Jose’s transportation system. The City requests that the EIR fully analyze program and project
level traffic for this proposal and identify and mitigate any projected traffic impacts. The EIR should

address program, project and cumulative traffic impacts, specify any proposed road and intersection
improvements, and analyze consistency with the City of San Jose’s Transportation Level of Service
Policy as well as consistency with the Santa Clara County VTA guidelines. The traffic consultant
should contact Ebrahim Sohrabi or Karen Mack of the City of San Jose’s Public Works Department
prior to the preparation of the traffic impact analysis for this proposal.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for this project. We look forward to
reviewing the Draft SEIR when it becomes available for review. Please provide me with a CD
version of the complete Draft SEIR. You may send the document directly to my attentmn If you
have any questions, you may contact me at (408) 535-7815.

‘3}{;% D a‘“’”‘;{‘fg ties Sincerely, .
NOV 19 2008 W
; Janis Moore

Pual) Planner I

OAOS-O36 NOP SJ-Ev Comm Coll Dist Master Plan Update 2021 Pjct Ltr.doc/JAM

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor Tower, San José, CA 95113 tel (408) 535-7800 fax (408) 292—6055
WWW.Sanjoseca.goyv .
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/ﬁ %::Ii'e;&ﬂ;n;;;r;nﬁun Authority

FAX COVER SHEET

| Please deliver fax to:
Name: Robert Dias

Company:  San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
Fax #: 9238-2866 Phone #:

Subject:

Total pages including cover: 2.5

Original will x will not follow by mail.

From: Roy Molseed
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Environmental Planning
3331 North First Street, Bidg. B
San Jose, CA 95134-1906

- OFFICE FAX (408) 321-5787

vvvvv

If you do not receive all the pages indicated above, or have any problems with this
transmittal, please call {(408) 321-5789. (REV B/14/99)

3331 North First Stfeet = San Jose * CA 95134-19085 « Administration 408-321-5555 + Customer Service 408-321-2300

o
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S$ARTA CLARDA
ﬂd@ Valley Transportation Authority

November 6, 2008

San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135

Attention: Robert Dias
Subject: San Jose City Collcge Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Dear Mr. Dias:

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) staff have reviewed the Initial Study for the
update to the Master Plan for San Jose City College which is located at the southeast comer of
Bascom and Moorpark Avenucs. We have the following comments.

Transportation Impacts & Transportation Demand Management
The Subsequent Environmental Impact Report should address potential Transportation Demand

Management (TDM) measures in the analysis of Transportation/Traffic impacts. In order to
reduce the number of single occupant vehicle trips generated by the project, VTA requests that
the Community College District consider a comprehensive transportation demand management
(TDM) program in conjunction with the approval of this pro;;act Effective TDM programs that
may be applicable to the College include:

o Charging employees and/or students for parking

« Parking cash-out

- Transit fare incentives such as Eco Pass and commuter checks

« Employee carpool matching :

+ Vanpool program

« Bicycle Lockers and Bicycle Racks

» Showers and Clothes Lockers for bicycle commuters

« On-site or walk-accessible employee services (day-care, dry-cleaning, fitness, banking,

convenience store)
o On-site or walk accessible restaurants
e Guaranteed ride bome program

The District could give its employees and students financial incentives not to drive to campus, as
is done by Stanford University with its parking cash-out program. This location provides a good
opportunity to implement a parking cash-out program as the site 1s along multiple bus lines.

3331 North First Stroet - San Jose, CA 95134-1906 - Administration 408.321.5555 - Customer Servite 408.321.2300
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San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
November 6, 2008
Page 2

Transit Access
The Subsequent Environmental Impact Report should consider the role that transit can play in

reducing single-occupant automobile trips to the campus. Consideration should be given to
existing bus services as well as potential shuttle service to the nearby Mountain View-Winchester

light rail line.

Transportation Impact Analysis Report
VTA’s Congestion Management Program (CMP) requires a Transportation Impact Analysis for

any project that is expected to generate 100 or more new peak-hour trips. Based on the
information provided on the size of the project, a TIA naay be required. VTA’s Transportation
Impact Analysis Guidelines should be used when preparing the TIA. These guidelines include
the analysis of bicycle facilities, parking, site circulation and pedestrian access, as well as
roadways. VTA recognizes that this SEIR builds upon the Prior Plan EIR that was certified in
August 2000, but notes that substantial changes in the transportation systemm, transit network,
traffic conditions, and the proposed project have occurred since that time which will require new

or updated analysis.

Bus Service
VTA rccommends that the project include the following bus stop improvements for the existing

bus stops on Leigh Avenue (south of Mcorpark Avenue) and on Leigh Avenue (opposite

Kingman):
s 10’ X 55° PCC bus stop pavement pad (see attached VTA standards)

Thank you for the opportunity to review this pro; ject. If you have any questions, please call me at
(408) 321-5784,

rely, ,/)
\\ %2%

Roy Molseed
Senior Environmental Planner

RM:kh

cc: Ebrahim Sohrabi, San Jose Development Services
Samantha Swan, VTA

SJEG0R0]
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

1. P.C.C. pavement with monolithic curb and guner shall conform to the provisions in Section 40,
“ PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT," and Section 90, “ PORTLAND CEMENT
CONCRETE” of the State Standard Specifications and these special provisions.

o

P.C.C. pavement shall be class A with a flexural strength of 650 psi at the age of 28 daystobe
determined by Test Method ASTM C78. Polypropylene fibers (Fibermesh or approved equal), length
1/2”, shall be added to the concrete at a rate of 1 1/2 Ibs/cy.

3. After spreading and compacting, I.C.C. concretc shall be given a preliminary finish , which shall be
smooth and true to grade. In advance of curing operations, the pavement shall be given a final rough
broom finish with grooves having a depth of 1/8” perpendicular to the curb and gutter.

4 All newly - placed concrete shall be cured in accordance with the provisions in Section 90-7, “Curing
Concrete,” of the State Standard Specifications. Curing compound to be used shall be applied to the
P.C.C. following the surface finishing operations immediately before the moisture sheen disappears from
the surlace and hefore any drying, shrinkage or craze cracks begin to appear. Curing compound shall be
applied at a nominal rate of one gallen per 150 square feet. Atany point, the application rate shall be
within +/- 50 square fcct per gallon of the nominal rate specified.

AN

Sawecutting of the contraction joints must be performed within 24 hours after concrete has reccived
final surface finish.

6. Contractor shall protect P.C.C. Pad as specifted in Section 90-8.03. * Protecting Concrete Pavement.”
Where public traffic will be required to cross over new pavement, and if dirccted by the Engineer, Type
[1I Portland Cement shall be used in concrete. When Type UT Portland Cement is used in concrete, and
if permitted in writing by the Engincer, the pavement may be opened to traffic as soon as the concrele
has developed a modulus of rupture of 550 pounds per square inch. The modulus of ruphure will be

determined by Tcst Method ASTM C78.

Na traffic or Conlractor's equipment., except as hereimalter provided. will be permitied on the pavement

before a period of 1en (10) calendar days has clapsed afier the conerete has been placed, nor befare the
concrete has developed a modulus of rupnure of at least 550 pounds pcr square inch. Conerete thae fails
10 attain a modulus of rupture of S50 pownds per sauare inch within 10 davs shall nnt be opened 1o tralfic

untit directed by the Engineer.

Equipment for sawing contraction joints (weakened plane joinis) will be permitted on the pavement as
specificd in Section 40-1.08B, *Weakencd Plane Joints,” of the State Standard Specifications.

7. Contraction joints, expansion joints and gaps belween the P.C.C. pad and (he existing pavemen
section shall be cleaned and sealed prior lo permitting traffic on the pad. Joint scating compaund shall
be type “A™joint seal and shall conform to ihe provisions of Section 31-1,12F of the Stare Swudard
Specifications.  The 2 component poiyurethane scalant shall be State Specification 8030 - 611 - 04 or

approved equal.
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Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5560, Nov-8-08 3:37PM; Page

ARNOLD SOHWARZENEGGER. GOVEXNO!

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P. 0. BOX 238660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

PHONE (610) 622-5491 ; - Nl
FAX (510) 286-5559 a % YOUr poiir!
TTY 711 . e energy efficieie

November 3, 2008
SCL-280- R4.5
i SC1.280275
SCII1999122011

Mr. Robert Dias

San José/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road

San José, CA 95135-1599

Dear Mr. Dias:
San José City College Facility Master Plan Update 2021, Notice of Preparation (NOP)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the
environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the NOP and have the

following comments to offer.

The Department is primarily concemed with potential impacts of the proposed project on State
highway facilities in Santa Clara County and the regional State transponauon network in adjacent

counties.

As lead agency, the San José/Evergreen Community College District is responsible for all project
mitigation, including any needed improvements to state highways. The project’s fair share
contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring
should be fully discusscd far all proposed mitigation measurcs. The project’s traffic mitigation
fees should be specifically identified in the environmental document. Any required roadway
improvements should be completed prior to issuance of project occupancy permits. While an
encroachment permit is only required when the project involves work in the State Right of Way
(ROW), the Department will not issue an encroachment permit until our concems are adequately
addressed. Therefore, we strongly recommend that the lead agency ensure resolution of the
Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) concerns prior to submittal of the
encroachment permit application. Further comments will be provided during the encroachment
permit process if required; see the end of this letter for more information regarding the

encroachment permit process.

While the San José/Evergreen Community College District conducts its traffic studics in
accordance with guidelines, which conform to. the local Congestion Management Program
managed by the Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority, the Department’s thresholds
are primarily concemned with potential impacts to the State Highway System.

“Caltransg improvey mobility across California”



Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 288 55860; Nov-6-08 3:37PM; Page

Mr. Robert Dias
November 5, 2008
Page 2

We encourage the San José/Evergreen Community College District to coordinate preparation of the
study with our office to help sharpen the focus of your scope of work and answer questions you
may have. Please see the Caltrans’ “Giide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies™ at the
following website for more information:

htm://www.dot.ca.gov/hg{lmffogsfdcvalop_se[vlopcrgtionatastems/regoz‘_c‘sj‘ tisguide. pdf

Specifically, a detailed Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) should identify impacts to all affected state
facilities with and without the proposed project. The TIA should inciude, but not be limited to the

following:

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

2. Current Average Daily Traffic (ADT), AM and PM peak hour volumes on all significantly
affected streets and highways, including crossroads and controlling intcrscctions.

Schematic illustration of the traffic conditions and level of service (LOS) analysis for the
following scenarios: 1) existing, 2) existing plus project, 3) cumulative and 4) cumulative plus
project for the roadways and intersections in the project area.

o)

4. Calculation of cumulative traffic volumes shonld consider all traffic-generating developments,
both existing and future, that would affect the State highway facilities being evaluated.

The procedures contained in the 2000 update of the Highway Capacity Manual should be nsed
as a guide for the analysis in addition to the above referenced Caltrans’ Guide. .

b

6. Consider developing and applying pedestrian, bicycling and transit performance or level of
service measures and modeling pedestrian, bicycle and transit trips. Mitigation measures
resulting from this analysis could improve pedestrian and bicycle access to transit, thereby
reducing traffic impacts on State facilities. In addition, please analyze secondary impacts on
pedestrians and bicycles that may result from any mitigation measuyes for traffic impacts and
describe pedestrian and bicycle mitigation measures that would in turn be needed as a means of
maintaining and improving access to transit and reducing traffic impacts on State facilities.

- 7. Mittgation measures should consider highway and non-highway improvements and services.
Special attention should be given to the development of alternate solutions to circulation

problems that do not rely on increased highway construction.

We look forward to reviewing the TIA, including Technical Appendices and the Draft
Fnvironmental Tmpact Report for this project. Please send two copies of each to:

José L. Olveda
Office of Transit and Community Planning
Department of Transportation, District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Qakland; CA 94623-0660

“Caltruns improves mobiliry across California”



gent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5560; Nov-8-08 3:38PM; Page

Mr. Robert Dias
Novembet S, 2008
Page 3

Encroachment Permit )

Work that encroaches onto the State right of way (ROW) requires an encroachment permit that is
issued by the Department. To apply, a completed encroachment permit application, environmental
documentation, and five (5) sets of plans clearly indicating State ROW must be submitted to the
address below. Traffic-related mitigation measures should be incorporated into the construction
plans during the encroachment permit process.

Office of Permits
California DOT, District 4
P.C. Box 23660 .
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

See the website link below for more information.

hitp:/fwww.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/permits/

Transportation Permit

Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways,
such as Interstate (I)-280, 1-880, Statc Route (SR)-17, SR-82 or SR-87 requires a transportation
permit that is issued by the Department. To apply, a completed transportation permit application
with the determined specific route(s) for the shipper to follow from origin to destination must be
submitted to the address below.

Office of Transportation Permits
California DOT Headquarters
P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

See the following website link for more information: http:/www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/permits/.

Should you have any quééti.cn-s‘-mgardmg this letter, please call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510)
286-5535. A

Sincerely,
4\)@@, COJ'\?M
LISA CARBONI
District Branch Chief
" Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

c: Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse)

“Caltrang improves mability acrors California”



November 7, 2008

Robert Dias, Executive Director of Facilities
San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose CA 95135-1599

Mr. Dias;

This will not reach you by the deadline of midnight tonight, but will be delivered by hand
to the San Jose City College (SJCC) campus on Monday, November 10, 2008. I have
already covered many of these issues in public meetings with you and staff, but wanted to
formalize some of my questions and concerns about the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR) for San Jose City College’s Facilities Master Plan.

I do want to reiterate my concern that crucial offices were not on the notification list at
the outset. The County Supervisor and several neighborhood organizations were not on
the original contact list, making it impossible for them to have a full 30 days to review
the initial study.

Background Information, Initial Study and Chronology
A comparison between the original plan and the “new” or current plan should be
laid out side by side. There are several things that were not in the “old” plan that
have already been completed (e.g. surface parking lots on Leigh) and it is not
clear from the document that these were not in the original document.

The document indicates a net loss of building space but does not include a square
foot study of pervious vs. impervious square feet. This is an important note
because current storm water run off policies look at pervious square foot gain or
loss. In addition, it is not an accurate depiction of the project to state a net loss of
building space if we are gaining impervious parking lots.

Throughout the document there is reference to anticipated student body counts of
12,169 by 2021. Since we have been advised that the campus has seen double
digit increase in enrollment and is now at over 10,000 students, it would seem
likely that a 2,000 student increase over the next 13 years is underestimating the
count. While this means the campus should congratulate itself on being relevant
and needed these days, is there a better way to estimate the student body numbers
for the future? What is the maximum capacity at any given time? What are the
numbers of faculty and staff required to operate, maintain and run the campus
with these numbers? Can we assume in future calculations that 1000 students
equal a specific number of faculty and support staff? If so, can this be included in
future documents?

The second parking structure has been pushed from one phase to another and does
not appear to be in the time line as originally anticipated. In addition, it was



stated at public meetings that there is no real expected time line for this structure
as it is “too expensive”. Can the documents reflect original time line for all pieces
of the entire project, where they have moved to and how they appear now? It is
important for all of to know what was planned and promised originally compared
to what is planned and expected now.

It is difficult to compare the original EIR with the new report since I don’t have a
copy. Even an electronic copy would be helpful for everyone involved. If this
isn’t possible, then I’'m afraid I’'m going to have to ask for a side-by-side
comparison when the current document refers to the previous one.

While the housing across Hwy 280 was and is currently in the unincorporated
county, much of it will be annexed by the time this current process is complete.

. Aesthetics

The major fault in the document is to assume that the aesthetics are only
concerned with views and vistas affecting the campus itself. Addition of minor
landscaping cannot reduce the aesthetic impact of 90” netted towers and a
monolithic interface with Leigh Avenue along the proposed ball field site. This
project reaches the level of significant impact even with proposed mitigation as it
adversely impacts both day and nighttime views for the surrounding area. The
front yards of our homes, the sides of apartments and the backyards of historic
Eichlers are now met with what feels like a large cage. In the case of adjacent
apartments, privacy is also being sacrificed.

SJCC participated in San Jose’s (SJ) Redevelopment Agency (RDA) Strong
Neighborhood Initiative (SNI) development process prior to the completion of the
original EIR. SJCC staff sat on the Burbank/Del Monte (B/DM) Neighborhood
Advisory Committee (NAC) board while this process took place and SJCC is well
aware that the area was considered economically, socially and visually blighted.
The proposal that creates a monolithic wall of fencing along Leigh Avenue, along
with a large wooden fence, creates a visually blighted condition that detracts from
the stated purpose of developing pedestrian friendly paths through our
neighborhoods and connecting SJ schools.

Additionally, the originally EIR evidently states that landscaped perimeters act as
a visual buffer, reducing the impact of the campus. Since the majority of this
buffer has been removed, this creates a significant impact that cannot be
mitigated. While tree planting comes at the end of a project, there is no proposal
to replace the mature lines of trees already removed within a decade of their
removal. This implies that there is no mitigation.

The original EIR did not discuss the “new” placement of the ball field, so for
this and the reasons previously stated, the SEIR should include aesthetic
impact relating to views and vistas.



2. Agricultural Resources
I have no comments on this section.

3. Air Quality
I believe that the air quality issue is one that should be addressed as it relates to
where the bulk of long term campus related auto and bus traffic affects residential
units. The original plan called for multiple multi-story parking garages and a full
interface in and out of the campus at the Leland/Moorpark intersection. This plan
was changed without benefit of study, changing the existing traffic patterns. With
a significant amount of traffic entering/exiting the Leigh Avenue side of campus,
and with no ability to process through traffic via Leland, the Leigh Avenue side
continues to be exposed to the bulk of traffic. This residential side of the campus
includes low income and senior housing with a high risk population. In addition,
events that bring people to the campus in buses use the Leigh Avenue surface lots,
creating congestion and airborne pollutants at a level not previously discussed.

What were the results of the air quality studies from the 2000 EIR as cited in the
new document?

4. Biological Impacts
The biological impact of removing mature trees extends beyond the need to
preserve raptor and protected species habitat. I see nothing in the document that
time lines any tree replacement mitigation and understand that this is usually left
to the end of the project, but that would mean a decade before replacements have
been planted. This is not acceptable.

The local biodiversity of the campus and surrounding areas has been impacted by
the removal of vegetation. Residents are experiencing periodic seagulls
associated with the construction sites and an influx of nuisance birds like pigeons.
Restoration of habitat should go along with the project. Inclusion of bat houses
will diminish the need to mitigate for insects. This will have a beneficial ripple
affect. Native species should be planted in accordance with local policies.

In addition, the removal of large, mature trees and the surrounding greenscape has
diminished the ability of the campus to prevent storm water run off. The
thousands of gallons each tree stored during the wet season is now flowing down
the drains and this results in the Moorpark/Leigh intersection flooding with small
rains lately.

Finally, a mitigation plan to limit pesticide and chemical run off should be
developed. '

5. Cultural Resources
No comments at this time.



6. Geology/Soils
My only comment on this section is to reiterate conversations we’ve had
concerning the sound wall to be built on the south side of the campus and how it
interfaces with existing buildings.

7. Hazards
I believe that the SEIR needs to address emergency access, not just on the
campus, but the problems that have arisen since some of the changes have been
made. The realignment of the Leland/Moorpark interface along with the
clumping of parking on Leigh Avenue has created a situation that congests traffic,
making it more difficult for emergency access. This issue needs to be revisited as
the Moorpark Avenue side of campus is a primary route for ambulances leaving
the vicinity of Valley Medical Center. I have routinely been stuck in this area
when emergency vehicles are trying to access Hwy 280 and have witness the
complete stall of traffic that hinders a rapid response. This is a public safety issue
for both the campus and general public. It is exacerbated during times when the
campus is being used to capacity with events and ball games and hundreds of
pedestrians adding to the vehicle mess.

8. Hydrology and Water Quality
While the project does not affect a major waterway, the cumulative affect of
removing vegetation, increasing surface parking and not initiating mitigation
measures has had its effect on local storm systems. It is a simple math equation to
count the number of trees that have been removed, multiply by the amount of
water each stored and figure out that amount is now (at least partially) running
off. Simply watching the storm drains back up is evidence something is not
working right and has been getting worse each year. This is an unbelievable
hazard for pedestrians who are utilizing the campus or trying to access the local
transit stop. '

The increase in surface parking lots also increases localized run off of pollutants.

What is the plan to prevent pesticide or polluted run off from fields or surface
lots? How has the campus mitigated these issues or how does it plan to and
when? ’

9. Land Use and Planning '
The current proposed ball field and some of the existing, unapproved (via EIR)
improvements are in conflict with local planning and land use guidelines. While
the document originally called out San Jose 2020, this is in update status and the
SEIR should go along with proposals being developed for the SJ 2040 plan. In
any case, I find some significant flaws in aligning local policies with the campus
plan. Since the flaws occur in areas adjacent to each other, more consideration
should be given to meeting local standards.



The conclusion regarding the ball field that the impacts can be mitigated is flawed
because it assumes that 90° netted poles will mitigate the negative impact of a ball
field placed in an area incompatible with adjacent use. The nets actually
exacerbate the first problem of incompatible land use while creating their own
separate problem.

a. The field creates a block long wall incompatible with the ideals of
walkable communities. This is the main walkway for students
attending all levels of education and is now converted to a lengthy,
treeless stretch of concrete and wire. Local building would require
a set back from the sidewalk for an 8-story project or even a fence
exceeding 8°. The “proposed” field is on a zero set back.

b. Construction of active fields adjacent to living quarters is not
approved locally as it creates an extreme conflict and hardship for
residents when the fields are in use. These fields are just feet away
from living spaces with no buffer.

c. Sound systems on campus already are a source of misery for
residents. Adding another one adjacent to bedroom windows
would not be approved if this were under local jurisdiction and
shows a lack of regard for the privacy or welfare of residents.

d. The lack of on site parking for the ball field would not meet local
standards. The obvious thing for people using the field to do will
be to use surface residential streets, creating a negative impact.

e. The City of San Jose is installing a signalized intersection at Leigh
and Kingman to alleviate the problems associated with illegal in
excessive traffic in this area. The driveway currently in use at the
field will be closed, creating a field with no vehicle access.

f. There is no way to diminish the impact that a 90° net fence has on
the neighborhood. The poles are the first thing we see when we
walk out our door or sit in our yards. There would, accordingly, be
no way to mitigate the impact of a field in constant use. It can be
argued that the SJCC use is finite and seasonal, but the campus
extends (as it should) it’s facilities to other groups and leagues.

Besides the ball field, the document should include the “new” surface parking that
was installed on Leigh Avenue. Several lots not included in the original EIR have
been built without benefit of public input prior to development. This was a
significant land use decision that has long term impacts on the entire project. It
affects residents because it tips the balance of ‘parking and traffic away from
commercial streets and onto residential streets. It allows a complacent attitude
towards the proposed second parking structure because it provides “alternative”
parking.

The time line and agreement for the wall on the south side of campus need to be
part of the SEIR. There have been too many changes and push backs coming
from SJCC on this issue and the neighborhood has had to fight this issue over and
over.



10.

11.

12.

Mineral Resources

I have no comment on this section.

Noise

The existing changes to the campus under the 2000 EIR have created noise issues
that need to be addressed and mitigated in the SEIR. While mitigation of
construction noise is possible and should be contained, the long term problems of
the sound system that came with the rehab of the football field is a problem for
the neighbors that only gets worse each year.

Tighter controls over construction issues need to be implemented. Neighbors
should receive timely notice of demolition and major projects in advance.
Mitigation measures should be in place and stiff penalties should be meted out for
violations. In addition, better care should be given when relocating things like
garbage dumpster areas because the noise from emptying them at 6am can create
a problem for people living across the street.

The ongoing problem of the sound system at the football field needs to be
addressed before any installation of new sound systems elsewhere continues. The
levels are incompatible with local guidelines, have been documented repeatedly
over the years and have become worse each year. Again, removal of mature trees
was a significant act in neighborhood intrusion.

The proposed sound system for the proposed baseball field is not acceptable under
any circumstance. It does not meet local standards and is completely
incompatible with adjacent land use. It should be noted that time and time again
the neighborhood asked SJCC staff and administration and were each time
assured that no bleachers and no sound system would be installed. In addition,
the constant noise from practice (which goes on for months outside the season)
and the increase in noise from use of the field will be at unacceptable levels.
Recent studies in San Francisco trace ambient, lower level and aggravating noise
to many health conditions that diminish the lives of its citizens. It should be
inferred from this that the constant ping/dink/whack of bat on ball is going to be
an aggravation and nuisance to those who live just yards from home plate.

Finally, while it is easy for the campus to look at each component of the
improvement project separately, you need to remember we in the neighborhood
have been living in a construction zone (not of our choosing) for almost a decade.
Consolidation of projects and timely completion will mitigate the ongoing noise.

Population/Housing

Please have enrollment numbers reflect not only current enrollment numbers, but
how that is calculated for the future, what the campus capacity is and how many
support personnel are required. '



13. Public Services
Again, existing conditions, due to changes in the campus, must be addressed. The
assumptions of the original EIR did not take into account “unintended
consequences” that have been documented and discussed.

For instance, public safety was greatly hampered during the initial phases and
streets along the east (Leigh) side of campus were full of vehicles daily and
during special events. It took concerted effort and several years before the auto
and subsequent residential burglaries were reduced. We are again seeing that
having a lot of easy targets on the street adds to public safety issues. The City of
San Jose and its residents have spent years and revenue mitigating the problems
from overflow parking and uncontrolled traffic. We have installed permit
parking, signage to allow street sweeping and lobbied constantly for traffic
calming.

The campus is a mini-city without a police force. There is a need to develop a
comprehensive policy for on site officers at all times, extended jurisdiction and
action during special events and better coordination for emergency services. The
campus has not presented a service plan that addresses existing safety issues and
should not continue to expand without one. The ongoing illicit and illegal
activities that occur around the perimeter of the campus cannot be addressed by
part time staff.

Lighting around the perimeter of the campus needs to be enhanced to allow safe
pedestrian passage. Since it is accepted that students are using public surface
streets due to the lack of onsite parking, the campus needs to upgrade its
perimeter. On site parking needs to be developed to accommodate all who use the
campus or work there. '

Public safety depends on the ability to safely move vehicle traffic in and out of
the campus. The current design leaves no direct freeway access from the
Leland/Moorpark point and is not conducive to moving traffic in or out of
campus. This means people take the “easy” way and make illegal turns in and out
of Leigh Avenue drives. The campus has created a problem on Leigh that cannot
be solved until all the original access points are put into place.

There must be security in and around the neighborhoods during large events. The
cost of policing illegal parking, trespassers, litter and obnoxious behavior must be
borne by the campus and its users. This has been a well documented problem that
must be fixed before any discussion of expansion of sports facilities goes forward.
We never have violence after a concert but I can guarantee there have been tens of
thousands of dollars spent on policing before, during and after football and track
and field events.



14.

15.

The ability for police and fire to respond on or off campus depends on being able
to obtain access currently not available to them because people are stuck through
multiple signals at intersections.

Recreation

While I agree with the assumption that students and faculty will not be utilizing
the scan resources of “local” parks, I would hope that the campus returns to the
idea of being part of the community and opening it’s facilities to local youth
programming. This served as a valuable resource in a neighborhood that has no
community centers or resources.

Transportation

Many of the transportation and traffic issues have been addressed in other sections
because the transportation/parking/traffic issue permeates all issues. Until there is
an agreement that the current situation is not working out well for everyone, there
can be no mitigation. The current situation is faulty at best and dangerous at
worst.

Current San Jose policies require that parking for any business, school or club be
provided on site. This is not being done currently and the lack of prioritizing the
second parking structure leads to the impression that the campus does not intend
to mitigate the parking problem it has created.

The lack of parking and inadequate traffic flow pattern leads to dangerous
situations. The lack of direct access and a four way light at Leland and Moorpark
means people cannot easily access the freeway. This causes problems on Leigh.
The lack of parking on the Bascom side means people drive through the
neighborhoods searching for parking, causing congestion

The SEIR should document all of the parking, traffic and congestion problems
that have been implemented by the city to mitigate the problem.

SJCC should develop a better pedestrian interface on the Kingman/Sherman Oaks
side of campus and close this to all vehicle access as promised.

Close the Leigh Avenue side of the lots to all but right in, right out and construct a
low level barrier to discourage the current high rate of illegal u-turns while
allowing emergency access.

Bus parking should be central to campus and not on Leigh.

Work with the City and County to install “No Vehicle over 6°” signage along
perimeter of campus to improve safety of pedestrians and vehicles.

Complete comprehensive traffic studies around the perimeter of the campus to
determine existing traffic patterns and allow intelligent design of new ones.



16. Utilities and Service Systems
Significant changes have been made locally, state wide and nationally in
upgrading how we build and maintain our land. I would hope that some of these
items would be included:
Use of graywater and recycled water systems.
Native and low water landscaping, pervious hardscape.
Immediate implementation of tree replacement plan.
On site composting, electronic waste and recycling programs.
Sustainable and green building practices.

In addition, I would like documentation of the gain or loss of pervious ground
based on what first existed, what was originally proposed and is now proposed.

While I don’t agree with the findings in the draft document, I do look forward to moving
this process forward.

Sincerely,

Randi Kinman
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Matthew Fagan

From: Dias, Robert [Robert.Dias@sjeccd.org]

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Wednesday, October 15, 2008 1:42 PM
'Matthew Fagan'
mikemaas@maasco.com; jcollins@urs2.net

Subject: FW: Initial Study for SJ City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

FYL

From: Colleen Haggerty [mailto:CHaggerty@valleywater.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2008 11:03 AM

To: Dias, Robert

Subject: Initial Study for SJ City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Mr. Dias,

The District has reviewed the Initial Study for the SJ City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021
dated October 2008. The proposed project does not require approval from the Santa Clara Valley Water
District (SCVWD) as the SCVWD does not have any right of way or facilities within the project area.
Though SCVWD approval is not necessary, we are concerned with increasing water conservation where
possible when new or redevelopment occurs. On page 68 the list of mitigation measures that will be
employed to mitigate for impacts to water supply includes use of water efficient irrigation systems, but
does not include the use of drought tolerant plants which will further reduce outdoor water use. We
recommend that use of drought tolerant plants be included as a mitigation measure along with water
efficient irrigation.

If you have any dwestions please let me know.

Colleen Haggerty, PE

Associate Civil Engineer
Community Projects Review Unit
Santa Clara Valley Water District
5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose, CA 95118

(408) 265-2607 x 2322

(408) 979-5635 fax
chaggerty@valleywater.org
www.valleywater.org

1/11/2009



From: Michael LaRocca [mailto:miroo1@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2008 5:24 PM

To: Dias, Robert

Cc: Burke, Michael L.; Nancy Moritz; Jussi Rajna; Lisa Steingart; ‘Marlene Bird';
miroo1@sbcglobal.net; 'Randi Kinman'

Subject: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Michael LaRocca
865 Sherman Oaks Drive
San Jose, California 95128-4947

November 6, 2008

Robert Dias

Director of Plant Planning, Maintenance and Operations
San Jose / Evergreen Community College District

4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose, CA 95135-1599

Subject: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021
Dear Mr. Dias:

| have gone through San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update
2021 document that | pulled down from the web link in the letter you sent
me and made comments in it which | am sending to you as an email
attached today. Additionally | believe there are additional environmental
factors that would be potentially affected by this project as follows;
hazards/hazardous materials such as airborne particulate materials during
demolition, public services impact as it related to public safety services
call for services, and the impact that the on-going construction activities
have the city and county infrastructure not to mention adjacent community
members and there residences.

Inclosing | would like to point out that new information of substantial
importance, that was not found or discovered with the exercise of
reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete shows the following:

1. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed
in the previous EIR ‘

2. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR

3. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce
one or more significant effects of the project, but the consultant



neglected to recognize them and therefore the district declined to
adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives

4. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different
from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce
one or more significant effects on the environment, but the
consultant neglected to recognize them and therefore the district
declined to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives

| look forward to working with you, the district and college administration,
the consultant, and community members to achieve a product that meets

the needs of all parties involved.
Sincerely,

Michael LaRocca

Michael LaRocca

cc: Michael Burke, President — San Jose City College
SONA Board
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San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Revised Draft Subsequent EIR (Revised DSEIR) APPENDICES

9.3 2009 DSEIR

The following items are attached which are part of the 2009 DSEIR. The 2009 DSEIR was
circulated for public review and comment from February 24, 2009 through April 10, 2009.
These comment letters do not include responses to comments made during that 2009
public review period because there will be a 45-day opportunity to comment on this
Revised DSEIR. Responses to all comments to the District on the Revised DSEIR will be
included in the Final SEIR.

. Notice of Completion
. Notice of Availability
. Comment Letters

Connie Gardner, April 8, 2009 (e-mail).

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State clearinghouse and Planning
Unit, April 10, 2009 (letter).

Department of Transportation, April 9, 2009 (letter).

William H. Todd, April 8, 2009 (letter).

Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association, April 17, 2009 (letter).

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), April 10, 2009 (letter).

City of San Jose, April 10, 2009 (letter).
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

For U.S. Mail: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-30
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 SCH# 1999122011

Project Title: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Lead Agency: San Jose/Evergreen Community College District Contact Person: Robert Dias
Mailing Address: 4750 San Felipe Road Phone: 408-270-6400
City: San Jose Zip: 95135 County: Santa Clara
Project Location:
County: Santa Clara City/Nearest Community: San Jose Total Acres: 54.5
Cross Streets: South Bascom/ Moorpark Avenue, Moorpark/Leigh Avenue Zip Code: 95128
Assessor’s Parcel No.282-43-05, 06, 08, & 12 Section: Twp. Range: Base:
Within 2 miles: State Hwy#: [-1280  Waterways:

Airports: Railways: Schools:
Document Type:
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4 Educational: San Jose City College —existing {7 Hazardous Waste: Type
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Project Issues that may have a Significant or Potentially Significant Impact
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[C Coastal Zone & Noise Compaction/ Grading ¥Land Use
O Drainage/Absorption T Population/Housing C Solid Waste U Cumulative Effects
[1 Economic/Jobs Balance ™ Traffic/Circulation [1Other_____
O Fiscal - Public Services/ L Vegetation

Facilities

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation: R-1-8: Single-Family Residential and A (PD):
Planned Development / General Commercial and Public/Quasi-Public

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary) SEE ATTACHED
NOTE: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already
exists for a project (e.g., Notice or Preparation or previous draft document) please fill in. Revised 2005




Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below.

Air Resources Board

Boating & Waterways, Department of
California Highway Patrol

Caltrans District # _4

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics

Caltrans Planning

Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy
Coastal Commission

Colorado River Board Commission
Conservation, Department of

Conservancy

Delta Protection Commission
Education, Department of Office of Public
School Construction

Energy Commission

Fish & Game Region# __3

Food & Agriculture, Department of
Forestry & Fire Protection

General Services, Department of
Health Services, Department of
Housing & Community Development
Integrated Waste Management Board
Native American Heritage Commission
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Corrections, Department of & Mountains

Office of Emergency Services
Office of Historic Pre

Parks & Recreation

Pesticide Regulation, Department
Public Utilities Commission
Reclamation Board

Regional WQCB # _2
Resources Agency

S.F. Bay Conservation & Development
San Gabriel & Lower Los Angeles
Rivers & Mountains Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy
Santa Monica Mountains conservancy
State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
SWRCB: Water Quality

SWRCB: Water Rights

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Toxic Substances Control,
Department of

Water Resources, Department of

Other:
Other:

L R TR PRy T

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date: February 24, 2009

Ending Date: April 10. 2009

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: Maas Companies, Inc.

Address: 59867 Cascadel Drive North

Applicant: San José/Evergreen Community College District
Address: 4750 San Felipe Road '

City/State/Zip: San Jose, CA 92643

City/State/Zip: San Jose, CA 95135

Contact: Dr. Michael Maas

Phone: (559) 877-7797 x 01
7

Contact: Robert Dias, Director, Facilities and Maintenance

Phone: (408) 270-6400

bwl/"é’:v"/‘ Date: 02/\& f'?_j

Signature of Lead Agency Representative

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Rescurces Code.



Project Description

The Update involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access
and circulation from the Prior Plan. The potential project components for the Update are as follows:

Removal of the existing “Row” buildings and temporary/portable structures.

Design and construction of a Multi-Disciplinary Building & Visual and Performing Arts
Building. '

Design and construction of a new Physical Education Complex.

Design and construction of a new Vocational-Technical Facility.

Development of new athletic fields.

Design and construction of a Corporate Yard.

Renovation of some existing buildings.

Development of new Campus entries.

Development of outdoor plaza/quad areas.

Modifications to access and circulation, including closure of the southerly Campus access.
Provision for additional parking.

Modification and expansion of Campus infrastructure.

Renovation/replacement of the Campus landscaping.

¢ & & & ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 & o 9

Key components from the above list that may be of special interest include:

Updating of the San Jose City College Campus Master Plan to the year 2021.
Relocation of the Baseball Field Complex to the southeasterly area of the Campus adjacent to
Leigh Avenue.

o Reduction/demolition of approximately 105,425 OGSF (Outside Gross Square Feet)/66,261
ASF (Assignable Square Feet) of Campus facilities.

« Demolition of the existing Physical Education buildings and replacement with new facilities.

All facilities will be developed within the existing Campus boundaries. The development proposed under
the Update is intended to meet the needs of the College for an anticipated enroliment of approximately
12,000 students by 2021. Proposed new construction will total approximately 366,000 OGSF/93,000
ASF. Demolition will total approximately 186,781 OGSF/127,497 ASF. Remodeling will total
approximately 57,743 OGSF/37,481 ASF. When considered with proposed demolition, the proposed
new buildings, new addition, and renovations would result in a net decrease in building space of 105,425
OGSF/66,261 ASF for the Update versus the current Facilities Master Plan.

Buildings such as the Student Center, the General Education building and the Theatre will remain but be
remodeled to meet current standards rather than demolished. In more detail, the Student Center will be
renovated to add the Professional Education Center. The General Education building will be renovated
to add a Multi-Disciplinary Classroom Complex with a new 2-story, 10,000 ASF area added to the front of
the facility.

The Baseball Field Complex facilities will include the following components: bleachers (to seat
approximately 100 people), batting cages, poles and netting (up to a maximum of 90’ in height to contain
errant balls from exiting the Campus), @ 20" high wall, speakers (used to announce the players' names)
and two dugouts (reference Figure 3.2-2). It should be noted that there will no lighting of these fields;

therefore, all games will be played during the daylight hours.

The details for Parking Garage #2 are not developed at the time of the Update. The parking garage
would likely not be developed until enroliment approaches 15,000 students, or as deemed needed based
on on-going monitoring of construction and assessments of parking needs.




SAN JOSE/EVERGREEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

San Jose City College — Evergreen Valley College
Rosa G. Perez, Chancellor

Executive Director
Facilities — Construction
Management — Operations

Facilities Planning and
Management

Robert Dias

4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599
Phone: 408.270.6400
Fax: 408.238-2866

Notice of Availability of Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR)

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“DSEIR”) for the
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 (“Update”) is available to the public for review and
comment.

Key Update components that wete analyzed in the DSEIR include:
e Updating of the San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan to the year 2021.
¢ Relocation of the Baseball Field Complex along Leigh Avenue.
e Reduction/demolition of approximately 105,425 OGSF (Outside Gross Square Feet)/66,261 ASF
(Assignable Square Feet) of Campus facilities.
e Other changes to the Facilities Master Plan.

The DSEIR can be reviewed at the following locations:

San José/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599

San Jose City College
2100 Moorpark Avenue, Library
San Jose, CA 95128

Dt. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library
150 E. San Fernando Street
San José, CA 95112

PROJECT LOCATION: The Campus is immediately south of Interstate 280 and is bounded by Moorpark
Avenue to the north, Rexford Way, Kingman Avenue and Fruitvale Avenue to the south, Laswell Avenue
and South Bascom Avenue to the west and Leigh Avenue to the east.

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS ANTICIPATED: The San José/Evergreen

Community College District has anticipated significant environmental effects to the following issue ateas:

Aesthetics

Land Use/Planning
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic

Governing Board
Richard K. Tanaka - Randy Okamura - Ronald J. Lind - Maria E. Fuentes - Richard Hobbs - Balbir Singh Dhillon



REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD: All reviewers will be provided 45 days to review the DSEIR and
submit comments to the District for consideration and response. The public comment period begins on
Tuesday, February 24, 2009 and ends on April 10, 2009. Written comments and/ot questions should be
directed to:

Robert Dias, Executive Director, Facilities - Construction Management - Operations
San José/Evergreen Community College District

4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose, CA 95135-1599

408-270-6400

robert.dias@sjeccd.org

DATE, TIME AND LOCATION OF HEARING: The San José/Evergreen Community College
District Board of Trustees will hold a public meeting to consider the Update and DSEIR on Tuesday, May
12, 2009 at 7:00 p.m. in the District Office Board Room, located at 4750 San Felipe Road, San Jose, CA
95135-1599.

Governing Board
Richard K. Tanaka - Randy Okamura - Ronald J. Lind - Maria E. Fuentes - Richard Hobbs - Balbir Singh Dhillon
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SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

April 10, 2009

Robert Dias, Executive Director

Facilities, Construction Management, Operations
San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose, CA 95135-1599

SUBJECT: DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR FOR THE SAN JOSE CITY COLLEGE
FACILITIES MASTER PLAN UPDATE 2021 PROJECT (OA09-004)

Dear Mr. Dias:

The City of San Jose received a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) from the San
Jose/Evergreen Community College District for the San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan
Update project for their campus located south of Hwy 280, bounded by Moorpark Avenue, Rexford

Way, Kingman Avenue, Fruitvale Avenue, Laswell Avenue, S. Bascom Avenue and Leigh Avenue.
The Update involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus
access and circulation from the prior plan.

The City of San Jose appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft SEIR,

I Introduction

Page 2-39: Figure 2.1-3
This figure depicting the 2021 Master Plan should identify existing buildings to be demolished, the
location of the proposed corporation yard, and clearly label proposed Parking Garages #1 and #2.

3| Project Setting

Page 3-3: Baseball Field Complex

Please clarify how the District decided to relocate the Baseball Field Complex to the location along
Leigh Avenue, when the apparent intended use of the SEIR is to inform just such a decision. If the
District initiated construction of the Baseball Field Complex without first complying with CEQA,
that should be made clear in the SEIR, so the public can understand how and why the existing project
setting has already been compromised by the significant impacts the SEIR associates with the '

Baseball Field Complex.

Page 3-9: Figure 3.2-1 Existing Campus
Per previous comment regarding Page 3-3, an explanation should be provided that the partially
constructed Baseball Field Complex is the subject of the SEIR.

200 East Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113 tel (408) 535-7800 fax (408) 292-6055 www.sanjoseca.gov



Robert Dias, San Jose Evergreen Community College District

Draft SEIR San Jose City College Facilitics Master Plan Update 2021 (OA09-004)
April 10, 2009

Page 2 of 6

Pages 4-5, 4-6, 4-7: Parking Garage #2 :

The SEIR’s discussion of Parking Garage #2 is unclear. The student enroliment addressed by the
SEIR is 12,000 students, the SEIR’s traffic analysis is based on 12,000 students, yet the SEIR
attempts to evaluate Parking Garage #2, which the SEIR indicates would not be developed until
enrollment approaches 15,000 students. As Parking Garage #2 is not needed for 12,000 students,
why is it included in the SEIR?

Page 4-6 states Parking Garage #2 is part of Phase III, with uncertain funding, yet Page 4-7 states it is
anticipated Phase I1I projects will be completed prior to 2021, which appears to indicate the College
expects students entollment to reach 15,000 students before 2021 and create parking demand
necessitating Garage #2.

Page 4-6: Transparent Light Tower

The SEIR should explain the purpose behind the light tower and how it relates to the college’s
educational mission. The light generated from the tower should be evaluated for consistency with the
City’s Outdoor Lighting Policy available at hitp:/www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/counter/policies/ and
for potential conflict with the research activities of the Lick Observatory. The energy usage
associated with the light tower should be disclosed and evaluated in the SEIR.

.  Air Quality

Page 5-29: Student enrollment to 12,000

The discussion indicates enrollment will increase to 12,000 by 2021, yet the discussion also mentions
the second parking garage that would be needed for enrollment reaching 15,000, and states the
second garage is anticipated to be built by 2021. Does the college anticipate enroliment of 12,000 or
15,000 by 2021? The enrollment is intrinsic to the college’s traffic, air quality and roadway noise
impacts.

If the master plan includes construction of a second garage, and that garage would be needed at or
above 15,000 students, the SEIR’s air quality analysis must account for the vehicle emissions caused
by the additional enroliment that triggers the second garage. The SEIR currently evaluates vehicle
emissions resulting from 12,000 students, yet also attempts to evaluate construction of a garage
intended for 3,000 more students.

Nitrogen Deposition ,

Atmospheric nitrogen deposition from vehicular emissions and stationary sources threatens
serpentine grasslands that support rare and endangered species in Santa Clara Valley. The added
nitrogen allows nutrient-poor serpentine soils to be invaded by non-native annual grasses that
displace native plant species and the animals that rely upon them, including the endangered Bay
checkerspot butterfly. The cumulative impacts of nitrogen deposition from a wide variety of sources
are being addressed as part of the draft Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The
HCP includes a draft conservation strategy that would acquire, enhance and adaptively manage
native serpentine grasslands to ensure the long-term survival of serpentine-dependent species. Future '
nitrogen emissions from the 2021 Campus Master Plan will contribute to this cumulative impact to
serpentine grasslands habitat, and the District should commit to paying HCP impact fees related to
mitigating the effects of nitrogen deposition associated with implementation of the Campus Master
Plan. The HCP is tentatively scheduled for adoption in 2010, and should be assumed to be in place as




Robert Dias, San Jose Evergreen Community College District

Draft SEIR San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 (OA09-004)
April 10, 2009

Page3 of 6

the 2021 Campus Master Plan is implemented between now and 2021. More information concerning
nitrogen deposition and the HCP can be found at http:/www.scv-habitatplan.org/www/defauit.aspx.

1V.  Project Consistency with San Jose 2020 General Plan

Page 5-53: Urban Design Policy — 11
The SEIR should include discussion of alternative locations of the Baseball Field Complex on site,
internal to the campus, that reduce the impacts of the height on adjacent properties.

Page 5-56. Historic, Archaeological and Cultural Resources — 5
The SEIR should not rely upon a 1999 cultural resources evaluation. Structures should be re-
evaluated to confirm whether they have attained increased significance in the last decade.

Page 5-58: Energy Policy — 6

To be consistent with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Policy, the campus should employ low-pressure
sodium vapor lighting, or the SEIR needs to evaluate the impacts, both in terms of increased energy
usage and potential effects to research activities at Lick Observatory of not complying with City

Policy.

Will campus buildings meet green building standards? The SEIR should be revised to discuss recent
State green building standards and how those relate to the proposed campus buildings. In San Jose,
both City and privately constructed buildings are required to meet minimum green building
standards, LEED Silver for public buildings over 10,000 square feet. Please refer to the City’s Green

Building Policy at http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/counter/policies/.
V. Noise

Page5-59: Noise Policy —1 1

1t is not clear the Baseball Field Complex has been located and designed to meet the 55 DNL at the
property line. Document the exposure, -after mitigation, at all adjacent residential property lines will
not exceed 55 DNL.

Page 5-71, Page 5-76: Traffic Roadway Noise Impacts

The discussion Page 5-71 indicates a “small increase in traffic volumes from 10,000 to 12,000
students,” however, as stated previously, the SEIR anticipates construction of a second parking

garage by 2021 that would not be needed until 15,000 students. If 15,000 students are anticipated by

2021, the roadway noise analysis must be updated to account for that enrollment, which appears to be

the traffic growth of 7,700 trips per day discussed second paragraph on Page 5-76.

Page 5-76, first paragraph, states none of the area roadway segments are predicted to experience
traffic noise increases greater than +3.0 dB CNEL threshold, yet Table 5.5-6 indicates Renova Dr
west of South Bascom would experience a 5.1 dB CNEL increase under cumulative conditions.
Whether the project makes a cumulatively considerable contribution to this 5.1 dB increase needs to

be discussed in the SEIR.



Robert Dias, San Jose Evergreen Community College District .

Draft SEIR San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021 (OA09-004)
April 10, 2009

Page 4 of 6

Existing Operational Noise
The District should consider the noise impacts from existing maintenance operations, specifically

garage vacuuming noise impacts by adjusting the hours of the day from early morning to a less-noise
sensitive time.

VI Traffic

Please see previous comments about whether the project description is enroliment of 12,000 or
15,000 students. The traffic analysis evaluates 12,000 students.

Page 5-109: South Bascom Avenue/Kingman Avenue.
The City of San Jose will not approve installation of a traffic signal at this location. This
unsignalized intersection is approximately 330 from the signalized intersection of Bascom Avenue

and Renova Drive.

Page 5-114 to 5-115: Table 5.7-12 Cumulative Intersection Level of Service.

South Bascom Avenue and Moorpark Avenue AND South Bascom Avenue and Fruitdale Avenue.
The intersections of Bascom Avenue/Moorpatk Avenue and Bascom Avenue/Fruitdale Avenue are
cumulatively impacted by the project. A fair share contribution will be required to mitigate the
impacts. Contact the City of San Jose Department of Public Work for assistance (408) 535-6816 in
executing an agreement. :

Page 5-115 Cumulative Signal Warrant Analysis:
The intersection of Fruitdale Avenue and North Sherman Oaks is an undesirable location for a traffic
signal because of the close proximity to the signalized intersection of Fruitdale Avenue and South

Sherman Oaks.

Page 5-116 Cumulative Impact
South Bascom Avenue/Kingman Avenue.
Installing a signal at this location is not feasible. Therefore, intersection modifications would be the

only option.

Moorpark/Leland/SICC driveway.
The éxisting Moorpark/Leland design changed the traffic distribution, and put greater volumes on
Leigh Ave, creating backups onto the freeway in the evenings. The 2021 Master Plan should fix this

problem.

The Proposed north-south through movements will be allowed up to Parkmoor Avenue; however this
modification will require an intersection modification on Parkmoor/Leland to control access to the
adjacent residential neighborhood. Parkmoot/Leland is a CalTrans intersection, therefore the project
will be required to get CalTrans approval. Modifications to Moorpark/Leland/SICC driveway create
the need for signal modifications at Parkmoor/Leland, and will not be allowed until those signal
modifications are permitted by Caltrans and funded by the District.
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Moorpark Avenue.
The project should close unused driveways and remove roadway markings on Moorpark Avenue.

Coordinate with City of San Jose Department of Public Work staff.
VII. Parking

Page 5-118: On-site Campus Parking
Mitigation Measure 5.7.5-2: Explain the rationale for deferring the parking needs assessment. Is this

mitigation related to the timing of parking identified in the master plan, or the amount of parking
needed to support the master plan enrollment? If the latter, the District should be conducting the
assessment as part of the SEIR to identify the amount of parking necessary to support the anticipated
student enrollment, identifying the location of the parking, and accounting for any impacts from the
parking facilities. Is the parking included in the master plan based on 12,000 students or 15,0007
The inclusion of Parking Garage #2 in the SEIR appears to indicate the latter,

An assessment of student parking in the surrounding neighborhood is needed due to on-campus
permit parking fees. Charging for parking has pushed students to park on sutrounding neighborhood
streets.

VIII. Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Page 6-51: No Project Alternative: The SEIR defines the No Project Alternative as consisting of no
modifications to the existing, adopted 1999 Master Plan, which includes 15,000 students. The
discussion indicates the No Project Alternative is the environmentally supetior alternative, but is not
feasible because it does not meet any of the project objectives. It is unclear why the 15,000 student
plan would not meet project objectives, nor how the SEIR can conclude an alternative with an

* additional 3,000 students would be environmentally superior in terms of traffic and roadway noise.

The No Project Alternative should be redefined as maintaining the current, baseline setting campus
environment and enrollment of 10,000 students. What is now termed the No Project Alternative
should be redefined as the 1999 Master Plan Alternative, which at 15,000 students, would not be
environmentally superior to the 12,000 student 2021 Master Plan. It is bizarre to describe a larger,
prior master plan as simultaneously the No Project Alternative and environmentally superior, yet not
meeting project objectives.

Page 6-51; Alternative Baseball Field Complex Location: To avoid the significant impacts of
locating the Baseball Field Complex adjacent to Leigh Ave, an Alternative needs to be explored and
discussed in the SEIR that locates the Baseball Field Complex elsewhere on the campus. A primary
purpose of the SEIR is to inform the decision to construct the Baseball Field Complex along Leigh
Ave, yet the SEIR includes no discussion of the options and resulting impacts of locating the
Baseball Field Complex elsewhere on the Campus.

At 2 minimum, the SEIR should discuss, in detail, the District’s rationale for proposing to move the
Baseball Field Complex from the initial location identified in the 1999 Master Plan, and the
feasibility of retaining the Baseball Field Complex in that original location. The District must
demonstrate, through the SEIR’s alternatives analysis, it is infeasible to locate the Baseball Field
Complex in a manner that avoids the significant impacts associated with the Leigh Ave location
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before adopting a statement of overriding considerations justifying completing construction at the
proposed Leigh Ave location.

IX. Recreation

The District should, in the SEIR, confirm the level of public access provided to the local community
to existing and planned campus recreational facilities. Please explain current and planned access of
facilities to non-students and reconcile with ballot arguments for recent school bonds.

X. Mitigation Monitoring for Current 1999 Master Plan

The District should make available to the City and community monitoring reports documenting
the completion of all mitigation associated with campus facilities constructed as part of the
current master plan. Perimeter street frontage landscaping identified in the 1999 Master Plan
appears to not have been fully implemented, and such landscaping is an impoitant edge interface
treatment with the surrounding community.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIR for this project. We look forward to
reviewing the Final SEIR when it becomes available for review. Please provide me with a hard copy
or CD version of the complete Final SEIR. You may send the document directly to Janis Moore of
my staff. If you have questions about traffic comments, please contact Manuel Pineda of the San
Jose Department of Transportation at (408) 975-3295.

Sincerely,

Ahoni Qbowelice
Joseph Horwedel, Director
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement

0A09-004 SEIR SJ City Coll Pjct Ltr.doc/JAM
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April 10, 2008

San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135

Attention: Robert Dias

Subject: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Dear Mr. Dias:

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) staff have reviewed the Draft Subsequent
EIR (DSEIR) for the update to the Master Plan for San Jose City College, which is located at the
southeast comer of Bascom and Moorpark Avenues. We have the following comments.

Land Use & Transit Access
VTA supports the proposed land usc intensification within the existing developed areas of the

campus, at a location served by several VTA bus routes and within two-thirds of a mile of the
Fruitdale light rail station. The location of the project promotes fuel conservation through
pedestrian activity and nearby access to public transportation. This helps improve transportation
energy efficiency and address greenhouse gas emissions. The compact site design of the
proposed development is also consistent with the principles in VTA’s Community Design &
Transportation Manual such as intensifying land use activities and focusing on existing areas.

Transportation/Traffic Mitigation Measures - Transportation Demand Management
VTA previously commented on the topic of Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

measures in response to the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study in a letter dated November 6,
2008. In our previous letter, we requested that the DSEIR address potential TDM measures in
the analysis of Transportation/Traffic impacts, and included a list of specific TDM measures that
may be applicable to the San Jose City College context. Page 2-7 of the DSEIR states that “a
Traffic Study (TIA) is being prepared for the Update and will discuss TDM measures and will
utilize VTA’s Guidelines when preparing the TIA.” However, the TIA dated February 2009 does
not address TDM measures, other than a brief discussion of transit services. The DSEIR does
not address TDM mcasures, other than a brief mention on page 5-56 in the summary of

consistency with plans and policies.

Considering that the project will have a significant impact on several nearby intersections, VTA
requosts that the SEIR be revised to address TDM measures. This should include a discussion of

existing measurcs that are already used on the campus, as well as potential new or cxpanded
measures to reduce single-occupant trips to and from the campus. This will ensurc consistency
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with Section 10.6 of VTA’s TIA Guidelines, which states that “Project mitigation measures shall
be defined to include programs used to reduce project trip generation, including TDM programs
as well as capital improvements to roadways, transit facilitics, and bike and pedestrian access
improvements, if not already included in the proposed project description.”

Transportation/Traffic Mitigation Measures - Bicycle Parking

Page 5-56 of the DSEIR states that “Under the Prior Plan, the Campus has been re-organized into
a more bicycle-friendly environment with new bike racks and lockers, among other
improvements.” However, the Existing Bicycle Facilitics scction on page 5-93 notes that there
are no bike lockers on campus at present, and provides no further information on plans for
bicycle parking. VTA requests that the DSEIR clarify what bicycle parking is planned as part of
the Facilities Master Plan Update, including types, quantitics and locations of bicycle parking.
VTA’s Bicycle Technical Guidelines provide guidance for estimating supply, siting and design

for bicycle parking facilities. Tlus document may be downloaded from
Jiwww . vta.org/mews/vtacmp/Bikes>. For more

mfon';qamon on bicycle systems and parking, please contact Michelle DeRobertis, Development
and Congestion Management Division, at (408) 321-5716.

Bus Service
VTA supports the mitigation measure, on page 5-118 of the DSEIR, which incorporates our

recommended bus stop improvements for the existing bus stops on Leigh Avenue (south of

Moorpark Avenue) and on Leigh Avenue (opposite Kingman):
e 10’ X 55’ PCC bus stop paverment pad (see attached VT A standards)

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions, please call me at
(408) 321-5784.

Smcerely,

Roy Molseed
Seniocr Environmental Planner

RM:kh

cc: Ebrahim Sohrabi, San Jose Development Services
Samantha Swan, VTA

SJEGOsO!
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

P.C.C. pavement with monolithic curb and gutter shall conform to the provisions in Secction 40,
« PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENT,” and Section 90, “ PORTLAND CEMENT
CONCRETE" of the State Standard Specifications and these special provisions.

P.C.C. pavement shall be class A with a flexural strength of 650 psi atthe age of 28 daysto be
determined by Test Method ASTM C78. Polypropylene fibers (Fibermesh or approved equat), length
1/2”, shall be added to the concrete 2t a rate of 1 1/2 Ibs/cy.

After spreading and compacting, P.C.C. concrete shall be given a preliminary finish, which shall be
smooth and true to grade. In advance of curing operations, the pavement shall be given a final rough
broom fnish with grooves having a depth of 1/8” perpendicular to the curb and gutter.

All newly - placed concrete shall be cured in accordance with the provisions in Section 90-7, “Curing
Concrete,” of the State Standard Specifications. Curing compound to be used shall be applied to the
P.C.C. following the surface finishing operations immediately before the moisture sheen disappears from
the surface and before any drying, shrinkage or craze cracks begin to appear. Curing compound shatl be
applied at a norinal rate of onc gallon per 150 square feet. At any point, the application rate shall be
within /- 50 square fect per gallon of the nominal rate specified. : ‘

Sawrcutting of the contraction joints must be performed within 24 hours afer concrete has received
final surface finish.

Contractor shail protect P.C.C. Pad as specified in Section 90-8.03, Protecting Concrete Pavement.”
Wherc public traffic will be required to cross over new pavement, and if directed by the Engincer, Typc
111 Portland Cemment shall be used in concrete, When Type Il Portland Cement is used jn concrete, and
if permitted in writing by the Enpineer, the pavement may be opened to traffic as soon as the concrete
has devcloped a modulus of rupture of 550 pounds per square inch. The modulus of rupture will be
determined by Test Method ASTM C73.

No traffic or Cantractor’s equipment, cxeept as hereinafter provided, will be permitied on the pavement
before a period of ten (10) calendar days has clopsed after the concrete has been placed, nor before the
concrete has developed a modulus of rupture of at least 550 pounds per square inch. Concrete that fails
to attain a modulus of rupture of 550 pounds per square inch within 10 days shall not be opened to traffic

unti} directed by the Engineer.

Equipment for sawing contraction joints (weakened plane joints) will be permitied on the pavement as
specified in Section 40-1.08B, "Weakened Plane Joints,” of the State Standard Specifications.

Contraction joints, expansion joints and gaps between the P.C.C. pad and the existing pavesment

section shal] be cleaned and sealed prior to permitting traffic on the pad. Joint scaling compound shall
be type “A"joint seal and shall canform to the provisions of Section 51-1.12F of the State Slandard
Specifications. The 2 component polyurethane scalant shall be State Specification 8030 - 611 -01 or

approved equal.

SANTA CLARA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

BUS STOP PAVEMENT DETAILS

ATTACHMENT 1 FOR FIGURE 26
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Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association

April 17,2009

TO:  San Jose/Evergreen Community College Board of Trustees
Robert Dias, Executive Director
Facilities - Construction Management - Operations
San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599

RE: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR)
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Dear Trustees and Mr. Dias;

Before addressing the specifics of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR) for the San Jose
City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021, the Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association (SONA) would
like to take this opportunity to express our ongoing appreciation for the actions taken by Dr. Michael Burke,
President of San Jose City College (SJICC). President Burke’s actions have saved the district costly litigation
and have gone a long way towards healing the damage caused by previous administrators and staff that have
misled us and misrepresented SICC Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). Had somebody of Dr. Burke’s caliber
been at the reins throughout this process we believe the CIP would have proceeded in an open manner that
would have expedited improvements while protecting neighboring residents, thus avoiding dispersal of bond
funds for projects that did not meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. We hope that
this recent cooperative effort will continue and we look forward to the continued vitality and growth of the
campus.

Before addressing the analysis, we believe that it is necessary to describe the history of SONA’s relationship
with the campus to put things in perspective. While Administrators, Staff, Trustees and Chancellors may come
and go with no obvious means of maintaining institutional memory, SONA residents are the one constant.

SONA has made a point of meeting with administrators and staff multiple times each year to review ongoing
concerns and the CIP. We usually begin this process prior to the football season to review problems from the
last year. At times these meetings have included San Jose Police Department and the San Jose/Evergreen
Community College District Police Department along with event organizers. We have scheduled “getting to
know you” meetings with each new administrator that has been in place over the last decade. We have
reviewed prior events and advised campus staff of our inability to reach campus security and the need to
continually call out San Jose Police Department to deal with parking control, crowd control and problems
related to events held on campus. We have been told the campus cannot regulate what its users do when they
leave the campus and have no control over noise other that the ability to ask (not demand) that loudspeakers be
turned down. At one point a prior President stated he would just cancel all outside use of the stadium and notify
the teams it was because we were complaining. This is something we never wanted and was designed to put us
at odds with users of the site.

SONA | P.O. Box 59146 San Jose, CA 95159-0146 | Phone: (408) 835-2881 | Web: http://www.sona-sj.com
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Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association

During this process, staff and administration downplayed changes to the Master Plan adopted in 1999 and often
did not notify us of changes until after the fact. New surface parking lots along Leigh simply appeared. In
multiple presentations to our general membership and during meetings on campus with our Board of Directors,
the Baseball Field Complex was always referred to as a playing field, not a complex. We were always shown
diagrams of a flat field, never a major construction with poles, nets, buildings or walls. We always asked, “Will
there be lights, PA systems or bleachers?” and were told “No”. We (and the general public) were never advised
of development of engineering documents, plans or design. This could be viewed as a deliberate attempt to
deceive or an error in judgment compounded by continued turnover in the administration. While some believe
there was intent to withhold this information deliberately in the past, it was obvious that President Burke was
unaware that CEQA had been circumvented. Thus, we believe many of the Trustees are unaware of our
historical perspective.

Beginning with the original scoping meetings for the Prior Plan, residents on the south side of campus have
lobbied for a sound wall to mitigate the impact of construction and development. We were assured that, while
not included in the original plans, the sound wall would be designed and constructed to act as a good neighbor
fence and buffer for residents. The cost of the sound wall was considered minimal and the construction of it
would not have triggered any threshold with CEQA. With each administrative change we had to re-trace our
steps in this process, advise the current President or administrator of previous promises, start the process anew
and hope the information would be passed along to the next person. This did not happen and residents, in fact,
felt threatened by statements made. After going through this process for the umpteenth time and thinking there
was finally going to be progress, residents were told that the campus had not calculated for emergency access
appropriately and that the campus was investigating the use of eminent domain to transfer residential property
to the district to allow for such access. Residents felt that they were being delivered a message of, “Don’t push
for the fence or you’ll be sorry.” ,

The residential area south of the campus was also the subject of many discussions and promises because of the
problems created with traffic and parking. Long term parking limitations did not work and a permit parking
ordinance was implemented at a cost to San Jose and residents because it was impossible for residents to park
on their own streets or safely put trash containers on the curb. The south side of the campus experiences
excessive speeding and inappropriate delivery vehicle traffic due to the access point. Prior to and since the
1999 approved plan, various administrations have said they would look into it, close it or figure out how to limit
the problems for the neighborhood associated with the southern access but this has not been done. While we
recognize the need for emergency ingress/egress, it could be addressed without making the south access point a
major conduit for the campus, generating cut through traffic in the neighborhood.

Prior to the completion of Parking Garage #1 SONA began discussions regarding the impact on the eastern
neighborhoods due to the weighting of parking on the Leigh Avenue side of campus and the alteration of the
Leland/Moorpark signal from a 3-way to a 2-way signal. We were told by district and City staff that people
knew better than to make illegal left or u-turns along Leigh Avenue and that they would use the Moorpark
access. SONA residents were unhappy to see our dire predictions come true and the Leigh Avenue side of
campus has been the subject of numerous attempts to correct the dangerous situation created when campus users
are making illegal maneuvers along Leigh and down Kingman Avenue. The City of San Jose installed “run me
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Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association

over” poles that simply had to be replaced and were ignored. “No Left Turn” signs prominent on Leigh and on
campus and are ignored. The City of San Jose installed “No U-Turn” signs along Leigh at Kingman and when
not ignored this simply results in people travelling half a block down Kingman and turning in the middle of an
intersection. All of this occurs during peak pedestrian times when hundreds of elementary, middle and high
school students are walking to their schools. Currently Kingman/Leigh is being signalized to control some of
this, but the main problem has never been addressed and it took years for us to convince the campus to install
directional signs (which still need improvement/upgrade) on campus telling people to access Highway 280 from
Moorpark. We cannot blame users of the campus for the design flaw of the Moorpark/Leland signal that never
allows them the right of way.

While our review of the document calls out flaws, inconsistencies and disagreements with conclusions, we
would like to state up front that there are significant issues about which we not only feel strongly, but are
anxious to resolve without litigation or compounded expense.

1))

2)

3)

4

5)

The Baseball Field Complex site on Leigh Avenue is an unacceptable alternative to residents.
Implementation of the installation occurred outside the realm of public discourse, violated CEQA
and is in conflict with local policies and ordinances that cannot be mitigated. We agree with the
document that this alternative is the most inferior alternative. It presents unknown dangers from use
and creates a noise nuisance for adjacent and nearby residents. It creates potential new pedestrian,
bicycle and vehicle conflicts. It is a visually degrading element to residential areas including mid-
century Eichler homes that have the potential for historic designation.

We cannot comment on or support the option of moving the complex to the “original” site as
the ramifications of such a move have not been outlined in the document. Needless to say, the
neighborhood would not approve of moving the problem from one side of your residential buffer to
another and would not condone a project that would create the same problems elsewhere. If the
facility cannot be moved to the Evergreen campus, this leaves us with nothing we can support.

The existing and ongoing and potential traffic, parking, light and noise problems must be
resolved. Parking Garage #2 must be prioritized, the Moorpark/Leland signal must be prioritized,
southern campus access point must be closed or designed to cause minimal (not more) access
through the neighborhood and access in/out of the campus should be reoriented onto arterial and
collector streets that can handle the loads and reduce conflict with residential areas. The additional
sources of light and noise from stadium and special events use were created during the development
period. There should be mitigation measures in place to allow us to enjoy our yards and homes.
The City of San Jose and its residents cannot continue to pay for design flaws or security
issues. Traffic and parking mitigation expenses have been born by San Jose and local residents.
Security problems stemming from events held at the campus have been born by San Jose and local
residents. Property owners should not bear the burden of devalued real estate due to campus
incursion. Property tax revenue loss cannot be absorbed by the City and County.

The San Jose/Evergreen Community College District has made a significant and costly mistake
that must be undone. We recognize the immense cost and financial blow to the District, but it is
not our fault and we should not have to bear the consequences. There can be no mitigation for the
impact of the Baseball Field Complex in the current site and our opinions are codified by the
document. As an institution of higher learning and as educators, we cannot imagine that the District
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would be willing to continue along this course and teach the lesson that the burden of your mistakes
should be borne by others. We also cannot imagine that the District would be willing to risk
litigation costs on top of correcting the problem. We recognize that this has huge financial
consequences for the District, but it is the District’s responsibility to correct the problem in a manner
that does not negatively impact residents or the City of San Jose.

Based on the extensive amount of material noted as missing in the document we have concerns
that there will not be enough time for residents to obtain new information, review new
documents and form an appropriate response. With this noted, we would request that all
documentation be forwarded immediately, not just included in a meeting packet and that we be
allowed enough time to review and respond to any new information. In addition, we request that all
future trustees meetings regarding this issue be automatically held at the San Jose City College
Campus to allow easier access for residents.

We have no solutions for some of the dilemmas faced by the district but are willing to work with everyone to
ensure that the campus grows in a healthy manner that is consistent with surrounding land use policies. We
look forward to renewing our relationship with the district and working towards mutual objectives of growing
the campus while preserving surrounding residential areas.

Our analysis of the SDEIR follows. We hope that it helps in the process.

Respectfully,

Randi Kinman, President
Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association

CC:

San Jose/Evergreen Community College District Trustees
Rosa Perez, Chancellor

San Jose/Evergreen Community College District

Dr. Michael Burke, President San Jose City College
Supervisor Ken Yeager

County of Santa Clara, District 4

Councilmember Pierluigi Oliverio

City of San Jose, District 6

Councilmember Rose Herrera

City of San Jose District 8

Joseph Horwedel, Director

City of San Jose, Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

Jim Helmer, Director

City of San Jose, Department of Transportation

Rob Davis, Chief of Police

City of San Jose Police Department
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Review of Supplemental Draft Environmental Report
San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Chapter 2 - Introduction

Pg. 2-4 section 2.2.1 Scoping Meeting and Notice of Preparation, pg 2-39 Fig 2.1-3: At the scoping
meeting residents asked specifically for side by side map comparisons of the original plan, changes
already implemented outside the original plan and changes proposed to the original plan. This would
have allowed a comparison, for example of the original plan that did not include additional surface lots
along Leigh Avenue (behind football field and parking garage) that have added more than 130 spaces to
that side of the campus. The referenced figure shows completed items, but does not note that they differ
from the original plans. This comparison should be included in the document along with any other
alterations to the original plan that are already completed. While not significant in terms of construction
of buildings, additional parking has created more stress on access in this area.

Chapter 3 — Project Setting

Pg.3-3 paragraph one states that *...the majority of the developments included in the implementation of
the Prior Plan have occurred...” but omits the fact that a significant structure (second parking garage) has
been delayed. Residents have been repeatedly told that it is “too expensive” and that there are no plans
in the near future to build the garage. Please provide a timeline for completion of projects per the Prior
Project and how they relate to the new project.

Pg.3-3 paragraph two discusses the “new” student parking lot on the south side of campus. Please
provide the timeline for the decision making process along with implementation of this change in the
Prior Plan. Omitted in the description is the fact that residents contacted the campus and complained
that this was loading parking onto one side of the campus and that no public input had been obtained
prior to the construction. We feel that the change from the Prior Project is inconsistent with CEQA.

Pg.3-3 discussion of the “Baseball Field Complex” notes that SONA residents were advised of this at
regular intervals. Omitted is the fact that at no time was the community advised of the magnitude of the
project and documents provided at meetings showed only a flat playing field without buildings, fence
lines, bleachers or poles and netting. This would be similar to the field as it was in its previous use as a
multipurpose practice area. At SONA general meetings and at meetings held with various staff and
administrators, residents consistently asked about lights, bleachers, and sound systems. We were shown
and given diagrams showing a plain field and assured that no bleachers, lights or sound systems would
be installed. At no time was there any mention of the poles, netting and associated buildings. Residents
also advised campus staff and administrators that because of the traffic problems associated with
students and campus guests that conflicted with parents safely walking children to school and residents
safely moving through the Kingman/Leigh area, a signalized intersection had been approved by the City
of San Jose. This was a significant change to the existing area and the campus was notified well in
SONA | P.O. Box 59146 San Jose, CA 95159-0146 | Phone: (408) 835-2881 | Web: http://www.sona-s|.com
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advance of beginning construction of the baseball area. In addition, meetings with SONA were
documented via our monthly newsletter which is published online. SJCC staff and administrators are
notified when it is posted online which would have allowed them to correct any misinterpretation of the
proposed project. The SDEIR should reflect the fact that SJCC is out of compliance with CEQA to
allow a better understanding of the impacts of the current situation and should outline specifically
when decisions were made and actions taken. Please refer to the Prior Plan, the map of the previously
approved plan and the Notice of Preparation which all note the site as a field not a complex.

Pg.3-3 Campus Access and Parking should note the inability to regulate right-in/right-out on Leigh
Avenue and should note the ongoing mitigations costs absorbed by the City of San Jose. Prior attempts
to correct traffic problems via a “No U-Turn” sign on Leigh at Kingman were insufficient and the
installation of a signalized intersection has cost close to half a million dollars. This is in addition to the
cost to residents and the city of initiating a permit parking zone on the south side of campus. The
project creates no adjacent parking to the proposed Baseball Field Complex which begs the question:
Where are people likely to park to access the field? Our concern is that we will see residential streets
used, creating a hazard for pedestrians and vehicles. Our experience is that events held at that field (e.g.
soccer clinics) create large numbers of vehicles loading and unloading unsafely adjacent to the field,
residential streets crowded with cars and pedestrians walking across Leigh Avenue at multiple unsafe
points.

Pg.3-5 Moorpark Avenue description omits the remnants of right turn arrows and lanes that are no long
active due to the change in entryways nor does it outline how the campus is proposing to correct the
problems.

Pg.3-7 Noise level discussion is incomplete and inaccurate in describing the noise level from the
stadium and draws an incorrect conclusion that the noise levels should not be included in the current
plan. The reconstruction of the stadium was part of the prior plan, including light and sound systems,
thus the problems should correctly be classified as stemming from the Prior Plan and mitigated in the
proposed plan. In addition, the removal of mature trees for all phases of all projects has removed a
barrier that protected neighbors from noise and light intrusion. SONA has notified the campus staff and
administration repeatedly regarding the ongoing and escalating problems of noise and light. Citing the
noise level on an unknown campus in an unknown city under unknown circumstances in no way
provides accurate data much less mitigation outlines. Accurate data should be obtained, mitigation
measures should be outlined and a timeline for correcting deficiencies should be noted. When noise
levels are so loud off campus that residents four blocks away are disturbed, this is a problem for
everyone that cannot be dismissed.

Pg.3-9 Figure 3.2-1 and pg.3-10 Figure 3.2.-2 documents should be consistent in either calling out a
baseball field or Baseball Field Complex. The figures should also identify projects (e.g. surface parking
lots on Leigh) already completed as being different from the Prior Plan. All elements that have been
constructed, are in the process of construction or are anticipated should be identified clearly if they are
different from the Prior Plan.
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Pg.3-11 through 3-13 Figures 3.2-3a-c are not a complete or accurate visual depiction of the impact of
the baseball complex because they are taken from such a distance that they do not represent the distance
from adjacent or nearby buildings. While we regret that SJCC did not accept our offers to take pictures
from our yards, we are providing photos that we feel better depict the situation. The document should
include true measurements regarding how far the proposed facility is physically from nearby structures.
Please see review photos attached in Figures xx-xx.

Chapter 4 — Project Description

Pg. 4-3 Project Description states, “...Implementation to date of the Prior Plan resulted in a shift in the
general locations of buildings from the central and northern portions of the Campus to the western and
southern areas of the campus. Implementation of the Update will continue this direction of
development...” This is a significant change for the development of the campus, pushing the more
active areas closer to residential units and away from the commercial borders. This represents a change
that will inherently create land use conflicts with adjacent residential areas and removes the ability to
move across the campus via the originally planned pedestrian arch. The proposed plan does not develop
parking closest to new facilities unless Parking Garage #2 is built.

Pg.4-5, 4-6, 4-7 Parking Garage #2 discussions are incomplete, conflicting and confusing. There are no
details for the garage and the document alternates between saying development is intended for a student
body enrollment of 12,000 and 15,000. It is not clear whether there is room for the garage, whether it
will be designed or space will be left for it if other facilities “migrate” in any direction as they have in
the past. There are no secure triggers as the document states it will be built when enrollment reaches
approximately 15,000 students “...or as deemed needed based on on-going monitoring of construction
and assessments of parking needs.” The document also needs to clarify the ability to build out all other
proposals and come back at a later date to construct a parking garage in the middle of a developed
campus; is it feasible? Considering we have been advised repeatedly there is no funding, the campus
would rather spend money elsewhere and the general disinclination to commit to the structure, along
with the question raised regarding Phase III funding, SONA would request that these questions be
clarified. Page 4-7 states that enrollment is expected to be 15,000 prior to 2021 so it would seem that a
parking structure to accommodate the student body would need to be in place to meet the needs of
enrollment at that level. The safety of students and the reduction of energy costs for the campus and its
users would depend on appropriate parking measures.

Pg. 4-6 refers to a Light Tower that SONA residents have always questioned. There was no analysis of
what the impact would be visually under the Prior Plan and the current document is incomplete in this
area. Considering that implementation of the Prior Plan resulted in removal of mature trees that shielded
residents from some of the light previously, an accurate depiction of the tower, the light it would cast
and how it would affect views is required. While an iconographic structure could hold necessary
equipment and hide functional operations, a five story tower that can be viewed from the freeway
requires at the very least a simulated drawing that shows how it would be seen from nearby residences.
In addition, SONA would request that the proposal be consistent with San Jose’s Outdoor Lighting
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Policy, show non-conflict with Lick Observatory and that the SDEIR evaluate and disclose energy usage
associated with the tower.

Chapter 5 — Environmental Impact Evaluation

Pg.5-3 Aesthetics draws an incorrect conclusion that the project does not degrade a scenic vista or the

“_.existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.” The 90’ poles and nets related
to the Baseball Field Complex in fact impair the view of mountain ranges (towards Santa Cruz) while

travelling south on Leigh Avenue as well as degrade existing views from residences adjacent and near
the project.

Pg.5-10 through 5-14 Visual Analysis draws incorrect conclusions as the simulated views do not reflect
impact on residences nearby (e.g. Richmond Avenue). The perspectives of VP-4, VP-5, VP-6, VP-9,
VP-10, VP-11, VP-12 and VP-13 are distorted due to the distance of the view and do not accurately
reflect the disparity of height (poles to adjacent structures). VP-6, VP-7, VP-12 and VP-13 are
incomplete views as the tops of poles are cut out of the pictures. There are no viewpoints from yards or
streets along Richmond Avenue or Menker Avenue as requested at the scoping meeting. Without these
views, the impact of the project visually is incompletely rendered. Mitigation measure 5.2.5-1 calls for
painting the poles; blue poles are still 90° tall poles that affect views and have demonstrated shadow
casting more than a block away. Mitigation measure 5.2.5-2 describes net color, but, again, 90 of net
cannot be mitigated by hoping we don’t notice the color. Mitigation measure 5.2.5-3 calls for an
evergreen vine on a wooden fence that abuts a sidewalk. This would still create a monolithic wall
adjacent to a sidewalk that is incompatible with City standards as there is virtually no setback.
Mitigation measure 5.2.5-4 discussing trees implies the ability to plant trees that would reach a height
that would hide 90’ poles and netting, an obviously false conclusion. There is no ability to plant such
trees abutting a sidewalk without encroaching on public right of way and by the time any tree reached
such a height the campus would be far into another phase of improvement. For these reasons, there is
no ability to mitigate the impact to a less than significant level and the document should be
amended to state this.

Pg. 5-14, 5-15 Tree Removal sections does not outline mitigation measures and an arborist report should
have been included in this section. The report should call out what has already been removed and what
has been replaced along with a plan to mitigate the Prior Plan before developing a new plan. Without
such a report and a specific plan in place, there is no ability to determine whether or not mitigation has
been (or can be) accomplished regarding the Prior Plan, much less the proposed plan. The mitigation
plan should outline a timeline or this will continue to roll over with no ability to enforce mitigation.
Until such time, the SDEIR should be considered incomplete.

Pg. 5-14 through 5-16 Light and Glare reaches a conclusion that light incursion can be reduced to a less

than significant level with no documentation regarding how mitigation would be achieved. As

previously stated, the implementation of a portion the Prior Plan (stadium) along with the

implementation of the proposed plan prior to approval (new parking lots on Leigh, baseball field)

resulted in significant light intrusion on neighboring residential areas. Mature trees were removed and
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SJCC SDEIR Response Page 8 of 16




Sherman Oaks Neigorhood Association

the proposed plan does not outline any mitigation measures. While the document states that the stadium
is used during the fall season, it would be more accurate to say this incursion occurs from summer
months through fall and into winter. The stadium is used by the district and outside entities for practices
during the week and games all weekend. Until mitigation measures are outlined, the project creates
an impact that cannot be reduced below a significant level.

Pg.5-16 Mitigation Measure 5.2.5-7 regarding the light tower indicates that it is possible to mitigate the
impact on surrounding residential areas of a “translucent lantern” that can be clearly seen from the
freeway but does not outline how that would be achieved. Until mitigation measures can be clearly
outlined, this should be classified as a significant impact on surrounding areas.

Pg. 5-17 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts clearly states that the Baseball Field Complex will create an
unavoidable adverse impact. We agree with this and would also ask that the issues of light/glare
and tree mitigation also be classified as adverse impacts unless evidence is presented that shows
how the campus will mitigate the impacts to a less than significant level.

Air Quality as discussed in section 5.3 does not clarify the enrollment numbers assumed in this process.
Are we discussing 12,000 or 15,000 students by 2021? Which enrollment number is reflected in the
charts? As the document states that new development is moving towards the south and north, it should
be noted that the primary impact of pollution generated by autos will be in the residential areas,
including a senior housing complex on Leigh Avenue at Moorpark Avenue. The document does not
outline the variables in air quality regarding the number of students enrolled or the possibility that
Parking Garage #2 is in a later phase.

Consistency with San Jose 2020 General Plan:

Pg. 5-53 does not include any discussion on the alternate locations for the Baseball Field
Complex, yet clearly states the current location is in conflict with local land use policies. The
project is inconsistent with Urban Design guidelines regarding setbacks, privacy protection for
residential units, height design and traffic impact. We disagree with the conclusion that the wall
constructed for the complex would be sufficient to mitigate noise and see nothing in the
document that supports such a conclusion.

Pg. 5-55 states that under the Prior Plan the campus was organized to maximize a pedestrian
friendly atmosphere, yet the new plan eliminates the pedestrian walkway through campus. In
addition, the “walk ability” along Leigh Avenue has been impacted by removal of trees which
cannot be replaced and installation (prior to approval of the plan) of wooden fencing, metal poles
and netting.

Pg. 5-56 parking discussion states that the Prior Plan is inconsistent with local parking policies
and the update will meet guidelines for community colleges. This does not state it will be
consistent with local policies and there is still the question regarding the target enrollment
numbers; are we discussing 12,000 or 15,0007
SONA | P.O. Box 59146 San Jose, CA 95159-0146 | Phone: (408) 835-2881 | Web: http://www.sona-s|.com
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Pg. 5-56 Historic, Archaeological and Cultural Resources cites a 1999 study. The document
should include up to date information and surveys of resources to determine whether there are
any changes.

Pg. 5-54 clearly states that the plan is inconsistent with local Level of Service (LOS) thresholds
yet there is no discussion of mitigation measures. Absent is the fact that the Leland/Moorpark
signal was changed during implementation of the Prior Plan, restricting access to right in/right
out and removing direct access to/from the main driveway. Implementation of mitigation is not
outlined and should be part of the project.

Pg. 5-56 Scenic Routes describes the Light Tower as an enhancement to local areas and as a
marker for the “front door” of the campus. Without mitigation, the tower has the potential to
create a significant negative impact on the surrounding area. As noted above, the “front door”
was altered and it bewilders us to think we would be directing traffic via a visual marker to a
closed front door.

Pg. 5-58 Energy states that the project is generally consistent with local policy and states, “All
outdoor lighting fixtures would be designed to minimize adverse impacts to surrounding
neighborhoods.” There is no discussion regarding how that will happen and there is no plan in
the project to correct existing impacts. In addition, there is no reference to potential affect to
Lick Observatory research or to green building standards. San Jose has an updated Green
Building Policy which should be referenced and adhered to.

Pg. 5-59 Noise states that the project is consistent with San Jose objectives but there is no
documentation that shows how the noise has been estimated around the Baseball Complex, how
it would be regulated or how mitigations will be determined. Noise levels at all points adjacent
to the facility and, based on our experience with noise travelling from the campus, a report that
outlines potential for noise “bouncing” off walls and adjacent buildings would travel is needed.
Our experience is that the stadium noise level is often louder off campus than on campus. The
document should include noise mitigations for all activities beyond adjacent property lines and
take into account the impact of noise travelling beyond the border of the campus. Residents have
complained previously that garbage trucks, construction, grounds maintenance, traffic and on
campus events travels beyond the campus.

Pg. 5-60 Hazards-Land Use Compatibility states that the proposed poles and nets will not
guarantee containment of errant balls. We would like to know why such a structure was
considered without guaranteeing the safety of people in the immediate area and would like
clarification on the potential risk and liability.

Pg. 5-60 through 5-62 Project-Specific Mitigation Measures, Cumulative Impact and
Unavoidable Impact sections all state that the project is incompatible with City of San Jose
thresholds and conflicts in numerous areas with local policies. CEQA is designed to ensure
SONA | P.O. Box 59146 San Jose, CA 95159-0146 | Phone: (408) 835-2881 | Web: http://www.sona-sj.com
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that projects do not conflict with adjacent policies even if the local entity has no jurisdiction.
The cumulative impacts create significant conflicts that should not just be acknowledged but
mitigated. Identifying a problem is only the first step; avoiding conflict should be the goal.

Pg. 5-69 Noise levels discusses the affects of noise generated by the campus stadium but states
that since the Update does not affect stadium operations, the persistent problems with noise from
the stadium should not be part of the new project. Again, we want to reiterate that
implementation of the Prior Plan and portions of the new project have resulted in excessive noise
levels outside the campus. Residents have complained every year and have experienced
escalating problems instead of relief. Noise levels have never been monitored on the site or in
the neighborhoods; this was requested prior to the scoping meeting and at the scoping meeting.
Referencing noise levels at another site is not an acceptable method of determining local noise.
There has been no plan generated to control noise from the stadium. The document minimizes
the amount of days the stadium is used (at least 25% of the year) and it discounts events such as
the high school All Star game, CCS playoffs, mid-week practice sessions and the occasional
cannon fire from some teams. The stadium is used from August through November for football
and there are track meets and other events at other times of the year. The noise generated from
this site is loud enough to interfere with normal inside activity (talking, watching television, and
talking on the phone) for several blocks outside the campus even when windows are shut, drapes
are drawn and air conditioners running because there are no controls. SONA requests mitigation
of existing noise from the stadium be included in the project.

Pg. 5-71 through 5-76 Traffic Roadway Noise Impacts discusses traffic noise conditions and
states there will be a “small increase” but it is not clear whether the document is discussing
10,000 or 12,000 or 15,000 enrolled students. The data and trip generation information should

be based on the maximum 15,000 enrollment if that is the projection for 2021. Any increase in
cumulative noise levels should be discussed in the SEIR.

Pg. 5-79 Operational Noise Input: Please see above remarks regarding pg. 5-69 above.

Pg. 5-85 Item 5.6.7 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts notes that there is no ability to mitigate the
adverse impact of the Baseball Field Complex. This makes it an unacceptable alternative. Also,
not discussed is the affect on local recreational facilities if they must absorb the need for
additional space to make up for the lack of the facility.

Pg. 5-90 forward through accompanying traffic and signal analyses should be referred to the City
of San Jose and comply with LOS policies. An analysis by the City should be included to show
exactly which intersections cited as warranted for signalizations would actually conform to local
standards or, in fact, be feasible from a traffic management perspective. Several intersections
cited would be impossible to signalize and this should be included and the perceived option for
signalization be removed. In addition, the document clearly states that the change of the
Moorpark/Leland signal from the original plan in the Prior Project has significantly affected
traffic patterns in an adverse way. The realignment and correction of signals at
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Leland/Moorpark and Leland/Parkmoor need to be included in the project, cleared with San Jose
and Caltrans and funding secured to correct the problems.

Pg. 5-91 and 5-92 Existing Parking describes the current parking spaces sufficient for current
existing uses which would imply that significant additional parking must be included in the
immediate future to allow for enrollment growth. The document incorrectly states that a small
amount of on street parking is utilized by the campus and notes that occupancy is not 100% at
peak times. The parking analysis fails to note the number of on street spaces utilized by users of
the campus during the week. The following numbers are averaged over three different days over
the most recent term. They were gathered by observing the number of cars parking on the streets
mentioned between the hours of 7:30-9am then following up between 3:30-4:30 pm when
students would be done for the day and residents not yet home from work. The numbers were
gathered after the deadline to drop classes, allowing for a natural decline in use during the term.
The far right column reflects the number of cars parked on the streets during the recent spring
break. This time period reflects a weekday that would not include high use by residents who
would be at work or users of the adjacent churches.

Street Location AM PM Spring Break
Richmond between 15 3 3
Kingman and Fruitdale

Menker between 8 4 3
Kingman and Fruitdale

Kingman from Leigh to College 35 8 6
Leigh from Kingman to Fruitdale 30 6 3
Leigh from Kingman to Moorpark 33 5 4
Moorpark from Leigh to Hwy 280 exit 20 3 3
Moorpark between Leigh and Leland 75 8 3
Moorpark between Leland and Bascom 70 6 0

The above numbers obviously indicate a significant level of on street parking is due to the
campus. These numbers are not reflected in the document. The parking analysis should be
conducted to include the number of parking spaces actually utilized off campus. In addition, the
document should note that due to intrusive on street parking from the campus, a permit parking
zone was created in the residential neighborhood south of campus. SONA therefore requests: (1)
the analysis be conducted with the idea that 15,000 students will be enrolled; (2) on street
parking be factored into the equation.

Chapter 6 — Discussion of Alternatives

Pg. 6-51 refers to the no project alternative as environmentally superior but not meeting the goals of the
objectives. It is unclear how the no alternative option with 15,000 students is superior to the 12,000
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student enrollment cited in the project regarding the impact of noise, light and traffic. Shouldn’t the
previously approved plan be the “No Project” alternative?

Pg. 6-51 “No Closing of the Southern Campus Entry” cannot be considered a superior alternative if one
takes into account the impact of continued access via neighborhood streets. Noise and air pollution
generated from traffic should not continue to be funneled into residential areas. SONA met with campus
officials dozens of times and has received repeated promises that this access will be closed to reduce the
problems associated with speed and traffic through residential areas. It makes no sense to relieve
pressure on other access points that are on commercial streets designed for higher loads by pushing the
problem onto residential streets. There has been no analysis of any options other than “open or shut”.

Pg. 6-51 Alternative Baseball Field Complex location does not outline how the complex could be
located within the campus. We have previously been advised that due to shifting of elements during
construction of the Prior Plan, there is not enough room to actually locate the field on campus. The
discussion of the option to move the facility to the Evergreen Campus has been declared
environmentally inferior with no data to back this up the statement. The SDEIR lacks the data that
shows (1) The process that led to a decision to move the facility from the originally approved site
in the 1999 Master Plan; (2) Why the original location was not feasible; (3) Why the alternatives
are not feasible; and, (4) The impacts of alternatives. This portion of the document is severely
incomplete and only refers to the need to preserve the “well established” program as the primary
reason for declaring the project necessary and superior to any alternative.

Figures 1-15 follow.
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Figure 4

Figure 6

Figures 1-4 show front views of home on Richmond Avenue. These homes face
away from the campus. Eichler homes were designed to integrate the use of inside
and outside living space. The wall that faces the campus is at least 50% glass,
allowing a full view from the kitchen, living and dining room areas. Figures 1-4 also
represent the front yard view from the homes across the street. Figures 5 and 6
represent backyard and dining room/living room views These shots had to be taken
closer to the fenceline because views from inside the homes or the patios directly
outside cannot show the tops of the poles. Views from patios and inside are
completely enclosed in proposed poles/nets.
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Figure 8

Figure 7

Figure 9 Figures 7, 8 and 9 were taken at the Kingman/Leigh intersection. Figure 7 and 8
show the perspective first, closest to the home on Leigh the farther back to show
that where you take a picture determines how tall the poles will look.

Figure 9 has a small arrow that points out the light standard for the stadium.
Note that along Leigh, where there used to be mature trees is a blank wall. This
has allowed light and sound to become a bigger problem.

Figures 10, 11 and 12 are views along Leigh Avenue. The fence line abuts the
sidewalk. This leaves no room for tree replacement or any softening of the
structure. Planting anything along the wooden wall will produce material that
impedes on the sidewalk. Residents noted that the shadows cast by the poles
extend more than a block away

Figure 10

Figure 11 Figure 12
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Figure 14
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Figure 13 is along the outfield
line from Leigh Avenue. The
same poles are shown in Figure
14 and Figure 15. Note how
close they are to adjacent
housing. Bedrooms are adjacent
to the stone fence line. The arrow
at the bottom of Figure 14 is a
hole left in the wall that allows
drainage from the street onto the
field. It is large enough to allow
small children to crawl through.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CYNTHIA BRYANT
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

April 10, 2009

Robert Dias
San Jose-Evergreen Community College District

4750 San Felipe Road
San Jose, CA 95135-1599

Subject: San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021
SCH#: 1999122011

Dear Robert Dias:

The State Clearinghouse submitied the above named Subsequent EIR to selected state agencies for review.
On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies
that reviewed your document. The review period closed on April 9, 2009, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future

correspondence so that we may respond promptly. -

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or othier public agency shall only make substantive comments régarding those
_activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are-
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. ‘Those comments shall be supported by

specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the

commenting agency directly.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for

draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review

process.
Sincerely, .

Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 1999122011
Project Title  San Jose City College Faclilities Master Plan Update 2021
Lead Agency San Jose-Evergreen Community College District
Type SBE SubsequentEIR
Description The Update involves the reorganization of Campus facilities and the reconfiguration of Campus access
and circulation from the Prior Plan. The potential project components for the Update are as follows:
Removal of the existing "Row" buildings and temporary/portable structures; Design and construction of
a Multi-Disciplinary Building & Visual and Performing Arts Building; Design and construction of a new
Physical Education Complex; Design and construction of a new Vocational-Technical Facility;
Development of new athletic fields; Design and construction of a Corporate Yard; Renovation of some
existing buildings; Development of new Campus entries; Development of outdoor plaza/quad areas;
Modifications to access and circulation, including closure of the southerly Campus access; Provisions
for additional parking; Modification and expansion of Campus infrastructure; Renovation/replacement
of the Campus landscaping.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Robert Dias
Agency San Jose-Evergreen Community College District
Phone (408) 270-6400 Fax (408) 238-2866
email robert.dias@sjeccd.org
Address 4750 San Felipe Road
City SanJose State CA  Zip 95135-1599
Project Location
County Santa Clara
City San Jose
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets  South Bascom/ Moorpark Ave, Moorpark/Leigh Ave
Parcel No. 282-43-05, -06, -08, -12
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways 1-280
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools 1
Land Use R-1-8: Single-Family Residential and A (PD): Planned Developmeri / General Commercial and
Public/Quasi-Public
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Landuse; Noise; Traffic/Circulation; R '
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Offi c istoric Preservation;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Reso  California Highway Patrol;
Caltrans, District 4; Integrated Waste Management Board; Regio ater Quality Control Board,
Region 2; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission
Date Received 02/24/2009 Start of Review 02/24/2009 End of Review 04/09/2009

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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SCH1999122011
Mr. Robert Dias
San José/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road

San José, CA 95135-1599

Dear Mr. Dias:

San José City College Facility Master Plan Update 2021, Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) .

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transporiation (Department) in
the environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR and have

the following comments to offer.

Highway Operations
1. On page 11, the report should clearly state the resource where the six intersection traffic

counts were taken.

2. In addition to the cxisting Transit Services, will there be additional campus-shuttle services
provided to go to nearby mass (ransit stations?

3. On page 31 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA): The report should include any discussion
and statements made by the City of San José for mitigating the traffic impacts to Moorpark
Avenue, Kingman Avenue, and Fruitdale Avenue at Bascom Avenue intersections. What would
be the result if the Background and Cumulative traffic of Kingmaun Ave. is restricted to making
Jeft-turn movements and then directed to make a U-turn at Renova Drive?

4. Parking issues on page 18 of the TIA: The developer should discuss the numbers of street
surface parking spaces available to sugment any parking deficiency of the project, especially
during special events.

S. The TIA should include discussion of ramp queuing analysis for the Interstate 280
interchanges at Parkmoor Ave., Moorpark Ave., and the State Route 17/ Hamilton Avenue

southbound on-ramp and northbound off-ramp.

Please clarify and submit the requosted information for our review and comment.
“Oaltrany improves mability across California”
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. Mr. Robert Dias
April 9, 2009
Page 2

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510)
286-5535.
Sgnlccrcly,
{Y,., LISA CW
District Branch Chicf

Loca) Development - Intergovernmental Review

¢: Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse)

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. Robert Dias

San José/Evergreen Community College District
4750 San Felipe Road

San José¢, CA 95135-1599

Dear Mr. Dias:

San José City College Facility Master Plan Update 2021, Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) _

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department) in
the environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the DEIR and have
the following comments to offer.

Highway Operations
1. On page 11, the report should clearly state the resource where the six intersection traffic

counts were taken.

2. In addition to the existing Transit Services, will there be additional campus-shuttle services
provided to go to nearby mass transit stations?

3. On page 31 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (T1A): The report should include any discussion
and statements made by the City of San José for mitigating the traffic impacts to Moorpark
Avenue, Kingman Avenue, and Fruitdale Avenue at Bascom Avenue intersections. What would
be the result if the Background and Cumulative traffic of Kingman Ave. is restricted to making
left-turn movements and then directed to make a U-turn at Renova Drive?

4. Parking issues on page 18 of the TIA: The dcveloper should discuss the numbers of street
surface parking spaces available to augment any parking deficiency of the project, especially
during special events.

5. The TIA should include discussion of rump queuing analysis for the Intcrstate 280
interchanges at Parkmoor Ave., Moorpark Ave., and the State Route 17/ Hamilton Avenue

southbound on-ramp and northbound off-ramp.

Please clarify and submit the requested information for our review and comment.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 288 5580; Apr-8-09 3:00PM; Page .

Mr. Robert Dias
April 9, 2009
Page 2

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510)
286-5535.
Sincerely,
b LISA CARBONI
District Branch Chief

Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

¢: Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse)

uCaltrany tmproves mobilily across California”



William H. Todd

840 Sherman Oaks Dr.
San Jose, CA 95128
408 298-0989
April 8, 2009
Mr. Robert Diaz

Executive Director

Facilities, Construction Management, & Operations
4750 San Felipe Road

San Jose, CA 95135-1599

Subject: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR), Volume 1

San Jose City College Facilities Master Plan Update 2021

Dear Mr. Diaz:

My dog JaeBe takes me walking in and around SJ City College most mornings between
5 and 6 a.m and I follow him dutifully at the end of a leash. Over the past 4 years I've
observed the many improvements that have taken place and have been impressed with the

progress.

One item, the new baseball complex (as it is called), has this 73 year old shortstop very
concerned about safety because of the short left field fence adjacent to the sidewalk on

Leigh avenue.

Obviously, whoever designed the field felt that a high fence was needed to keep home
run balls from hitting moving traffic on Leigh or houses across Leigh. My fear is that
balls hit into the street could create automobile crashes and possible serious injury to
people using Leigh either walking or driving.

I strongly recommend that a real live test be made such as: ‘on a windy afiernoon have
some of the home run hitters on the City College team hit against a pitcher throwing hard
fast balls to prove the short distance is safe.’

If I were a young big hitter, I would liykeytoiknow that a}ibssible hit over the fence would
not injure someone. '

Sincerely,

cc: Pierluigi Oliverio, Councilmember, City of San Jose Council District 6
Ken Yeager, Supervisor, County of Santa Clara District 4



Matthew Fagan

From: Connie Gardner [mailto:conniegardner@pacbell.net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2009 8:11 PM

To: Dias, Robert

Subject: comments on DSEIR - Project proposal for San Jose City College

Mzr. Dias,

In response to the Notice of Availability of Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(DSEIR) received from you, I wanted to provide my comments/concerns to you prior to the
public comment period closure of 4-10.

As a neighbor to SJCC and a graduate of SICC I am very concerned over two issues.
First is traffic, second is one of the alternative options being considered.

1. Traffic - Reference: 5.7.12 - Cumulative Intersections Levels of Service
#4 South Bascom & Parkmoor

Without Project or With Project: D+ AM / C- PM

#5 Leland & Parkmoor

Without Project or With Project: C AM / C- PM

#6 Leigh & Parkmoor

Without Project: D AM / C- PM --- With Project: D AM /D PM

Comments: My home is on the corner of Raymond Ave and Parkmoor. My driveway is on
Parkmoor. Today as it stands, in the AM both lanes of Parkmoor are backed up from Leland to
Bascom from 8AM to 9:30AM. Then, in the PM both lanes are backed up from 2PM to 3PM and
then again from 4PM to 6:30PM.

Parkmoor's traffic is very heavy and looks more like a two lane freeway rather than a street.
Between the quantity of autos, speed of the autos (when not bumper to bumper), and the noise,
within the last nine years it has become almost unbearable. My concern is any increased traffic
along this corridor.

2. Alternative Option - Reference: 6.4 Project entry at Leland
The removal of right turns only leaving the campus onto Moorpark and allowing
for traffic to flow directly onto Leland Avenue.

Comments: Impacts to traffic within the Burbank Neighborhood on Leland is stated to

be minimal. I do not agree. Once the entry is changed, SJCC traffic will find shortcuts through
the Burbank Neighborhood to escape the heavy traffic on Parkmoor between Leigh, Leland and
South Bascom. This occurs some today, however, considerable increase should be expected.
There is no reference to any impact study to other streets within the neighborhood, nor any
reference of impact studies on added traffic on Parkmoor from Leland to Bascom as a result of
this entry change at SJCC. I realize this is designed to help the Fruitdale Neighborhood,
however, this is not a good solution to route it to the Burbank Neighborhood.

I appreciate the opportunity to submit my comments and will be attending the public hearing on
May 12th. If you have addition information that you can provide me which
addresses my comments/concerns, please let me know.

1



Respectfully submitted,
Connie Gardner
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9.4 SAN JOSE/EVERGREEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT BOARD
OF TRUSTEES MEETING MINUTES

Meeting minutes where the 2009 DSEIR, Baseball Field Complex or Multi-Use Athletic
Field was discussed by the Board of Trustees are attached. The meeting minutes for the
following meeting dates are attached:

June 2, 2009

July 22, 2009
September 8, 2009
January 12, 2010
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Minutes of the ‘i'f“
Governing Board Study N7
Group Meeting V

San José/Evergreen
June 2! 2009 Community College District

A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

Trustee Okamura called the Study Group Meeting of the Governing Board of the
San José/Evergreen Community College District to order on Tuesday, June 2,
2009, at 7:00 p.m., in the Technology Center, Room T-415, at San José City
College.

Board Members Present:
Mr. Balbir Dhillon

Ms. Maria Fuentes

Mr. Richard Hobbs

Mr. Ron Lind

Mr. Randy Okamura

Mr. Richard Tanaka

Board Members Excused:
Ms. Mayra Cruz

President Okamura reminded the audience that the Board needed to hear enough
information before it could move forward on making a decision regarding the
baseball field complex. He said the purpose of the study session was to hear
information provided by district staff as well as comments from members of the
community.

B. CHANCELLOR’S PRESENTATIONS

Chancellor Pérez stated the purpose of the special Board study session was to obtain
Board and public input on responses to comments with respect to SICC'’s baseball field
complex aesthetic and land use impacts described in the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR). She reminded the audience that this session was not a public
hearing to discuss other aspects of the SEIR, but only the baseball fi eld complex. She
introduced members of her staff, outside consultants and legal representatives, who
gave presentations to the Board.

Mr. Matthew Fagan from Maas Companies, Inc. gave a summary of the findings and
mitigation issues from his SEIR regarding the baseball field at SICC.

Attorney llene Dick from Farella, Braun & Martel, LLP summarized the District's status
and remaining steps required by CEQA.

Ms. Monica Gomez, Public Information Officer for the District, distributed and presented
the Public Outreach Protocol for Development Projects--a future plan that would be put in
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place to inform the public on matters relating to capital projects. Chancellor Pérez stated
that the district had a weakness in its organization because it did not have a procedure in
place for communicating with the public about capital projects, and this new protocol is a
way to address that issue.

Mr. Robert Dias, Executive Director of Facilities, gave an overview of SJCC’s Facilities
Master Plan 2021 and gave a chronology of events pertaining to the baseball field
complex. He stated that the Facilities Master Plan was changed to relocate the baseball
field complex in May 2007 and work commenced on the project in December 2007. Work
was stopped on the complex in July 2008, and the decision to prepare the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) was made in August 2008. The first
stage in the preparation of the DSEIR was the Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Initial Study
(IS), and the public review period was for this stage was October 8, 2008 through
November 7, 2008. The issues identified in the NOP/IS were related to aesthetics, land
use, noise, recreation and transportation. Eight comment letters/emails were received on
the NOP/IS. As a result, a Community Scoping Meeting was held at SJCC on October
10, 2008 to review these comments. Based on the findings of the NOP/IS, the DSEIR
was written. The period for public review for written comments on the DSEIR was
February 24, 2009 through April 9, 2009;: and during this time seven comment
letters/emails were received. The issues addressed in the public comments pertained to
noise, air quality, transportation and aesthetics. It was determined, as reported by Mr.
Matthew Fagan in his prior report to the Board, that the transportation and aesthetics
issues cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. For example, even if you paint
the lighting poles, there is still no effective way to conceal them.

C. PUBLIC COMMENTS

The Board heard public comments Ms. Randi Kinman, President, and Mr. Michael
Larocca from the Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Association and other neighbors in the
community who expressed their concerns about the poles, noise and traffic problems
posed by the baseball field complex. They also heard comments from Doug Robb, Head
Baseball Coach, SJCC, Erik Wagler, Associate Head Baseball Coach, SJCC and
members of the SICC baseball team about the problems they've encountered in using
other teams’ baseball fields for their practice and home games.

D. BOARD DISCUSSION

After hearing public comments, the Board asked questions to clarify some information
reported to them. Trustee Fuentes asked if the period for public comments concerning
the SEIR is over or if public comments can still be received. Mr. Dias stated that the
period for public comments was over on April 9, 2009.
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Trustee Hobbs said he felt the pain on both sides of the issue, and that the decision
concerning the baseball field complex will be a difficult one to make. On the one hand,
there is the negative impact of the baseball field complex on its neighbors; on the other
hand, there is the desire to support the needs of the baseball team. He said it's important
for the Board to review their options to determine the best solution. He outlined some
options: 1) leave the baseball field complex as described in the DSEIR, 2) switch
locations with the softball field that’s located in the center of SICC’s campus, 3) relocate
the baseball field by building another one in the undeveloped space at Evergreen Valley
College, 4) SICC baseball team to continue to use other school’s baseball fields and 5)
discontinue the baseball program at SICC. Trustee Fuentes stated that Trustee Hobbs is
moving in the right direction by looking at all potential solutions. President Burke said the
option to move the baseball complex to the softball field area was taken off the table
when SJCC began its work on the Master Plan. President Okamura said that any option
the Board chooses would impact the baseball program and its cost. It would be great if a
solution can be found that would retain a baseball program at the college. He said that he
and Chancellor Pérez recently met with members of the Sherman Oaks Neighborhood
Association and did a tour with them of the area surrounding the baseball field complex,
and he understands their concerns as well. The Board is now committed to find out what
they can do given the hand they were dealt. He asked the administration to bring
alternatives to the table, along with the costs and risks, so that the Board could make the
best possible decision.

E. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 10:35 p.m.

Rosa G. Pérez, Secretary
Board of Trustees



Minutes of the \0),
Governing Board Meeting N7
July 22, 2009 V

San José/Evergreen
Community College District

A.  CALL MEETING TO ORDER

Trustee Okamura called the Regular Meeting of the Governing Board of the San
José/Evergreen Community College District to order on July 22, 2009, at 5:30 p.m.,
in the Technology Center, Room T-145 at San José City College.

Board Members Present:
Ms. Mayra Cruz

Mr. Balbir Dhillon

Ms. Maria Fuentes

Mr. Ron Lind

Mr. Randy Okamura

Mr. Richard Tanaka

Board Members Excused:

Mr. Richard Hobbs

B. APPROVAL OF CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

M/S/C (Tanaka/Okamura) to approve the Closed Session Agenda as submitted.

C. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

None

D. RECESS TO CLOSED SESSION TO CONSIDER AND/OR TAKE ACTION UPON ANY
OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS

The Board recessed to Closed Session at 5:30 p.m. to consider the following items:

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT/EMPLOYMENT
(Government Code Section 54957 (b))
Title: Vice Chancellor of Administrative Services

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE DISCIPLINE/DISMISSAL/RELEASE
(Government Code Section 54957 (b))
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CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL -

EXISTING LITIGATION

(Government Code Section 54956.9)

Name of Case:

Or

Case Name Unspecified; Disclosure would jeopardize:

( ) Service of Process or ( ) Existing Settlement Negotiations

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS
(Government Code Section 54957.6)

District's Negotiator(s): Sandra Dillon
Employee Organization: FA

Or

Unrepresented Employee Title:

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS
(Government Code Section 54957.6)

District's Negotiator(s): Sandra Dillon
Employee Organization: CSEA

Or

Unrepresented Employee Title:

E. RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION

The Public Session was reconvened at 7:00 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Ms. Mayra Cruz

Mr. Balbir Dhillon

Ms. Maria Fuentes

Mr. Ron Lind

Mr. Randy Okamura

Mr. Richard Tanaka

Ms. Autumn Gutierrez
Mr. Mike Rendler

Board Members Excused:
Mr. Richard Hobbs

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

President Okamura led the Board and members of the audience in the Pledge of
Allegiance to the Flag.

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

M/S/C (Lind/Dhillon) to approve the agenda as amended: Changes made to
Consent Agenda.
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3. ANNOUNCEMENT OF REPORTABLE ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION

None

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

e e e ————————————————— ———————————

None

5. BOARD RECOGNITION OF SPECIAL ACHIEVEMENTS

O e e e ———————————————————————————————————

None

6. APPROVAL OF JUNE 2 AND JUNE 9, 2009 MINUTES

M/S/C (Tanaka/Lind) to approve the above listed minutes as submitted.

F. CONSENT AGENDA

M/S/C (Fuentes/Okamura) to approve the Consent Agenda as amended.

F-1-B — Management Personnel, Assigned to San José City College -
Management Contract Extension

F-2a-A — Faculty Personnel-Regular, Assigned to San José City College -
Employment — Counselor, METAS Program, Establishing two non-tenure positions,
not one

F-2a-A — Faculty Personnel-Regular, Assigned to San José City College -
Employment Counselor, Removed from agenda.

Student Trustee Gutierrez requested that contracts over $72,400 listed under ltem
F-9 should have a notation indicating when the Board approved the contract.

1. MANAGEMENT PERSONNEL

The Board approved the management team personnel actions as submitted.

2. FACULTY PERSONNEL

The Board approved the faculty personnel actions as submitted.
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10.

1.

CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL
The Board approved the classified personnel actions as submitted.

SHORT-TERM HOURLY, SUBSTITUTE AND PROFESSIONAL EXPERT
EMPLOYMENT

The Board approved the short-term hourly, substitute and professional expert
employment personnel actions as submitted.

STUDENT ASSISTANT EMPLOYMENT

The Board approved the student assistant employment personnel actions as
submitted.

VOLUNTEER PERSONNEL

The Board approved the volunteer personnel actions as submitted.

DISTRICT BUDGET TRANSFERS BETWEEN EXPENDITURE ACCOUNTS

The Board approved maintaining existing policy authorizing the D.O. to process
end-of-year expenditure transfers without Board approval.

DISTRICT BUDGET INCREASES, DECREASES, TRANSFERS TO/FROM
CONTINGENCIES

The Board authorized the D.O. to process year-end budget increases, decreases,
and transfers to and from contingencies and fund balances as permitted by Board

policy.
RATIFICATION OF CONTRACTS

The Board approved District vendor contracts for the period of May 10, 2009
through June 9, 2009.

AWARD OF BID PROPOSAL #0508-09 - EVC VISUAL & PERFORMING ARTS
EQUIPMENT

The Board awarded Bid Proposal #0508-09 EVC Visual & Performing Arts
Equipment for $116,086.83.

AWARD OF PIGGY- BACK CONTRACT - COMPUTERS FOR THE EVC ART
COMPLEX

The Board awarded the piggy-back contract for computers for the EVC Art Complex
for $105,633.82.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

AGREEMENT FOR DESIGN SERVICES — CHILLER MAINTENANCE —- EVC

The Board approved an agreement with Salas O'Brien Engineers, Inc. in the
amount of not to exceed $14,500.00 to engineering support services for the
maintenance of the existing chillers in the Central Plant at Evergreen Valley
College.

AGREEMENT FOR EXTENDED CONSULTING SERVICES — SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT — SJCC

The Board approved an extended consulting services agreement with Maas
Companies in the amount of not to exceed $27,520.00 to provide continued
consulting services in connection with the completion of the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report for the updated facilities master plan at San José City
College.

AGREEMENT FOR LANDSCAPE CONSULTING SERVICES — TREE REMOVAL
PROJECT — SJCC

The Board approved an agreement with Joni Janecki & Associates, Inc. in an
amount of not to exceed $14,700 to provide landscape consulting services for the
tree removal project at San José City College.

CHANGE ORDER # 2 — VARIOUS SITE IMPROVEMENTS —- SJCC

The Board approved Change Order #2 in the amount of not to exceed $21,710.00
with Jos J. Albanese, Inc. for the various site improvements project at San José
City College.

VOLUNTEER EMPLOYEE WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COVERAGE

The Board approved the resolution ensuring that there is Workers’ Compensation
coverage for all persons authorized by the Board of Trustees to perform volunteer
services for the District.

RESPONSE TO SANTA CLARA COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT ON
INVENTORY PRACTICES

The Board approved the District’s responses to the Santa Clara County Grand Jury
concerning inventory practices and direct the Chancellor to transmit these
responses to the Santa Clara County Superior Court.

ACCEPT THE COMPLETION OF THE SJCC/EVC CAMPUS WIDE WIRELESS
ACCESS PROJECT

The Board accepted the completion of the project with AdvanTel Inc. for the
SJCC/EVC Campus Wide Wireless Access project.



Minutes of July 22, 2009, Governing Board Meeting

19. AWARD OF SINGLE SOURCE PURCHASE ORDER FOR EVC PIANOS AND

KEYBOARDS FOR THE EVC ARTS COMPLEX

The Board awarded the single source purchase order for pianos and keyboards for
the EVC Arts Complex for $139,256.65.

G. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

a.

Board of Trustees

Trustee Dhillon thanked the administration and staff of EVC for their hard
work in making the Punjabi Mela a great success.

Trustee Cruz discussed the community dialogues which will be held with
community leaders, such as Councilmember Nora Campos, to discuss issues
such as how the community views our colleges, what the needs of the
colleges are, and the role of the colleges in the community.

Student Trustee Gutierrez introduced Naomi Yon, Treasurer, Associated
Students. She said the student government at SJCC is very active, and
recently decided to hold meetings prior to the board meetings to review the
board meeting agendas.

Chancellor

Chancellor Pérez introduced Jeanine Hawk, the new Vice Chancellor of
Administrative Services.

Chancellor Pérez also thanked Congressman Honda for the two bills currently

moving forward, and there are a lot of positive things going on even in the
midst of California’s budget difficulties.

Presidents

President Burke introduced Arturo Reyes, the new Vice President of
Academic Affairs at SICC.

President Coon reported that EVC has a 30% increase in enroliment from last
year, and this is very exciting for the college community.

Constituency Group Representatives

Mr. Jesse Velasquez, President, CSEA, invited the district administrators to
attend the CSEA conference on August 3-7, and said he would provide
information for those interested in attending. He said he was very excited that
five district staff members have been chosen as delegates for the conference.

Mr. Chris Frazier, President, Academic Senate, SJCC, discussed a meeting
held at San José State University to discuss math certificate programs and

vi
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H.

what community colleges can do to lead students into their math program.

ACTION AGENDA

1.

WORKFORCE INSTITUTE — GREEN JOBS CORPS GRANT (R975686)

Carol Coen, Executive Director, Workforce Institute, and David Mirrione, Project
Supervisor, gave an overview of the Greater South Bay Green Jobs Corps Program,
which Governor Schwarzenegger launched and awarded 11 applicants a total of
$10 million throughout 9 California economic regions. The purpose of the grant is to
train at-risk youth for technical, construction and other skilled jobs in eco-friendly
industries that are expected to fuel economic recovery. The expectation is that
Green Jobs Corps recruits will both continue their education and contribute to their
communities through community service activities while receiving both job training
and assistance with job placement.

Trustee Lind asked Mr. Mirrione if the training included resume writing and being
informed of their rights as workers. Mr. Mirrione answered that these workforce
issues are discussed; and, as an example, the recruits are trained on the types of
questions which are inappropriate or illegal and what they should do if they are
asked those types of questions. In response to the Board’s questions, Mr. Mirrione
also discussed how the program is advertised and how the students’ progress is
tracked during their time in the program.

M/S/C (Okamura/Lind) to approve the $937,873 American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act Grant Award (R975686) funded through the State of California
Governor’'s Office.

BASEBALL FIELD PROJECT - SJCC

The Board heard public comments on the baseball field complex at SICC. After
those comments, they reviewed five options presented by staff relative to the
baseball field complex as analyzed in the Supplemental Environment Impact Report
and discussed at the June 2, 2009. After this discussion, President Okamura said it
was obvious the Board was leaning toward option number 5, which is to eliminate
the current baseball field and convert it to a multi-purpose field. President Okamura
said his first inclination is always to support the programs on the campus. He said
the Board is committed to ensure the players will have a home. He charged
President Burke to work with the baseball team to make sure the issue of where to
play home games is resolved quickly. President Okamura also thanked the
community members for their concern for both the college and their neighborhood.

M/S/C (Lind/Tanaka) to approve the elimination of the current baseball field at SICC
and convert the space to a multi-purpose athletic field.

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 072209-1: REDUCTION OF CLASSIFIED
SERVICES, ELIMINATE POSITIONS AND LAYOFF CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES

M/S/C (Dhillon/Cruz) to approve Resolution No. 072209-1: Reduction of Classified
Services — Eliminate Positions and Layoff Classified Employees.

vii



Minutes of July 22, 2009, Governing Board Meeting

4, RESOLUTION SUPPORTING CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT ON PARCEL
TAXES

M/S/C (Lind/Okamura) to approve the resolution urging the California Legislature to
approve SCA 6, a Senate resolution calling for a statewide referendum to change
the two-thirds voter approval to a 55 percent majority approval for elections on
parcel tax proposal.

1 INFORMATION AGENDA
1. UPDATE ON STATUS OF STATE BUDGET

Vice-Chancellor, Jeanine Hawk, presented an update on the state and district
budget. The expected reductions for the unrestricted general fund exceed $2 million
for both 08-09 and 09-10. In addition categorical program funding is also reduced
by 32-62% adding up to over 3$ million in restricted general fund reductions. In light
of these reductions and to ensure that the district's fund balance exceeds 5% for
2009-2010, the district is looking at expenditure reductions of over $9 million which
represents almost 11% of the total general fund budget. These reductions will be
accomplished by each college reducing about $2 million each and the balance
reduced in district office and overhead categories. The budget process will be
focused on consultation as the adopted budget is developed. The adopted budget
hearing will be held at the September 2009 Board of Trustees meeting.

2. CALENDAR OF EVENTS

Information was provided on calendar of events held at Evergreen Valley Coliege
and San Jose City College.

3. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
None

CONTINUATION OF CLOSED SESSION

None

K. RECONVENE OPEN SESSION

None

L. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:06 p.m.

Rosa G. Pérez, Secretary
Board of Trustees

viii



Minutes of the \qp,
Governing Board Meeting \/ ,
September 8, 2009 v

San José/Evergreen
Community College District

A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

Trustee Okamura called the Regular Meeting of the Governing Board of the San
José/Evergreen Community College District to order on September 8, 2009, at 5:45
p.m., in the Office of the President, Evergreen Valley College, 3095 Yerba Buena
Road, SC-202, San Jose, CA 95135.

Board Members Present:
Ms. Mayra Cruz

Mr. Balbir Dhillon

Ms. Maria Fuentes

Mr. Richard Hobbs

Mr. Ron Lind

Mr. Randy Okamura

Mr. Richard Tanaka

Ms. Autumn Gutierrez
Mr. Mike Rendler

Board Members Excused:
None

B. APPROVAL OF CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

M/S/C (Okamura/Cruz) to approve the Closed Session Agenda as submitted.

C. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

None

D. RECESS TO CLOSED SESSION TO CONSIDER AND/OR TAKE ACTION UPON ANY
OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
(Government Code Section 54957 (b))

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE DISCIPLINE/DISMISSAL/RELEASE
(Government Code Section 54957 (b))

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
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(Government Code Section 54956.9 (c))

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS
(Government Code Section 54957.6)

District's Negotiator(s): Sandra Dillon
Employee Organization: FA

Or

Unrepresented Employee Title:

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS
(Government Code Section 54957.6)

District's Negotiator(s): Sandra Dillon
Employee Organization: CSEA

Or

Unrepresented Employee Title:

E. RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION

The Public Session was reconvened in the District Board Room at 7:00 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Ms. Mayra Cruz

Mr. Balbir Dhillon

Ms. Maria Fuentes

Mr. Richard Hobbs

Mr. Ron Lind

Mr. Randy Okamura

Mr. Richard Tanaka

Ms. Autumn Gutierrez
Mr. Mike Rendler

Board Members Excused:
None

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

President Okamura led the Board and members of the audience in the Pledge of
Allegiance to the Flag.

2.  ADOPTION OF AGENDA

M/S/C (Hobbs/Cruz) to approve the agenda as amended: Changes made to
Consent Agenda.
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3.  ANNOUNCEMENT OF REPORTABLE ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION

None

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

PUBLIC CONMNENTIS VJN S N e ——————

None

5. BOARD RECOGNITION OF SPECIAL ACHIEVEMENTS

None

6. APPROVAL OF AUGUST 11, 2009, MINUTES

The Board approved the above listed minutes.

7. PUBLIC HEARING ON THE 2009/2010 ADOPTED BUDGET AND TRANSFER
OF FUNDING BETWEEN CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

The Board approved the above listed item.

F. CONSENT AGENDA

M/S/C (Lind/Dhillon) to approve the Consent Agenda as amended:

ltem F-17 was pulled from Consent Agenda.
F-1 — Management Personnel — Assigned to District Office — Employment —

removed from the agenda.

F-1 — Management Personnel — Assigned to Evergreen Valley College -
Employment - — added to agenda

F-1 — Management Personnel — Assigned to Evergreen Valley College - Change of
Status — added to agenda.

F-5 — Student Assistant Personnel — Assigned to Evergreen Valley College -
removed from agenda.
1. MANAGEMENT PERSONNEL

The Board approved the management team personnel actions as submitted.

2. FACULTY PERSONNEL

The Board approved the faculty personnel actions as submitted.
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10.

1.

CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL
The Board approved the classified personnel actions as submitted.

SHORT-TERM HOURLY, SUBSTITUTE AND PROFESSIONAL EXPERT
EMPLOYMENT

The Board approved the short-term hourly, substitute and professional expert
employment personnel actions as submitted.

STUDENT ASSISTANT EMPLOYMENT

N o S o e e e

The Board approved the student assistant employment personnel actions as
submitted.

VOLUNTEER PERSONNEL

The Board approved the volunteer personnel actions as submitted.

DISTRICT BUDGET TRANSFERS BETWEEN EXPENDITURE ACCOUNTS

B A A N A

The Board approved maintaining existing policy authorizing the D.O. to process
end-of-year expenditure transfers without Board approval.

DISTRICT BUDGET INCREASES, DECREASES, TRANSFERS TO/FROM
CONTINGENCIES

The Board authorized the D.O. to process year-end budget increases, decreases,
and transfers to and from contingencies and fund balances as permitted by Board

policy.
DISTRICT CONTRACTS

The Board approved the contracts for the period of July 10, 2009 through August 9,
2009.

ASSOCIATED STUDENTS BUDGET 2009-10

The Board approved Evergreen Valley College’s Associated Students budget for
2009-10.

AWARD OF PIGGY- BACK CONTRACT - COMPUTERS FOR WORKFORCE
INSTITUTE

The Board awarded the WSCA Master Price Agreement A63307 contract for
Laptop Computers for the Workforce Institute to Dell Marketing in the amount not to
exceed $99,762.74.
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12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

QUARTERLY FINANCIAL REPORT 2008/2009 FOURTH QUARTER (311Q)

The Board approved the District's 2008-2009 Fourth Quarter Report submitted to
the State Chancellor's Office.

ESTABLISHMENT OF 2009-10 APPROPRIATION LIMIT (GANN)

The Board approved the 2009-2010 Appropriation Limit (GANN).

CHANGE ORDER #1 - UPGRADE/REPLACE STANDBY GENERATORS - EVC

The Board approved Change Order #1 in the amount of not to exceed $2,301.88
with Radiant Electric, Inc. for the Upgrade/Replacement of Standby Generators at
Evergreen Valley College.

SJCC ASSOCIATED STUDENTS BUDGET FOR 2009-2010

The Board approved the SJCC Associated Students Budget for the 2009-2010
Academic Year.

2009-2010 FOURTEEN MONTH WORK STUDY AGREEMENT

The Board adopted the 2009-2010 fourteen month work study agreement as
required under the provisions of SUECCD and Santa Clara County.

AGREEMENT FOR _DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION _ADMINISTRATION
SUPPORT SERVICES — DO RELOCATION

This item was pulled from the Consent Agenda.

AWARD OF CONTRACT — EXTERIOR LIGHTING UPGRADE, PHASE | - EVC

The Board approved and award the construction contract to Beltramo Electric, Inc.
in the amount not to exceed $885,100.00 being the lowest responsive bid received
for the Exterior Lighting Upgrade Phase | at Evergreen Valley College.

AGREEMENT FOR LANDSCAPE _CONSULTING SERVICES - MAPPING OF
CAMPUS IRRIGATION SYSTEM — EVC

The Board approved an agreement with Landarc Associates, Inc. in an amount of
not to exceed $14,300.00 to compile an electronic mapping of the campus irrigation
system at Evergreen Valley College.

CHANGE ORDER — SELECTIVE DEMOLITION — BASEBALL FIELD — SJCC

e e ————— e —————————

The Board delegated authority to Vice Chancellor of Administrative Services to
negotiate the changes required for the selective demolition required at the baseball
field with the general contractor R. A. Bothman, Inc. within an amount not to exceed
$250,000.00. The Vice Chancellor will submit the final negotiated changes to the

\
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G.

H.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Board of Trustees for ratification.

a. Board of Trustees
Trustee Cruz held the first of many community dialogues on August 27, 2009.
San José City Council member Sam Liccardo participated in this event. The
second dialogue with the community, which will be co-chaired with Trustee
Dhillon, is scheduled for September 17, 2009. 747
Student Trustee Gutierrez has begun enga he students of SJCC on
Tuesdays before the board meeting. Stude e interested in what the
board is doing.

b. Chancellor
The Chancellor reported that Superintende tﬁBlg}ck of the Milpitas Unified
School District published a report of the partnetsl between the two districts
and was met with great enthusiasm.

c. Presidents
President Coon thanked the Board for touring the new Center for the Arts
and invited all to attend the weeklong multicultural ARTiculate Festival that
will honor all aspects of the Arts at EVC on September, 21-26, 2009.

d. Constituency Group Representatives
CSEA introduced Mr. Joe Barraza as the second Vice President, replacing
Mr. Gene Heck.
Mr. David Yancey, President, FA, said he brought students to a previous
board meeting and reported that the students were very pleasantly surprised
about the way the Board cared about students. He promises to bring more
students in the fall.
Mr. Chris Frazier, Academic Senate, SJCC, reported on how successful
enrollment is for Fall. '
Mr. Henry Gee welcomed the new semester and is looking forward to
completing chapter five of the Board policies and taking it to District Council in
the near future.

ACTION AGENDA

1.

2009/2010 ADOPTED BUDGET

M/S/C (Hobbs/Lind) to approve the 2009/2010 Adopted Budget.
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2. MEASURE G BUDGET REALIGNMENT

M/S/C (Tanaka/Lind) to review and approve the updated Measure G Budget and
recommendations for realignment.

3. MATH, VISUAL AND PERFORMING ARTS PROJECT — SJCC~ TABLED

M/S/C (Hobbs/Dhillon) Tabled
L. INFORMATION AGENDA
1. UPDATING THE DISTRICT VISION STATEMENT

Information was provided on the update of the District’s vision statement: “Creating
Opportunity, Equity and Social Justice.”

2. INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS PROGRAM REPORT

An update was provided on the status of the Athletics Program.

3. CALENDAR OF EVENTS

Information was provided on calendar of events held at Evergreen Valley College
and San Jose City College.

4. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
None

CONTINUATION OF CLOSED SESSION

None

K. RECONVENE OPEN SESSION

None

L. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 10:20 p.m.

Rosa G. Pérez, Secretary
Board of Trustees
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Minutes of the 49’
Governing Board Meeting N
January 12, 2010 vV

San José/Evergreen
Community College District

A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

President Okamura called the Regular Meeting of the Governing Board of the San
José/Evergreen Community College District to order on Tuesday, January 12,
2009, at 5:00 p.m., in the Technology Center, T-415, at San José City College, 600
S. Bascom Avenue, San José, CA 95128.

Board Members Present:
Ms. Mayra Cruz

Mr. Balbir Dhillon

Ms. Maria Fuentes

Mr. Richard Hobbs

Mr. Ron Lind

Mr. Randy Okamura

Mr. Richard Tanaka

Board Members Excused:
None

B. APPROVAL OF CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

M/S/C (Lind/Cruz) to approve the Closed Session Agenda as submitted.

C. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

None.

D. RECESS TO CLOSED SESSION TO CONSIDER AND/OR TAKE ACTION UPON ANY
OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS

The Board recessed to Closed Session at 5:00 p.m. to consider the following items:

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT/EMPLOYMENT
(Government Code Section 54957 (b))
Title: Acting Chancellor

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE DISCIPLINE/DISMISSAL/RELEASE
(Government Code Section 54957 (b))

COMPLAINTS OR CHARGES AGAINST A DISTRICT EMPLOYEE
(Government Code Section 54957)
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E.

RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION

The Public Session was reconvened at 7:40 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Ms. Mayra Cruz

Mr. Balbir Dhillon

Ms. Maria Fuentes

Mr. Richard Hobbs

Mr. Ron Lind

Mr. Randy Okamura

Mr. Richard Tanaka

Ms. Autumn Gutierrez
Mr. Mike Rendler

Board Members Excused:
None

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

President Dhillon led the Board and members of the audience in the Pledge of
Allegiance to the Flag.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA
M/S/C (Lind/Cruz) to approve the agenda as amended:

ANNOUNCEMENT OF REPORTABLE ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION

Signed agreement with Jeanine Hawk Vice Chancellor of Administrative Services
to serve as Acting Chancellor, while search for permanent Chancellor is taking

place.

Advertise for Interim Chancellor internally ASAP.

e Committee will include constituency representation 1 FA/ 1 Academic
representative from each College/ 1 CSEA representative from each
College and DO/ 1 Manager representative from each College and DO/ 1
student rep from each College and 2 Board members.

Advertise for Interim President of SJCC internally and limited externally.
e Committee will include 1 FA/ 1 Academic representative from SJCC/ 1

CSEA representative from SJCC/ 1 Manager Representative from SJCC /1
student representative from SJCC and 2 Board members.
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4. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
Margie Boyce of Stop the Violence spoke in regards to its 1 1" Annual MLK rally
Stop the Violence at EVC on 1/16 at 4:00 p.m. She invited all to attend. Also
mentioned that EVC Associated Students sponsored $2000.00 for the Rally.

5. BOARD RECOGNITION OF SPECIAL ACHIEVEMENTS

BOARD REGLU OGN I A Y e —

None

F. CONSENT AGENDA

The Board heard public comments on item F-7 and F-11.

M/S/C (Tanaka/Gutierrez) to approve the consent agenda as amended: Item F-11
was removed.

1. MANAGEMENT PERSONNEL

The Board approved the management team personnel actions as submitted.

2. FACULTY PERSONNEL

The Board approved the faculty personnel actions as submitted.
3. CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL
The Board approved the classified personnel actions as submitted.

4. SHORT-TERM HOURLY, SUBSTITUTE AND PROFESSIONAL EXPERT
EMPLOYMENT

The Board approved the short-term hourly, substitute and professional expert
employment personnel actions as submitted.

5. STUDENT ASSISTANT EMPLOYMENT

The Board approved the student assistant employment personnel actions as
submitted.

6. VOLUNTEER PERSONNEL
The Board approved the volunteer personnel actions as submitted.

7. DISTRICT BUDGET TRANSFERS AND REVISIONS

The Board approved the resolution authorizing budget transfers and revisions of
funds to/from revenue and expenditure accounts.
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

RATIFICATION OF CONTRACTS

The Board approved District vendor contracts for the period of October 10, 2009
through November 9, 2009.

CHANGE ORDER# 1 — AWARD OF SINGLE SOURCE PURCHASE ORDER —

— AN A NRER_AA AN

PIANOS AND KEYBOARDS FOR THE EVC ART COMPLEX

The Board approved Change Order# 1 to exchange the electric pianos for the EVC
Art Complex and increase the award to $148,360.11.

CHANGE ORDER #2 — MODERNIZATION OF CEDRO AND P. E. BUILDINGS —
EVC

The Board approved change order #2 in the amount of not to exceed $178,731.08
with Beals Martin, Inc. for the modernization of Cedro and P. E. buildings at
Evergreen Valley College.

CHANGE ORDER - REVISED DESIGN — MULTI-USE ATHLETIC FACILITY -
SJCC

This item was pulled from the agenda.

AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES

The Board approved the Agreement for Services that allows the @ONE Program at
Evergreen Valley College to receive funding in the amount of $119,000 from the

Los Angeles Community College District.

AMENDMENT TO SUBCONTRACT AGREEMENT

The Board approved Amendment #4 to the subcontract between Evergreen Valley
College and San Jose State University Research Foundation on behalf San Jose
State University.

CURRICULUM RECOMMENDATION FOR EVERGREEN VALLEY COLLEGE

e N o e e e e e e

The Board approved the curriculum recommendation for the courses submitted by
Evergreen Valley College.

WORKFORCE INSTITUTE — SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE “LINKING AFTER
SCHOOL EMPLOYMENT TO CAREER PATHWAYS” EWD GRANT (08-174-002)

s————

The Board approved the second amendment with an allocation increase of $73,988
(from $300,000 to $373,988) for the Economic and Workforce Development
Pathways to Teaching Grant 08-174-002 for FY 2009/2010.
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16. WORKFORCE INSTITUTE — 2009-10 ADDITIONAL EWD FUNDS (BASED ON
2008-09 ALLOCATION) (09-332-052)

The Board approved the $435,697 additional Economic and Workforce
Development funds for grant #09-332-052.

17. CHANGE ORDER #1 - AWARD OF PIGGY-BACK CONTRACTS FOR
FURNITURE AT THE EVC CEDRO BUILDING

The Board approved Change Order #1 to replace the Office Furniture Resource
award with Poletti and decrease the award to $132,305.27

18. WORKFORCE INSTITUTE — “UPSKILLING UTILITY _WORKERS IN THE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY AND WORKFORCE CONSORTIUM FOR TOMORROW’S
WORKPLACE NEEDS”

The Board approved the $20,000 “Upskilling Utility Workers in the California Energy
and Workforce Consortium for Tomorrow’s Workplace Needs” grant award from the
Pacific Gas & Electric Company Charitable Foundation.

G. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

a. Board of Trustees

Trustee Cruz reported that both Trustee Fuentes and Cruz met with staff to
begin work on Chancellor search. The CLASS committee also met and had a
good discussion that generated the next steps.

Trustee Hobbs reported that our District became the first district to adopt
immigration reform act (HR4321) that would allow AB540 students to adjust
their status and receive a green card immediately. Requirements to do so
are: two years of High School, or three years military service which would
allow them to apply for citizenship earlier than the five year current
requirement.

Student Trustee Gutierrez reported that the Board agenda review meetings
with students is a success with students. Students are engaged with what is
happening at the District level. They would like to know when President
Burke is leaving and the plan to replace him. Students are also concerned

about the Chancellor’s retirement, and they are requesting open forums with
Acting Chancellor Hawk in the Spring and Fall semesters.

b. Chancellor
No Report
c. Presidents

President Coon reported that it's been quiet on campus because there was

\'
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H.

no intersession. The modernization in Cedro building is complete, and the
PE building is virtually complete; it should be complete by summer time.

President Burke also reported that it has been quiet on campus as well.
However, the second round of CERT training has occurred during the down
time.

d. Constituency Group Representatives

Frank Espinoza, FA, reported that March 22, 2010 is the day they will march
again in Sacramento. FA worked with closely with the Student Union last
year and will do so again this year. Everyone is invited to attend the event.
More information will be provided as planning for the event moves forward.

ACTION AGENDA

The Board heard a public comment on Item H-1.

1.

NON-RESIDENT TUITION RATE AND STUDENT CAPITAL OUTLAY FEE FOR
2010/2011

Acting Chancellor reviewed the non-resident tuition rate for the district.

Trustee Lind asked how many non-resident students we have at each campus. Both
Presidents estimated 200-300 non-residents. Trustee Hobbs requested that
administration bring forth number of students that this will affect at next meeting.

Student Trustee Gutierrez brought up concern’s of the students that the District is
filling budget gap on the backs of the students. She asked if the numbers above
included veterans. Also, what category does AB540 fall into? How do current
resident’s students cover capital outlay? Acting Chancellor Hawk answered with
property taxes and bonds. Student Trustee Gutierrez also requested that the
District give a long leave time to get information out to perspective students and if
the district would consider a fee waiver for the sensitive groups.

Chris Frazier, President, Academic Senate, SJCC, requested that Acting Chancellor
Hawk look into establishing a process for fee waivers.

M/S/C (Lind/Tanaka) to approve a non-resident tuition rate of $199 per unit and
$25.00/semester capital outlay fee for academic year 2010-2011 but to take into
account the timing, communication and fee waiver.

INFORMATION AGENDA

1.

UPDATE ON STATUS OF STATE BUDGET
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Information was provided on the status of the State Budget and its impact on the
District's adopted budget preview.

2. REDUCTION OF ENERGY USE — DISTRICT WIDE

Good news: The District’s energy consumption was down 15% at SJCC and 25% at
EVC and has received rebates checks.

3. STUDENT SUCCESS

Information was provided on the CLASS project by lider Betancourt Lopez on the
2008-2009 trend report.

President Coon: Forming strategic planning and resources into an action plan.
President Burke: SJCC began a focus group and trained our trainers.

Student Trustee Gutierrez: How are we reaching out to those students who drop
out?

Trustee Hobbs requested vocabulary definitions.

Acting Chancellor Hawk instructed presidents to work with the research office to
begin a process.

4. CALENDAR OF EVENTS

Information was provided on calendar of events held at Evergreen Valley College
and San Jose City College.

5. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

Add Chancellor Search and Grand Jury report as information items on future
agendas.

Trustee Hobbs would like to see some recognition on the next agenda.
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J. CONTINUATION OF CLOSED SESSION

No

K. RECONVENE OPEN SESSION

There were no reportable actions.

L. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:18 p.m.

Jeanine Hawk, Acting Secretary
Board of Trustees
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