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SAN JOSE/SANTA CLARA TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
CHUCK REED, CHAIR KEN YEAGER, MEMBER 
PETE McHUGH, MEMBER JOHN GATTO, MEMBER 
KEVIN MOORE, MEMBER ED SHIKADA, MEMBER 
JAMIE MATTHEWS, MEMBER  
MADISON NGUYEN, MEMBER 

KANSEN CHU, MEMBER 
 

 
 AGENDA/TPAC-SPECIAL 

MEETING 
 

3:00 – 5:00 p.m. April 7, 2011 Room T-1734 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
2. MINUTES 
 

A. February 10, 2011 
 
3. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
4. CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 A. Information Memorandum: Plant Master Plan Comparative Survey Results 
 
5. REPORTS 
 
 A. Open Purchase Orders Greater Than $100,000  
  The attached monthly Procurement and Contract Activity Report summarizes the  
  purchase and contracting of goods with an estimated value between $100,000 and  
  $1 million and of services between $100,000 and $250,000.  
 
6. AGREEMENTS 
 

A. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 
 The following action item was scheduled to be considered by the San Jose 

City Council on, April 19, 2011: 
 

Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to negotiate and execute 
an agreement with the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) for cost 
sharing of water conservation and wastewater flow reduction programs, 
for the period of January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2011, under 
which the City will pay the District an amount not to exceed $500,000 and 
the City will receive an amount not to exceed $180,000. 
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B. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  

 
 The following action items are scheduled to be considered by the San Jose 

City Council on, April 19, 2011: 
 
  Adoption of a resolution: 
 

1. Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to 
award the contract for the Fuel Cell Foundation Platform and Utility 
Interconnections Design-Build Project to the lowest responsive and 
responsible bidder in an amount not to exceed $1,652,200 and approve a 
construction contingency with a maximum amount of $248,000. 

 
2. Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to do 

either of the following: (a) decide any timely bid protest(s) and make the 
City’s final determination as to lowest responsive and responsible bidder, 
or (b) reject all bids and re-bid the project. 
 

 
C. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  

 
 The following action items are scheduled to be considered by the San Jose 

City Council on, April 19, 2011: 
 
  Adopt a resolution that authorizes the City Manager to negotiate and execute: 
 

1. An agreement with the California Energy Commission to provide grant 
funding in an amount up to $1,900,000 for the initial feasibility study, and 
potential demonstration of a biomass-to-energy technology facility at the 
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant from April 20, 2011 
through  December 31, 2014 consistent with the business terms specified 
herein; and 

 
2. An agreement with Harvest Power Inc. to prepare an initial feasibility 

study, and potential demonstration of a biomass-to-energy technology 
facility at the San Jose /Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant from 
April 20, 2011 through December 31, 2014 consistent with the business 
terms specified herein; and for an in-kind match to the California Energy 
Commission grant for an estimated value of $4,095,530. 

 
D. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  

 
 The following action items will be heard at the April 4, 2011 Transportation 

and Environment Committee meeting, and are scheduled to be considered by 
the San Jose City Council on, April 19, 2011: 

 
a.) Recommend that the City Council 

 
1. Provide direction to proceed with the preparation of an Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) and development of the final documents for the San 
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Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan (Plant Master 
Plan) Recommended Preferred Alternative consisting of long-term 
wastewater treatment capital projects, including odor control projects and 
changes to the Plant’s biosolids drying, filtration and disinfection 
processes; and changes in use of the Plant lands to add a mix of 
recreational, environmental, and economic development uses. 

 
2. Approve option to extend the term of Agreement with Environmental 

Science Associates and Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. (ESA+J&S) for 
Plant Master Plan environmental documentation to December 31, 2013 
and to increase the maximum amount of compensation from $600,000 to 
$2,000,000.   

 
3. Direct staff to provide an update on the following efforts in May 2011: 

 
a. Status of efforts to prioritize the identification of sources and 

potential solutions for elimination of odors coming from the Plant  
b. Study to evaluate timing, cost, and delivery options for capital 

projects relating to biosolids dewatering and drying.  
 

b.) Recommend that this report be placed on the April 19, 2011, Council 
Agenda. 

 
E. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  

 
 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose  

City Council on, April 19, 2011: 
 

Accept the Final Report on the “Feasibility Assessment for the Creation of 
a South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access,” to be submitted to 
the Department of Commerce, Economic Development Administration by 
the San Jose Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce before the April 29, 
2011 deadline.   

 
7. STATUS OF ITEMS PREVIOUSLY RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BY 
 TPAC 
 

A. The following action item was approved by the San Jose City Council on 
February 8, 2011: 

 
Resolution adopted authorizing the City Manager to submit an application 
to the US Bureau of Reclamation for a federal WaterSMART grant 
through the Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse Program (Funding 
Opportunity Announcement No. R11SF80311), in the amount of 
$2,000,000 for the construction of recycled water infrastructure, subject to 
the concurrence of the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee. 
 

B. The following action items were approved by the San Jose City Council on 
February 15, 2011: 

 
Approval of consultant MSA with the following firms for various City projects: 
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1. Cornerstone Earth Group for a variety of on-call environmental consulting 

services from the date of execution through December 31, 2013 in an 
amount not to exceed $250,000 

2. URS Corporation for a variety of on-call environmental consulting 
services from the date of execution through December 31, 2013 in an 
amount not to exceed $250,000 

3. Environmental Resource Management, Inc. for a variety of on-call 
environmental consulting services from the date of execution through 
December 31, 2013 in an amount not to exceed $250,000 

4. Kleinfelder, Inc. for a variety of on-call environmental consulting services 
from the date of execution through December 31, 2013 in an amount not 
to exceed $250,000 

 
8. MISCELLANEOUS 

 
A. The next TPAC meeting will be May 12, 2011, at 4:30 p.m. City Hall, City 

Mangers Office, 17th Floor, Room 1734. 
 
9. OPEN FORUM 
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
NOTE:  If you have any changes or questions, please contact Monica Perras, Environmental 
Services, 408-975-2515. 
To request an accommodation or alternative format for City-sponsored meetings, events or 
printed materials, please call Monica Perras at (408) 975-2515 or (408) 294-9337 (TTY) as 
soon as possible, but at least three business days before the meeting/event.  
 
Availability of Public Records. All public records relating to an open session item on this 
agenda, which are not exempt from disclosure pursuant to the California Public Records Act, 
that are distributed to a majority of the legislative body will be available for public inspection 
at San Jose City Hall, 200 East Santa Clara Street, 10th Floor, Environmental Services at the 
same time that the public records are distributed or made available to the legislative body. 



DRAFT 
MINUTES OF THE  

SAN JOSÉ/SANTA CLARA 
TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
City Hall, City Manager’s Office, 17th Floor, Room 1734 

Thursday, February 10, 2011 at 4:30 p.m. 
 
1. ROLL CALL 

 
Minutes of the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee convened this date at 4:30 p.m.  Roll call 
was then taken, with the following members in attendance: 
 
Committee members: Chuck Reed, Kevin Moore, Jamie Matthews, Madison Nguyen, Ken 
Yeager, Pete McHugh. 
 
Staff present: Monica Perras, Sharona Rozario, Beth Gonzales, Dale Ihrke, Mollie Dent, 
Kirsten Struve, John Stufflebean, Mansour Nasser, Napp Fukuda. 

 
Others present: Alan Kurotori (City of Santa Clara), Robert Reid (West Valley Sanitation), 
Kathleen Phalen (City of Milpitas), Steve Machida (Cupertino Sanitary District), David Wall 
(San José City Resident), Christina Fernandez, (City of San Jose).  
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

A. January 13, 2011. 
The minutes for January 13, 2011 were approved to note and file. 

 
3. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
4. CORRESPONDENCE 
 
5. REPORTS 

 
A. Open Purchase Orders Greater Than $100,000  

  The attached monthly Procurement and Contract Activity Report summarizes the  
  purchase and contracting of goods with an estimated value between $100,000 and  
  $1 million and of services between $100,000 and $250,000.  

 Item 5.A was accepted to note and file.  
 

6. AGREEMENTS 
 

A. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 

 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 
 Council on February 8, 2011: 
  

1. Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to submit an application to 
the US Bureau of Reclamation for a federal WaterSMART grant through the 
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Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse Program (Funding Opportunity 
Announcement No. R11SF80311), in the amount of $2,000,000 for the 
construction of recycled water infrastructure, subject to the concurrence of 
the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee. 

Item 6.A.1 was approved unanimously.  
 

B. Action Item – TPAC Recommendation for approval:  
 
 The following action item is scheduled to be considered by the San Jose City 

Council on February 15, 2011: 
 

Approval of consultant MSA with the following firms for various City 
projects: 

 
1. Cornerstone Earth Group for a variety of on-call environmental consulting 

services from the date of execution through December 31, 2013 in an amount 
not to exceed $250,000 

 
2. URS Corporation for a variety of on-call environmental consulting services 

from the date of execution through December 31, 2013 in an amount not to 
exceed $250,000 

 
3. Environmental Resource Management, Inc. for a variety of on-call 

environmental consulting services from the date of execution through 
December 31, 2013 in an amount not to exceed $250,000 

 
4. Kleinfelder, Inc. for a variety of on-call environmental consulting services 

from the date of execution through December 31, 2013 in an amount not to 
exceed $250,000 

Items 6.B.1-4 were approved unanimously. 
 
7. STATUS OF ITEMS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY TPAC 

 
The item that was approved by the San Jose City Council on January 13, 2011 was 
accepted to note and file. 
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8. MISCELLANEOUS 
 

A. The The next TPAC meeting will be March 10, 2011, at 4:30p.m., City Hall, City 
Manager’s Office, 17th Floor, Room 1734. 

 
 PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
A. David Wall spoke about acknowledgement for Bob Livengood and auditing San Jose’s 

Water Shed Protection operations. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 A. The Treatment Plant Advisory Committee adjourned at 4:40 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Chuck Reed, Chair 

Treatment Plant Advisory Committee 
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City Manager’s Office

Memoran dfi m
TO: HONORABLE MAYOR

AND CITY COUNCIL
FROM: John Stufflebean

SUBJECT:PLANT MASTER PLAN - DATE: 03-17-11
COMPARATIVE SURVEY RESULTS

Date
INFORMATION

As part of outreach activities for the Master Plan for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant (Plant), staff used the professional services of Goodwin Simon Strategic Research
to conduct two telephone surveys of residents in the Plant’s eight-city selwice area. The first
survey of 1,200 residents was conducted in August 2008 as a baseline that explored awareness,
attitudes, and values among residents about issues related to the Plant and Plant Master Plan. The
second survey, which also reached 1,200 residents and largely replicated the same questions, was
conducted in July 2011. Both surveys reflect broad public awareness of and opinions on issues
discussed in the Plant Master Plan community workshops; the second survey also provides a
measure of the impact of outreach activities that took place in the time between the two surveys.

An information memorandum with highlights of the first survey was distributed in November
2008. This information memorandum highlights the second survey and the comparative analysis
of the 2008 and 2010 data. The consultant’s full report can be found at
ht_g.p:/!www.rebuildthe_p_lant.org/go/doc/1823/254834 (the survey resides under the Resources tab
of the website); it provides demographic and city-by-city analysis of responses for each question.

Please note the following when considering the comparative analysis:

Changes to 2010 survey. The 2010 survey question sequence and wording was slightly
modified to reflect the evolution of the Plant Master Plan project. New questions were
also asked to measure the effect of outreach activities, including a public awareness
campaign, media coverage, and community workshops. These modifications, though
minor, may have an effect on the 2010 results relative to the 2008 survey.

Statistically significant change. When reviewing the data, please note that the margin of
chance error is + 3% for aggregate responses across the service area, and this increases
when looking at city-specific data with smaller sample sizes -- for example, up to + 8%
for a small city such as Cupertino. As shown in the table, to be considered statistically
significant, a change between the 2008 and 2010 data at the 95% confidence level must
be at least five points for the aggregate results; seven points for San Jos~ results; 10

http://www.rebuildtheplant.org/go/doc/1823/254834
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points fo.r Santa Clara, Milpitas, and the four-city area (Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte
Sereno, and Saratoga); and 11 points for Cupertino.

Margins for Sampling Error and for Comparison to 2008 Baseline Survey, by City

All Respondents
City of San Jos~
City of Santa Clara
City of Milpitas
Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, Saratoga (4-city area)
City of Cupertino

3% 5%

5% 7%

7% 10%

7% 10%

7% 10%

8% 11%

* Minimum change in percentage points for a change to be considered statistically significant

HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS
Note." Parenthetical presentation of 2008 and2010 data places the 2008 data first and the 2010 data second. For
example, (22%/28%) shows 22% as 2008 data and28% as 2010 data.

1. Smaller Majority Concerned about Bay Water Quality; 1 in 4 Continues to Identify
Plant’s Condition as a Serious Issue
As in 2008, residents were asked first to rate the seriousness of Bay water quality issues and the
Plant’s condition in the context of a series of problems facing their area. Traffic (79%/73%) and
the quality of local education (66%/60%) again topped the list as the most serious issues. Still
rated as serious by half or slightly more than half was Bay water pollution (63%/52%), the
condition of the Bay’s salt marshes (57%/51%), and water supplies in event of a drought
(70%/50%).The proportion of respondents rating the condition of"your city’s sewage treatment
plant" as serious (28%/26%) remained statistically unchanged from 2008. Although this issue
did not elicit concern from a majority of residents, this roughly 1 in 4 rating is not
inconsequential in a service area of 1.4 million people.

All but two of the issues received significantly lower ratings in 2010 than in 2008; only the
issues of crime and the condition of the Plant stayed static, showing no significant change. The
sharp 20 point drop in concern about water supplies may be attributable to higher than average
rainfall last year. The significant 11 point decline in concern about Bay water pollution may
reflect media coverage of spill incidents in the Bay in 2008 and lack of such incidents in 2010; it
may be reasonable to also suppose that economic worries may be displacing environmental and
social concerns for some residents.
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2. Unchanged: 4 in 10 Lack Understanding of Sewer and Storm Drain Systems; Polluting
Behaviors Are Occurring
As in 2008, many residents incorrectly answered simple questions about the sanitary and storm
drain systems. When asked in Question #3 if wastewater from various sources ends up in the
sanitary sewer system, almost half could not affirm that water from toilets (42%/43%), and from
bathtubs and sinks (39%/43%) goes into the sewer. In both years, this same proportion, roughly 4
in 10, thought incorrectly that "water that flows down streets and gutters" goes into the sewer
system, and that water "that drains off lawns and gardens" goes into the sewer system. It is,
perhaps, a greater concern that fewer than half of respondents (47%/43%) could affirm that their
wastewater is cleaned at a sewage treatment plant before being released (Question #4). And only
about 1 in 4 (23%/25%) are aware that their wastewater ultimately ends up in the Bay (Question
#14). We found a similar lack of knowledge about stormwater, which flows directly to creeks
and then out to the Bay. In a new question (#28) for the 2010 survey, we asked residents to
identify where "water that flows from your yard and streets goes," about 40% were unsure; 39%
said that it went directly to the Bay; 6% said it went into storm drains, 1% said it goes directly
into creeks; and 1% said it goes first into creeks and then into the Bay. Eleven percent said the
stormwater was treated.

Later in the survey, residents were asked if they flush specific substances down their toilets and
sinks (Question #29 in 2010, #27 in 2008). Residents responding yes were as follows: medicines
(9%/8%), paint (7%/3%), motor oil (1%/1%), and new for 2010, baby wipes (7%), cooking
grease or oil (19%) and any kind of solvent such as paint thinner (1%). These findings indicate a
need for continued outreach on preventing pollution of the wastewater system--as called for by
the Plant’s regulatory permit.

3. Some Increases in Awareness of Plant by City; Majority Continues to Deem Plant a Fair
to Very Good Neighbor
As in 2008, in the aggregate, about 1 in 4 respondents (22%/26%) said they knew the Plant’s
general location (Question #5). In Santa Clara, there was a significant 13 point increase
(18%/31%) in those who could state the Plant’s general location. Cupertino residents remained
the least likely to know where the Plant is located (17%/13%) and Milpitas residents remained
the most likely to know (30%/36%). In the aggregate, only 16% said they have heard something
about the Plant "in recent years" (Question #7), similar to the 19% found in the 2008 study.
Milpitas was the one city that showed a significant upward trend (20%/30%) in those who have
heard something about the Plant.

In the aggregate, a strong majority of residents (64%/62%) continues to consider the Plant to be a
fair to very good neighbor (Question #9); a significant five point drop occurred in those who
called the Plant a poor or very poor neighbor (13%/8%), and the balance were unsure
(23%/31%). In Cupertino, the proportion of residents who felt unsure of the Plant’s standing as a
neighbor significantly increased (28%/52%), and most of this change came from those who once
deemed the Plant to be a good or very good neighbor (42%/28%-- a 14 point drop). Continued
measurement is needed to determine if this is a momentary shift in opinion or a stable trend.
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4. Awareness of Sewage Fees Varies by City and Rate Sensitivity Increased in Some Cities
In the Plant service area, only residents of Santa Clara and Milpitas pay sewage fees on a regular
utility bill, and the rest pay a sewer service fee on their annual property tax bill. More than half
of residents in Santa Clara (64%/52%) correctly said that they pay monthly, and half of Milpitas
residents (62%/50%) correctly said they pay every two months (Question #11), but note that
there was a significant 12 point drop in both cities in this number. As in 2008, the vast majority
(roughly 8 of 10) of residents of other cities were not aware that sewer service costs are included
in their annual property tax bill.

There were also significant changes in how residents of some cities felt about the cost of sewer
service (Question #12). In the aggregate, close to half (47%/46%) continue to say the cost is
about right or even too little, and a large plurality (36%/40%) remains unsure. But in Milpitas,
there was a 16 point increase among those deeming the sewer fee too high (30%/46%). In
Cupertino, there was a strong 21 point drop in the number of people who thought the fee was
about right (52%/31%), with the number shifting largely into the group of people who were
uncertain.

5. 1 in 5 Say Plant Needs Rebuilding; Less Than 1 of 10 Heard of Plant Master Plan
As previously mentioned, one-fourth of residents said the Plant’s condition was a serious issue
(in Question #2), but when asked specifically about the Plant’s condition (Question #13), a large
plurality of residents were unsure (49%/43%). Ironically, despite outreach activities and media
attention on the Plant’s infrastructure needs, there was a seven point increase in those who
thought the Plant’s condition was good (28%/35%).The proportion who said it is in poor or very
poor condition, at 4%, was not significantly different than in 2008.

To further measure community understanding of the Plant and Plant Master Plan, new questions
were added to the 2010 survey. In Question #16, residents were asked specifically if they thought
the Plant needs rebuilding. A plurality (43%) weren’t sure; 21% said it does need rebuilding (a
finding that correlates better with the 1 in 4 who say the Plant’s condition is a serious issue in
Question #2); and the rest said no (36%). When residents were asked if they had heard anything
about a plan to rebuild the Plant (Question #17), 8% said they had heard of such a plan, and a
similar 8% had heard something about how to give input into the Plant Master Plan (Question
#18).

6. Unchanged: Majorities Support Habitat and Wetlands Protection and Oppose
Development
Somewhat similar to questions asked of the community on use of Plant lands during the period of
public engagement on the Plant Master Plan (the Land Use Questionnaire distributed at May
2010 workshops and offered online through June 30, 2010), residents were asked to rate eleven
possible uses for the land around the Plant (Question #21). Question #22 also measured how
residents felt about leasing the Plant lands for possible types of development (retail, industrial,
and office space). Highlights of these results were:

[] Habitat - As in 2008, a strong majority also supported creating habitat for endangered
species (59%), and for restoring wetlands (56%).
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[] Retail and Industrial Uses-In 2008, these were discussed in a combined manner and
elicited 16% support and 62% opposition that year. When the 2008 study asked in a
general way about leasing or selling Plant lands for private development, it found 28%
supported the idea and 43% were opposed. In the 2010 study, "light industrial uses"
garnered 17% support and 46% opposition in Question #21, but stronger opposition
emerged in Question #22, where the question was phrased as leasing the land for three
possible types of "private development." The finding was that 58% of residents opposed
leasing Plant lands for retail, 53% opposed light industrial, and 57% opposed using the
land for office space. It should be noted that in both years, residents were informed that
such uses could help reduce the need for future sewage fee increases.

¯ "Green" development - The 2010 study found majority support for certain types of
"green" development and recreational uses, such as the previously mentioned research
institute to support clean technology jobs (61%), extracting energy from food waste
(55%), and solar panels (52%).

[] Recreation and open space - In 2010, a majority or strong plurality also supported a
regional park (50%), a nature museum (49%), connecting existing trails to the regional
Bay Trail (49%), and keeping the entire area as open space (45%). Residents were closely
divided over the idea of using the land for boating and other water recreation with 37%
supported the idea while 31% were opposed.

7. Outreach Efforts across Large Service Area Reflect Some Progress; Newspaper Articles
and Radio Proves Effective
Media coverage associated with the May 2010 Plant Master Plan community workshops and a
public education campaign in June-July 2010 (with some tactics lingering through August) made
some small strides in increasing public awareness of the Plant and the master planning effort to
rebuild the Plant (Questions #23 - #27 and Question #30). Without any prompts, in Question
#23, a small proportion (3%) of residents could recall images from the awareness campaign (the
main message was: Indoor Water Goes to the Bay--Aren ’t You Glad We Clean It First? Let’s
Keep Our Wastewater Treatment Plant Working. Learn more at rebuildtheplant, org.) When
prompted, 9% remembered the image of a toddler next to a toilet (Question #24), and 14%
recalled the yellow duck near a drain (Question #26).

When asked if they could remember the radio ad (Question #30), 29% of residents remembered
(after prompting) hearing the phrase "Indoor water goes to the Bay, aren’t you glad we clean it
first?" on the radio. There was a correlation between residents who heard the radio ad and those
who were more likely to rate the issues of water pollution, salt marshes, and accumulations of
toxins in food as serious problems. They, along with residents who recalled one of the
advertising images, were also more likely to say the Plant needs to be rebuilt, and to believe that
it releases clean water into the Bay. It is not clear if these differences are a consequence of
encountering the ads, but it is nonetheless a positive correlation. Continued public outreach to
increase awareness and interest in the Plant and in the Master Plan may help build residents’
recognition of the Plant’s value. Fostering an understanding of the stormwater and wastewater
systems, with a focus on preventing pollution of those systems, is required to keep in compliance
with discharge permits.
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The data shows that Plant tours have helped disseminate information and spread awareness,
albeit to a small proportion of the population (2% said they had heard about the Plant from a
tour). To reach a greater audience, however, as resources allow, the use of more wide-reaching
media is needed. Two-thirds of those who heard about ways to give input to the Master Plan read
about it in a newspaper article, more than three times as many as heard about it in any other
particular way.

USE OF SURVEY FINDINGS

This information gives Plant administrators, the Plant Master Plan team, and tributary partners a
sense of current public understanding and opinion across the Plant service area and within
tributary cities. It is helpful to staff in developing outreach messages and tactics relating to the
Plant Master Plan and wastewater programs.

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions, please contact Jennifer Garnett, Communication Manager, Communications
Division, ESD at 535-8554.

For the full report, visit: http://wa~cw.rebuildtheplant.org/go/doci1823/254834 (the survey resides
under the Resources tab of the website)

http://www.rebuildtheplant.org/go/doc/1823/254834


City Manager's Contract Approval Summary
For Procurement and Contract Activity between $100,000 and $1 Million for Goods and $100,000 and $250,000 for Services

File: MAR 2011/10-11

Description of Contract Activity 1
Fiscal 
Year

Req#/ 
RFP# PO# Vendor/Consultant

Original $ 
Amount

Start 
Date

End 
Date

Additional 
$ Amount

Total $ 
Amount

CYLINDER HEADS RE-BUILD                         FY10-11 12873 00000 CAMERON                       $130,000
TAPPET ASSEMBLY, PARTS                          FY10-11 12876 00000 CAMERON                       $146,200
CAMSHAFT ASSEMBLY FY10-11 12877 00000 CAMERON                       $120,000
PISTON RECONDITIONING                          FY10-11 12885 00000 CAMERON                       $100,000
HYDROGEN PEROXIDE FY10-11 13502 45664 US PEROXIDE LLC $450,000 3/14/11 2/29/12
ANNUAL SOFTWARE SUPPORT & MAINT FY10-11 13609 45633 ORACLE AMERICA, INC $368,468 3/1/11 2/29/12
ALUMINUM SULFATE FY10-11 13705 00000 GENERAL CHEMICAL CORP $180,000
COATING REHABILITATI ON SERVICES FY10-11 13710 00000 JEFFCO PAINTING & COATING, INC $750,000
FERROUS CHLORIDE (FE CI2) SOLUTION FY10-11 13725 45691 KEMIRA WATER SOLUTIONS, INC $372,000 4/1/11 3/31/12
OVERHAUL OF TPS & FL OWAY PUMPS FY10-11 13761 00000 CONHAGEN, ALFRED INC $200,000

1 This report captures in process contract activity (Requisition Number or RFP Number) and completed contract activity (Purchase Order Number, Contract Term, 
and Contract Amount)

MARCH 28, 2011



CITY OI~ ~

SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

Subject: Cost-Sharing Agreement with Santa Clara
Valley Water District for Water Conservation

Council Agenda: 4-19-11
Item:

City Council Action Request
Department:
Environmental Services

CEQA: Not a Project,
File No.PP10-066 (e),
Services that involve no
physical changes to the
environment.

Coordination: city
Attorney’s Office, City
Manager’s Budget Office, and
scheduled to be heard at the
4/7/11 Treatment Plant
Advisory Committee Meeting.

CMO Approval:~.i~__
Dept. Approval:
John Stufflebean/s/

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to negotiate and execute an agreement with the Santa Clara Valley
Water District (District) for cost sharing of water conservation and wastewater flow reduction programs, for the period
of January 1,2011 through December 31,2011, under which the City will pay the District an amount not to exceed
$500,000 and the City will receive an amount not to exceed $180,000.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION:
This agreement covers two programs:

Indoor water conservation programs that result in wastewater flow reduction to the San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant

Under this agreement, the City will reimburse the District up to $500,000 for specific programs within the Plant
Service Area, such as rebates for water-efficient clothes washers, toilets and urinals, submeters for mobile home
parks and apartments, and water use surveys for residents. The District will reimburse the City up to $150,000 to
cover 50% of the City’s cost (not including administration) for the Water Efficient Technology rebates
administered by the City within the Plant Service Area.

These programs are expected to achieve an estimated 233,000 gallons per day of measurable flow reduction in the
Plant Service Area. Cost-sharing to achieve these flow savings is a cost-effective strategy for the Plant to
implement water conservation programs as required under section 6.a. of its NPDES Permit (Other Special
Provisions, South Bay Action Plan). These programs will help achieve two wastewater performance measures
reported annually in the Environmental and Utility Services CSA, Core Service: Protect Natural and Energy
Resources. In addition, the reduced flow to the Plant translates to reduced costs for operations and maintenance,
reduced use of chemicals and their associated environmental hazards, and the deferment or reduced need for repair
or construction of equipment and facilities.

2. Neighborhood Preservation Water Conservation Program

Under this agreement, the District will provide complete reimbursement for the City’s Neighborhood Preservation
Water Conservation Program in an amount not to exceed $30,000. This program will achieve stormwater
protection and water conservation benefits by providing vouchers to low-income San Joss homeowners who have
received a citation under the City’s Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance and who have improved their front
yards in water-efficient ways. The program also supports the City’s Strong Neighborhoods Initiative.

COST AND FUNDING SOURCE:
The total not to exceed amount the City will reimburse to the District is $500,000. The total not to exceed amount the
District will reimburse to the City is $180,000. If the reimbursements reach their limits, the net cost to the City will be
$320,000.

Funding for this agreement is included in the Environmental Services Department FY10-11 Adopted Budget for Non-
Personal!Equipment, in the amount of $500,000, in the Treatment Plant Operating Fund. The full amount of the
agreement will be encumbered in FY10-11.

Revenue is already in this budget in the current fiscal year for the reimbursements from the District.
FOR QOEST[ONS CONTACT: Mansour Nasser, Deputy Director, 277-4218.
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DATE: 03-30-11

Date

COUNCIL DISTRICT: City-wide

SUBJECT: DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO AWARD A CONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT FOR THE FUEL CELL FOUNDATION PLATFORM AND
UTILITY INTERCONNECTIONS DESIGN’BUILD PROJECT

RECOMMENDATION

Adoption of a resolution:

Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to award the contract
for the Fuel Cell Foundation Platform and Utility Interconnections Design-Build Project
to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder in an amount not to exceed $1,652,200
and approve a construction contingency with a maximum amount of $248,000.

Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to do either of the
following: (a) decide any timely bid protest(s) and make the City’s final determination as
to lowest responsive and responsible bidder, or (b) reject all bids and re-bid the project.

OUTCOME

Approval of the delegation of authority for the Director of Environmental Services or his
designee to award this construction contract will support the critical path schedule for installation
of the foundation pad and other components for the future Fuel Cell installation.

BACKGROUND

On October 19, 2010, theCity Council approved a Request for Proposal (RFP) for a Power
Purchase Agreement (PPA) between the City and UTS Bio-Energy (UTS) to design and build a
fuel cell system with the capacity of generating 1.4 megawatts (MW) of electrical power at the
Water Pollution Control Plant. The fuel cell system will provide clean, renewable and reliable
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power at a cost comparable to projected PG&E costs. The system will advance the Plant’s
energy self sufficiency goal and also advance the City’s Green Vision renewable energy goal of
receiving 100% of electrical power from clean renewable sources.

Under the provisions of the PPA, the Fuel Cell provider will fund the construction of the gas
cleaning system, fuel cell, hot water transfer system, and electricity monitoring/distribution
system as well as operate and maintain the Fuel Cell for a period of 20 years.

As part of the PPA, the City is obligated to construct the subject project providing utility
interconnections and the foundation platform for the fuel cell system. A significant amount of
work by the Design-Build contractor, including design of the foundation and utility layout as
well as work sequence, needs to be closely coordinated with the PPA Vendor. Additionally, the
completion date for the foundation pad is critical for the City and the PPA Vendor as the PPA
Vendor plans to complete installation of the Fuel Cell before the end of this year and be in power
production in January 2012. If the Fuel Cell is not in operation by January 20, 2012, the project
will lose the Self Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) rebate of $5.4 million from PG&E.

Staff is recommending that Council delegate authority to the Director of Environmental Services
or his designee to decide any bid protests, to make the City’s final determination as to the lowest
responsive and responsible bidder, or to rejec.t all bids and re-bid the project.

Under this Design-Build project, the following utility systems will be designed and constructed
to provide utility interconnections between the fuel cell and existing plant utilities:

A concrete foundation platform to support the fuel cell
A paving apron and fencing around the concrete foundation perimeter
Underground natural gas fuel line
Underground
Underground
Underground
Underground
Underground
Underground

biogas fuel line
hot water supply and return lines
potable water supply line
drain line
power and control conduits
communications conduit

In preparing the design-build packages, additional engineering and a revised cost estimate have
been prepared. The revised estimate for this project has increased from $1.5 million to $2.29
million. This increased cost is due to several factors including added capacity to allow for a
future fuel cell doubling capacity to 2.8 MW, redundant gas conveyance facilities, increasing
cost for stainless steel, and the current trend for increasing energy cost.

The PPA project qualifies for the PG&E SGIP rebate. The application for the SGIP rebate has
been submitted. The City has received a conditional reservation letter dated July 20, 2010 from
PG&E for a maximum rebate amount of $7.4 million for a 2.8 MW fuel cell system, and $5.4
million for a 1.4 MW system.
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In authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to award the contract, the
following actions will occur:

1. Bid results and Notification of Intent to Award contract to Apparent Low Bidder by the
Director of Environmental Services or his designee will be posted on the Bid Hotline
website.

2. All bidders will be emailed or faxed a copy of the Notification of Intent to Award
contract and will have five days to file a formal written bid protest.

3. The Director of Environmental Services or his designee will then decide any timely bid
protests and then award the contract or reject all bids and re-bid the project as
appropriate.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW UP

This project is currently on budget and on schedule. No additional follow up action with the
Council is expected at this time.

POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative # 1: To allow for the project to be awarded through the normal City Council process
Pros: Not applicable
Cons: The project might be delayed and place the City at risk for not receiving the PG&E rebate
and not meeting the schedule defined in the executed PPA.
Reason for not recommending: The increased time to award might result in the project being
delayed and might put the City at risk of not meeting the PPA requirements and the terms of the
PG&E rebate.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

Criterion 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Web Posting)

Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-
mail and Website Posting)

Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing,
that may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council
or a Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website
Posting, Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers).
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This action does not meet any of the criteria above. However as a common practice, "Notice to
Contractors" inviting qualified contractors to submit bids will be published by the Department of
Public Works in the San Jose Post Record, various Builders Exchanges in the Bay Area, and on
the Public Works Department Bid Hotline.

COORDINATION

This project and memorandum have been coordinated with the Departments of Planning,
Building and Code Enforcement, the City Manager’s Budget Office, and the City Attorney’s
Office. This project and memorandum are scheduled to be considered by the Treatment Plant
Advisory Committee on April 7, 2011.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This project is consistent with the Council approved Budget Strategy to focus on rehabilitating
aging Plant infrastructure, improve efficiency, and reduce operating costs. The project is
consistent with the budget strategy principle of focusing on protecting our vital core services and
also advances the City’s Green Vision renewable energy goal of receiving 100% of electrical
power from clean renewable sources.

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION (Engineer’s Estimate): $1,652,200

COST OF PROJECT:
Project Delivery
Engineer’s Estimate
Contingency

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

$390,000
$1,652,200

$248,OOO
$2,290,200

3. SOURCE OF FUNDING: 512 - San Jos~-Santa Clara Treatment Plant Capital Fund.

o FISCAL IMPACT: Existing funds are available for this project. No additional
appropriation action is required.
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BUDGET REFERENCE

Fund # Appn Appn. Name RC # Total Appn. Amt. for Adopted Last Budget
# Contract CIP Action

Budget (Date, Ord.
Page No.)

Remaining ProjectCosts TBD
Current Funding Available
512 7229 Fuel Cell 152653 $1,326,000 TBD V-162 06/29/2010,

28765

512 4341 Plant Electrical $3,400,000 TBD V-167 06/29/2010,
Reliability 28765

Total Current Funding Available $4,726,000 TBD

Exempt PP 11-030

/s/
DAVID SYKES
Acting Director, Public Works

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions please contact Jon Newby, ESD Division Manager, at (408) 945-5160, or
Michael O’Connell, Acting Deputy Director of Public Works, at (408) 535-8300.
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SUBJECT: AGREEMENTS FOR BIOMASS TO ENERGY TECHNOLOGY PROJECT

RECOMMENDATIONS

Adopt a resolution that authorizes the City Manager to negotiate and execute:

An agreement with the California Energy Commission to provide grant funding in an
amount up to $1,900,000 for the initial feasibility study, and potential demonstration of a
biomass-to-energy technology facility at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant from April 20, 2011 through December 31, 2014 consistent with the
business terms specified herein; and

An agreement with Harvest Power Inc. to prepare an initial feasibility study, and
potential demonstration of a biomass-to-energy technology facility at the San Jose/Santa
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant from April 20, 2011 through December 31, 2014
consistent with the business terms specified herein; and for an in-kind match to the
California Energy Commission grant for an estimated value of $4,095,530.

OUTCOME

Approval of this recommendation would enable the City to implement a grant awarded from the
California Energy Commission (CEC) to study and showcase an emerging technology that can
meet the City’s Green Vision goals for waste diversion, waste to energy, alternative fuels, job
creation, and local economic development. A successful demonstration project would also
further San Jos6’s reputation as a green technology leader and help meet San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant goals for achieving energy self-reliance and for identifying
alternative disposal options for biosolids.
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BACKGROUND

On August 12, 2010, the CEC approved a $1,900,000 award to the City for a proposed project
with Harvest Power, Inc. to demonstrate that biomethane suitable for generating electricity or
vehicle fuel can be produced through the gasification of wood and biosolids feedstocks. On
December 14, 2010 Council authorized staff to initiate negotiations with Harvest Power, Inc. and
the CEC to develop agreements needed to implement this project.

ANALYSIS

CEC and Harvest Power Agreements
The City proposes to enter into separate agreements with Harvest Power, Inc., and the CEC. The
agreement with Harvest Power will incorporate the requirements of the City from the CEC for
administering the grant, conducting the initial study, and submitting reports regarding the
operation of the demonstration facility. The agreement with the CEC will include the scope of
work to be performed by the City in collaboration with Harvest Power, and the requirement of a
matching contribution from Harvest Power.

Project Timeline
The City would be entering ,into a three-year agreement with the CEC to produce an initial
feasibility study, and to construct and operate a demonstration facility. The initial feasibility
study will be critical to confirm optimal siting of a small demonstration-scale gasification facility
on Plant lands, and provide an analysis of all permitting, engineering, feedstock, and outreach
considerations required for the demonstration unit; as well as to identify the appropriate
indicators of feasibility for implementation of a commercial-scale facility. Based on the results
of the feasibility study, all of the Project Partners (City, Harvest Power, and CEC) must agree to
proceed with Phase Two, the construction and operation of the demonstration facility. The
terms and conditions for the Phase Two will be based, in part, on the results of the initial study.
Staff proposes to return to Council with proposed amendments to the agreement with Harvest
Power to implement Phase Two.

Table 1 - Project Timeline

Task Time Required
Feasibility Study Approx 12 months

Technical, Economic, & Stakeholder Analysis Start April 2011
Critical Review Process

Construction and Operation Approx 24 months
Public Outreach - Ongoing Start April 2012
Building design
Equipment Procurement
Construction
Commissioning of Facility
Feedstock testing - wood waste Start October 2012
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Feedstock testing - biosolids
Long-term feasibility studies
Operating/Capital Cost Analysis
Fueling Station Viability

Project Reporting Ongoing
Data Collection & Reporting
Publish Report of Findings April 2014

City Resources
The CEC grant requires a match from the City and Harvest Power. The City intends to include
as part of its match commitment of City Environmental Services Specialists staff from the
Integrated Waste Management Division and Plant operational and engineering staff. These
existing staff positions would monitor the project implementation and integrate the
demonstration unit with the Plant infrastructure and operations. It is forecasted that City
employees would each contribute an average of between two hours to four hours per week for
the duration of the project. This commitment is valued at approximately $200,000 for the three-
year term of the project.

The City will also commit up to $200,000 in consultant support. The funding for the consultant
support was encumbered in 2009 to perform engineering, environmental review, public outreach,
and conversion technology analysis for these types of projects.

Harvest Power Resources
Harvest Power will also provide staff resources for the feasibility analysis, and if determined to
be feasible, construction and operation of the demonstration facility. The contribution from
Harvest Power includes in-kind support from their technology partner Agnion to develop the
technical data required for the demonstration facility. Staffing resources from Harvest will total
approximately $135,000 for Phase One and approximately $270,000 for Phase Two and include
up to eight personnel with the following expertise: Construction Manager, Chief Technology
Officer, Lead Engineer, Plant Operations Manager, Economic Feasibility Analyst, and
Technology Feasibility Analyst. The majority of the contribution from Harvest Power shall be
for Phase Two of the project. Harvest Power has agreed to conduct the construction procurement
in substantial conformance with punic works requirements.

CEC Fund Disbursement
The CEC funds are disbursed through a reimbursement process and will be released only after
the required match funds from either the City or Harvest Power are expended. Staff anticipates
that the CEC grant funds will be recognized and funding will be appropriated as part of the
2010-2011 year end budget cleanup actions. The CEC matching funds would then in turn be used
for project activities such as existing consultant contracts, or new consultant services based on
expertise required to complete the study. Monthly progress reports will provide ongoing analysis
that will allow team members to adjust project allocations within allowable CEC limits.
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Reporting Requirements
The City will be required to submit reports to substantiate services rendered by City staff and
consultants, and Harvest Power as part of the reimbursement process. The CEC also requires the
City to periodically submit project progress reports. Such reports are to include information
regarding the evaluations of the feasibility data and demonstration results, including but not
limited to feedstock throughput, problems encountered or reported and how they were resolved,
real versus projected costs to operate the system, and cumulative data on system performance.

Ownership of Demonstration Equipment
If a demonstration facility is deemed feasible, Harvest Power will be required to construct the
demonstration facility. The CEC grant agreement requires that any equipment purchased with
grant funds must be retained by the City unless otherwise authorized by the CEC. In this case,
since grant funds will not be used to pay for the cost of the equipment, Harvest Power shall
retain ownership of the demonstration unit at the end of the project term. Harvest Power would
also be required to remove the equipment and restore the Plant site to its original condition. The
specific terms and conditions of Phase Two shall be detailed for Council consideration when
staff returns to Council on or about May 2012.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

The Administration will return in May 2012 with the proposed amendments to the agreement
with Harvest Power if all of the partners have agreed that the project is feasible based on the
results of the initial study.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

This recommendation meets Criteria 1.

Criteria 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater.
(Required: Website Posting)

Criteria 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-
mail and Website Posting)

Criteria 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

As detailed in the memorandum to the City Council dated December 14, 2010, the City did
background research in preparation for the stakeholder portion of the feasibility study and
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demonstration project, including a nationwide phone survey with municipalities who are
currently implementing outreach for conversion technology projects, and leveraging the
communications efforts developed for the Plant Master Plan. The communication plan for the
grant project was developed from these and other industry sources.

The first step in preparing for the stakeholder feasibility will be the identification of key
stakeholders who should provide input on the feasibility study criteria to assure that the research
being performed by the City and Harvest Power is most applicable to the local and statewide
industry. Stakeholders who have already expressed interest in collaborating with the City
include the California Biomass Collaborative, UC Davis, the Bay Area Regional Biomass
Collaborative, the Treatment Plant Advisory Council, the City of Palo Alto, Zanker Road
Resource Management, Ltd., Zero Waste Energy Development Co., Newby Island Resource
Recovery, and Sacramento Municipal Utility District. Other stakeholders will also be contacted
including environmental non-profits, the Plant Master Plan TAG, and the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District. After the Phase One feasibility study is complete, a stakeholder meeting
will be held in order to review the project findings and get input on the feasibility of moving
forward with the construction and demonstration phase.

COORDINATION

This memorandum was coordinated with the City Manager’s Budget Office, the Office of
Economic Development, and the City Attorney. This project and memorandum are scheduled to
be considered by the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee on April 7, 2011.

COST IMPLICATIONS

The grant requires a match by City and Harvest of $1,900,000. Harvest Power, its investors, and
project partners would contribute significantly more than the CEC requires as grant match
resources in cash and in-kind resources for this project, including: equipment, materials, labor,
and administrative support, including all costs of site preparation, installation and operation, and
maintenance for the demonstration unit. Harvest would also contribute the following: project
feasibility reports, methane to the Plant above what is required to maintain the demonstration
unit, any special waste disposal costs, construction and unit removal costs including
interconnects, restoration of plant land used for the demonstration unit. The value of Harvest
Power’s contribution for both phases of the project is estimated to be $4,095,530. Phase Two of
the project will not incur any new expenses from the City beyond what is indicated below.

Table 2 - San Jose Match by Timeline

Task Time Required San Jose Description
Contribution

Feasibility Appx 12 months
Planning & Feasibility Studies $200,000 Consultant Contracts

$15,000 Staff time
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Construction - Operation Appx 24 months
Equipment Procurement $15,000 Staff time
Construction $20,000 Staff time
Land Value $211,701 Land Value
Public Outreach $25,000 Staff time
Feedstock testing - wood waste $40,000 Staff time
Feedstock testing - biosolids $50,000 Staff time
Water and waste disposal $60,000 In-kind Services

Reporting Ongoing
Data Collection & Reporting $15,000 Staff time
Publish Report of Findings $20,000 Staff time

Total $671,701

As shown in Table 2 above, the value of the City’s contribution to this demonstration agreement
will not exceed $671,701. Of this, $200,000 is currently encumbered in multi-year consulting
contracts that support feasibility analysis and demonstration evaluation funded by ESD Non-
Personal/Equipment appropriation in the Integrated Waste Management Fund. Another
approximate $212,000 of the City’s contribution is the estimated value of two acres for locating
the demonstration project. Matching resources also include City Staff support for the project,
estimated at approximately $200,000. This would be absorbed by existing staff with no need for
additional staffing allocations, including two staff approved by Council specifically to implement
new organic energy conversion projects. The City will contribute the in-kind value of recycled
water, waste water treatment, and solid waste disposal for an estimated value of $60,000 during
the demonstration period. The balance of City contributed resources will be from Plant
operations staff, provided by the Plant Capital Division. To the extent that the demonstration
unit will generate additional energy beyond what is required for the demonstration unit, it is
contemplated that this energy can be used by the Plant.

Construction and Demonstration phase - Categorical Exemption, File No. PP 10-130, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15303(d), New Construction and Conversion of Small Structures

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions please contact Michele Young, Organics Manager, at (408) 975-2519.
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FROM:

PLANT MASTER PLAN -
SELECTION OF PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

John Stuffiebean
Joseph Horwedel

DATE: March 24, 2011

RECOMMENDATION

a.) Recommend that the City Council:

Provide direction to proceed with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and development of the final documents for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant Master Plan (Plant Master Plan) Recommended Preferred
Alternative consisting of long-term wastewater treatment capital projects, including odor
control projects and changes to the Plant’s biosolids drying, filtration and disinfection
processes; and changes in use of the Plant lands to add a mix of recreational,
environmental, and economic development uses.

Approve option to extend the term of Agreement with Environmental Science Associates
and Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. (ESA+J&S) for Plant Master Plan environmental
documentation to December 31, 2013 and to increase the maximum amount of
compensation by $1,400,000, from $600,000 to $2,000,000.

3. Direct staff to provide an update to Council on the following efforts in May 2011’

a. Status of efforts to prioritize the identification of sources and potential solutions
for elimination of odors coming from the Plant,

b. Study to evaluate timing, cost, and delivery options for capital projects relating to
biosolids dewatering and drying.

b.) Recommend that this report be placed on the April 19, 2011, Council Agenda.

OUTCOME

Approval of the a Plant Master Plan Preferred Alternative and the recommended contract
amendment by Council will allow staff and consultants to proceed with the preparation of a final
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Plant Master Plan and the Plant Master Plan EIR for public comment and Council consideration
by Spring 2013.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Development of the Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative, based on the
principles of sustainability, has been a three-year process that included extensive community and
stakeholder input and rigorous technical analysis and review. The purpose of the Plant Master
Plan is to ensure the Plant’s continued role in protecting public health and the environment,
while supporting the region’s economy and creating a new vision for San Jos6’s South Bay
shoreline.

This Recommended Preferred Alternative includes two components:

Technical Alternative: The technical component consists of process changes and long-
range capital projects that will enable the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control
Plant (Plant) to meet future regulatory requirements and population demands using
sustainable, energy-efficient and cost-effective solutions. The capital projects include
odor control projects and a major change in how biosolids are treated. The current
process which uses over 500 acres of open air lagoons and drying beds is proposed to be
phased out over the next 15 years and replaced with an enclosed, mechanical process.
These changes will shrink the Plant’ s operational footprint and are anticipated to reduce
odors, thereby enabling new land uses along the South San Francisco Bay shoreline.

Land Use Alternative: The land use component proposes a mix of new land uses on the
Plant bufferlands and current biosolids processing area that include: economic
development with a focus on Clean Tech and job creation; recreational uses including
trails and parks; and enhancement of upland habitats and restoration of marshland
habitats.

If Council approves the Preferred Alternative for the Plant Master Plan, staff and the
environmental consultants (ESA+J&S) will develop the EIR and provide a final Master Plan for
consideration by early 2013.

This report discusses the input received on the Draft Recommended Alternative since November
2010, and provides a description of the Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative and Land
Use Alternative as well as a description of the proposed contract amendment and environmental
review process. In addition, some critical Plant infrastructure repairs that are proceeding
independently from, and regardless of, a Plant Master Plan are identified.
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BACKGROUND

The Plant serves approximately 1.4 million residents and about 17,000 main commercial/
industrial sewer connections in the cities of San Jos4, Santa Clara, Milpitas, Cupertino,
Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga. While the Plant has successfully served the
community for 55 years, aging pipes, pumps, concrete, and electrical systems need long-range
attention in order to continue those successful operations well into the future.

On March 27, 2007, the Council accepted staff’s report analyzing the infrastructure, planning,
and financing needs of the City’s wastewater treatment facilities and provided direction to staff
to proceed with the development of a Master Plan for the Plant. In November 2007, Council
approved a contract with Carollo Engineers to develop a 30-year Master Plan for the Plant.

The Plant Master Plan project team has been guided by the Plant Master Plan Steering
Committee, made up of staff from the Plant’s two co-owning cities (San Jos4 and Santa Clara)
and from the tributary agencies served by the Plant. The project team also provided quarterly
updates to the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) and San Jos4’s Transportation and
Environment Council Committee (T&E) to obtain comments from elected officials.

As described in the December 2010 T&E Committee staff report, staff developed the Draft
Recommended Alternative with extensive technical oversight, agency feedback, and public and
stakeholder input. In addition, staff addressed comments from the Plant’s tributary partners,
including the Milpitas Guiding Principles for San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
Master Plan Reconstruction and Land Use Alternatives (Milpitas Guiding Principles), as
discussed in the December 14, 2010 staff report.

Inviting stakeholder and community input on possible new land uses and proposed Plant
improvements has been a key part of the planning process. To date, there have been three phases
of public input, in addition to ongoing input from the Community Advisory Group (CAG):

1. May to November 2009: input was collected on community values for the Plant lands,
and this input was used to develop three land use alternatives.

2. May to November 2010: input was collected on the three land use alternatives - Back to
the Bay, Riparian Corridor, and Necklace of Lakes. The input was used to refine the
alternatives into one Draft Recommended Alternative.

3. November 2010 to January 2011: input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was
collected and used to develop the Recommended Preferred Alternative.

Five community workshops were held in January 2011 to collect public input on the Draft
Recommended Alternative at various locations throughout the Plant’s service area. More than
180 total participants attended the workshops and 25 comments were received using an on-line
interactive map and comment form. An Input Summary detailing the comments received from
November 2010 to January 2011 on the Draft Recommended Alternative, including comment
letters and petitions, is provided as Attachment A.



TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
March 24, 2011
Subject: Plant Master Plan - Selection of Preferred Alternative
Page 4

ANALYSIS

If the Plant Master Plan is fully adopted, approved, and implemented by the City, it will ensure
that existing and proposed onsite uses are consistent with the City’s land use goals, policies, and
designations. The Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative includes:

¯ A variety of long-range improvements to the Plant’s facilities and operations over the
next 30 years (through the year 2040); and

¯ Proposed new uses for the Plant lands not already reserved for wastewater treatment or
buffer, including commercial, retail, and light industrial development; creating and/or
restoring habitat and natural corridors to support wildlife; and a regional community park
and trails to connect the Bay Trail and meet future recreational demand.

A detailed discussion of the goals and objectives for the Plan and a description of the proposed
elements follow below.

Goals and Obiectives

The following goals for the Plant Master Plan were developed based on the principles of
sustainability:

¯ Operational: Result in a reliable, flexible Plant that can respond to changing conditions
¯ Economical: Maximize economic benefits for customers through cost-effective options
¯ Environmental: Improve habitat and minimize impacts to the local and global

environment
¯ Social: Maximize community benefits through improved aesthetics and recreational uses

The following 15 objectives guided the development of the Recommended Preferred Alternative:
¯ Protect the environment, public health, and safety through reliable wastewater treatment

that can accommodate population growth and meet foreseeable future regulations.
¯ Maximize the long-range efficient use of the Plant’s existing facilities and reduce the

footprint of the existing biosolids treatment area.
¯ Maintain cost-effective Plant operations and competitive sewer rates through enhanced

operations, flexibility, and rigorous evaluation of new technologies.
¯ Reduce visual, noise, and odor impacts from Plant operations to neighboring land uses to

the extent practicable.
° Promote additional resource recovery from Plant operations by supporting recycled water

production, increasing biogas production, and diversifying biosolids reuse options.
¯ Pursue energy self sufficiency and reduced greenhouse gas emissions by promoting

renewable energy generation, increased energy efficiency, and enclosed biosolids
processing.

° Allow for the beneficial use of Plant effluent through multiple effluent release points and
creation of freshwater habitats.

° Allow for complementary economic development that enhances job growth, generates
revenue, provides for partnerships with educational institutions, and supports the regional
growth of the Clean Tech industry.
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Locate economic development on Plant lands to maximize viability and visibility.
Protect the small-town character of the Alviso Village.
Allow for complementary recreational uses, including interconnected trails to the Bay,
environmental education, and addressing regional recreational needs.
In partnership with other agencies, protect, enhance, and/or restore habitat, including
upland areas, wetlands, and riparian vegetation near creeks.
Allow for Pond A18 to provide water quality, ecosystem benefits, and flood control
benefits.
Promote access to recreational, educational, and economic development uses by
improving transportation connections through the Plant lands.
In partnership with other agencies, protect the Plant from flooding and risks associated
with sea level rise.

Critical Infrastructure Rehabilitation

The total projected capital cost of all the technical improvements identified by the Plant Master
Plan process is estimated at $2.2 billion over 30 years (escalated at two percent annually) for all
capital projects, including immediate and critical rehabilitation and repair. Even without a Plant
Master Plan, there are critical replacement and rehabilitation projects needed for most of the
liquids treatment process, energy generation, and electrical reliability. The Plant Master Plan
consultant team validated the assumptions made in the 2007 Infrastructure Condition Assessment
(CH2MHill) for certain critical projects. The team identified the following repair, replacement,
and rehabilitation projects as activities that are critical to ongoing, reliable operation of the Plant
and therefore need to occur during the current five-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
timeframe, independent of whether any Plant Master Plan is developed or approved:

¯ Headworks." Replace the original headworks structure by expanding the new headworks to
accommodate the dry and wet weather peak flows; provide additional flow equalization;
and improve routing of piping.

¯ Primary (physical) Treatment: Repair and rehabilitate primary tanks.
¯ Secondary (biological) Treatment: Repair and rehabilitate secondary tanks; install fine

bubble diffusers to save energy; improve interconnections among the tanks to improve
operational flexibility.

¯ Solids Thickening: Repair and improve thickening facilities to enhance the thickened
sludge concentration and thereby reduce the need for additional digester capacity.

¯ Digesters: Rehabilitate and improve digesters; replace gas lines.
¯ Electrical Reliability: Increase electrical reliability through newly replaced conduits,

motor control centers, and switchgears.
¯ Energy Generation: Replace existing inefficient engines and generators with more energy

efficient gas turbines.

As the need for these critical near-term replacement, rehabilitation, and repair projects was
previously known (and then confirmed through the Plant Master Plan process), they will undergo
separate environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); the
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EIR for the Plant Master Plan will consider the potential for these and other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects at and near the Plant to contribute to cumulative environmental
impacts. Critical replacement, repair, and rehabilitation projects have been incorporated into the
current 5-year CIP.

Preferred Technical Alternative to be included in the Plant Master Plan EIR

Specific components of the Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative have been defined in
varying levels of detail. The environmental analysis will reflect this level of detail at either a
project or programmatic level of detail. While the environmental work is being done, staff will
also be working with the Plant’s partners on financing options for the Preferred Technical
Alternative.

Biosolids Process
Instead of using over 500 acres of open air lagoons and drying beds, the Recommended Preferred
Alternative for the Plant Master Plan proposes using a new, enclosed mechanical dewatering and
drying processes that will minimize odors, and result in a smaller footprint of approximately 160
acres. The new process will also help prepare the Plant for future greenhouse gas regulations and
landfill closure, and allow for diversification of disposal and reuse of the biosolids as a resource.
The biosolids process changes for dewatering and drying are included in the Recommended
Preferred Alternative and will be analyzed at a project level of detail in the Plant Master Plan EIR.
The 30-year project costs for all biosolids improvements as currently proposed in the
Recommended Preferred Alternative are estimated at $530 million, of which $230 million will be
expended by 2025 for transitioning from the current lagoon/drying bed operation. Due to the
higher energy inputs, these processes will result in higher operating costs.

The magnitude and complexity of the transition to a new biosolids process for the Plant that
treats the wastewater of 1.4 million people makes it one of the largest in the country. Therefore,
the Recommended Preferred Alternative proposes a phased approach to implementation. This
phased approach includes field piloting of potential processes to ensure that the significant
investment will be successful and the performance and reliability are optimized while
minimizing environmental impacts.. Each treatment plant’s solids are unique and processes must
be chosen and fine-tuned to ensure successful operation and optimized operational expenses.
Given the significance of the project, and the need for a phased program to help ensure success,
the Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative is therefore to transition to a new technology
within 11 to 15 years. The recommended approach also allows for potential new technologies to
be incorporated in the future. Stakeholders have expressed concern that this traditional delivery
approach may not provide the shortest overall implementation schedule. Further information on
a study to assess the costs and economic benefits of possible capital project delivery options,
such as design-build and design-build-operate delivery methods that may allow for accelerated
implementation once CEQA clearance is obtained, will be provided in May 2011.



TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
March 24, 2011
Subject: Plant Master Plan - Selection of Preferred Alternative
Page 7

Odor Control
The Recommended Preferred Alternative also includes projects to further reduce odors
throughout the Plant. Odor control for headworks, primary, and the thickening process are
proposed to be included in the EIR for the Plant Master Plan at a project level of detail. The
proposed capital investment for odor control on these processes is $70 million and will include
covering processes and treatment of the captured air. Odor control will result in increased
operating and maintenance costs.

At the December 14, 2010, Council meeting, staff received direction from the Council to
prioritize the identification of sources and potential solutions for elimination of odors coming
from the Plant and present options for the elimination of odors, with timelines and cost estimates
to do so. As part of the Plant Master Plan project, Carollo Engineers performed a preliminary
analysis of the main odor sources at the Plant that could result in off-site odors and
recommended improvements to these ’processes to be undertaken. The capital projects required to
address odors are included in this Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative. Staff will
provide a more detailed update on the efforts to assess odors in May 2011.

New Technologies
New technologies that may be needed to meet future regulations such as new filters and
disinfection facilities for discharge to the Bay and provision of recycled water or future renewable
energy projects such as solar arrays are included in the EIR at the programmatic level.

Preferred Land Use Alternative to be included in the Plant Master Plan EIR

Economic Development
The Recommended Preferred Alternative would allocate approximately 400 acres of Plant lands
for economic development such as light industrial, office/research and development (R&D), and
retail uses and an institute, including roads needed to access these uses. The intent of the
economic development is to create jobs and to generate revenue. The City would retain
ownership of lands designated for development. The timing of development would be based on
the infrastructure improvements needed to reduce odors from Plant operations and biosolids
management, provide services such as electricity and potable water to the area, and market
conditions. Potential land uses under consideration for these areas are summarized as follows:

Light Industrial. Approximately 158 acres of light industrial development along the
frontage of State Route (SR) 237 and in the current biosolids drying area is proposed,
with a focus on Clean Tech manufacturing.

¯ Office /Research & Development. A range of between 23 to 44 acres of office/R&D
near the. area designated for light industrial uses is proposed. This area could support a
range of activities such as research, laboratory, product development and testing,
engineering and sales activities, and any other basic research functions leading to new
product development.

¯ Retail/Commercial. A range of 16 to 37 acres of retail/commercial development along
SR 237 is proposed. This area may provide for retail and service establishments to serve
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local employees and residents as well as destination retail’. Establishments could include
general retail, restaurants, supermarkets, gas stations, and personal service uses.
Institute. The Recommended Preferred Alternative also proposes to reserve 45 acres
along SR 237 for the establishment of a Clean Tech and water institute. It is envisioned
that such an institute could serve as an incubator and demonstration facility for water and
energy related technologies, providing a campus setting for academic and corporate
institutions.
Renewable Energy Field. Approximately 60 acres are proposed to be reserved for
renewable energy fields such as solar panel installation. In addition, it is proposed that
buildings on the site would require solar panels on rooftops.
Roads. A road network to support the proposed land uses would require approximately
64 acres of rights-of-way. New roadways are proposed to connect Nortech Parkway and
Zanker Road and provide access to Dixon Landing Road and Interstate-880 to the north.

The consultant, Bay Area Economics, estimated job creation for this development. The direct
jobs that would be created by this Recommended Preferred Alternative are projected at 17,000
permanent jobs and 800 construction jobs, with additional indirect employment to support the
new uses.

Environmental Uses
Approximately 1,190 acres of the Plant’s property acres are proposed for habitat restoration, to
be implemented in partnership with other entities (to be determined in the future). The following
habitat types would be protected, created, or restored under the Recommended Preferred
Alternative:

¯ Freshwater Wetlands. Approximately 60 acres of freshwater wetlands would be created
to beneficially use fully treated effluent. These wetlands would further improve effluent
quality through natural biological processes. Adding the wetland as a discharge location,
in addition to the existing Artesian Slough discharge location, could benefit salt marsh
habitat in San Francisco Bay and provide wildlife viewing areas that will be made
accessible through a network of nature trails.

¯ Burrowing Owl Habitat. Approximately 180 acres of grassland habitat would be
protected and managed to support burrowing owls, a California species of special
concern.

¯ Riparian Habitat. Approximately 170 acres of riparian habitat, including a restored
Artesian Slough corridor, would be provided.

¯ Marsh/Mudflats. Situated on the site in the location of the existing Pond A18, nearly
800 acres of salt marsh habitat and tidal areas adjacent to the Bay could be constructed to
help provide flood protection and restore a transition from the salt marsh habitat through
brackish to perched freshwater wetlands and upland grasslands. This habitat would also
support special status species such as the clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse and
provide large contiguous areas for these inhabitants.
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As part of the Plant Master Plan, staff has been worldng with the Army Corps of Engineers and
the Santa Clara Valley Water District on the South Bay Shoreline Study to determine the
appropriate alignment for Bay-side levees to protect the Plant from sea level rise and tidal
flooding and ensure that lands are designated in the Recommended Preferred Alternative for
future levee placement.

Recreational Uses
The Recommended Preferred Alternative proposes a mixture of recreational and educational
facilities on land surrounding the Plant’s operational area, to be developed in partnership with
other agencies. Proposed facilities include:

¯ Trails. 16 miles of new trails and connection to the Bay Trail.
¯ Park. A new 40-acre park with sports fields.
¯ Habitat Areas. Access to the Plant’s freshwater wetlands and Bay front for bird watching

and hiking.
¯ Education/Nature Center. A nature and education center adjacent to proposed habitat

areas near the Bay.

Phasing and Fiscal Information
The development of the Plant lands under the Recommended Preferred Alternative is contingent
on market demand. In addition to market demand, phasing of the development and availability of
land will depend on the infrastructure improvements at the Plant to control odors and change the
solids processing technologies.

At build-out, the positive fiscal impact is projected to be $1.1 million based on property and sales
tax revenue, with substantial additional benefit to Santa Clara County and local School Districts.
The annual projected ground lease revenue at build-out is projected to be $10.5 million. The
timing of infrastructure capital investment precedes the development of the land and potential
resulting revenues. Therefore, revenues at build out have the potential to offset future operating
and maintenance costs for the Plant but do not offset the capital investment for the Plant.

The economic analysis using the IMPLAN economic assessment model for Santa Clara County
showed that the total economic impact of this development, considering construction and
permanent economic activity, is approximately $16.5 billion - a substantial benefit to the region.

The Recommended Preferred Alternative is shown as a conceptual map as Attachment B. An
Executive Summary of the Draft Plant Master Plan is provided as Attachment C.

CEO 

The completion of an EIR is required by CEQA to provide environmental clearance to allow the
City Council to consider implementation of all or some of the actions recommended in the Plant
Master Plan. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or Environmental Assessment (EA) may
also be required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) if funds or
partnerships for actions in the Plant Master Plan will use any federal funding. Critical repair and
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rehabilitation projects will be covered by a separate CEQA process and considered in the
cumulative impact section of the Plant Master Plan EIR.

The Plant Master Plan EIR will include:

¯ Project-level analysis for well-defined wastewater capital projects (e.g., the construction
of new solids dewatering equipment).

¯ Programmatic level analysis of wastewater capital projects planned in the later years of
the Plan or without specific definition and detail (e.g., filter replacement). As these
projects move forward in the future, additional environmental documentation will be
required.

¯ Programmatic analysis of all future uses of Plant lands. The EIR will provide analysis of
key issues, such as biological and cultural resources, and traffic. Additional
environmental documentation would be needed for future development project
entitlements and construction within the land use areas.

The City Council approved an agreement with ESA+J&S in September 2010 to begin work on
the first phase of environmental documentation services (draft project description, review of
environmental studies, existing conditions report and draft Notice of Preparation) to the Plant
Master Plan CEQA analysis. The recommendation in this report includes exercising an option to
extend the agreement and add funds to complete the environmental impact analysis for the
Preferred Alternative.

The scope for the additional work for ESA+J&S amendment includes:
° Completed CEQA project description
° Completed Technical Studies
¯ Administrative Draft EIR
¯ Screencheck EIR
¯ Draft EIR
¯ First amendment of draft EIR
¯ Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting program
¯ EIR certification
¯ Agency consultation
¯ NEPA compliance, ifneeded

Public scoping meetings for the EIR are proposed for June 2011, with completion of the EIR
process in early 2013.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

It is anticipated that at the time a final Plant Master Plan is brought forward to Council for
consideration, which at present is anticipated to be in early 2013, the Plant Master Plan item will
likely need to include proposed actions to amend the Alviso Master Plan, incorporated within the
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City’s General Plan, .and possibly amendments to the General Plan as well. This ensures that the
City’s land use goals, strategies and plans for this area remain aligned and consistent.

An update on the Plant’s odor analysis and options for alternative delivery options for biosolids
dewatering and drying that may accelerate the timing of implementation once CEQA clearance is
complete will be presented to TPAC and Council in the May 2011.

POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative #1: Direct staff to proceed with an alternative that provides more opportunities for
habitat restoration.
Pros: Providing more land for habitat restoration would address stakeholder input and concerns,
including the Water, Environment, and Ecology alternative requested by several stakeholders.
Cons: This policy alternative does not meet the City’s project objectives including job creation,
revenue, and enhancement of recreation opportunities.
Reason for not recommending: Land use experts and City staff agree that the Plant site is
uniquely situated to attract Clean Tech development and job growth consistent with the draft
Envision San Jos~ 2040 job targets. In addition, the Plant site has been identified by the San Josd
Parks Department and the Parks Departments of tributary agencies as a unique opportunity for a
regional park. The CEQA analysis will include discussion of means to reduce the environmental
effects of the Recommended Preferred Alternative and including consideration of a reduced level
of development. The Recommended Preferred Alternative includes nearly 1,200 acres of
environmental uses.

Alternative #2: Direct staff to proceed with an alternative that provides more opportunities for
economic development and job growth.
Pros: Providing additional economic development area in the alternative could enhance job
growth and revenues.
Cons: An increased economic development area would reduce space availabld for
environmental restoration and recreational amenities, and increase mitigation requirements.
Reason for not recommending: Economic analysis performed for the Plant Master Plan
Recommended Preferred Alternative indicates that 300 acres of development is consistent with
the job targets in the Draft Envision San Jos6 2040 Plan and represents the likely capacity of the
land to attract future growth.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

Criterion 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Website Posting)

Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-mail
and Website Posting)
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Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

Direct engagement with the public and the Plant’s many stakeholder groups has been an essential
component to developing the Draft Plant Master Plan over the past three years. The
communications strategy for the Plant Master Plan was developed by City staff with input from
the Plant Master Plan Steering Committee, and implemented using a variety of media,
advertising, and community engagement tactics. The tributary-wide Public Outreach Worldng
Group, composed of staff from the cities and sanitation districts, has been providing input on the
public outreach plan since December 2007. The Community Advisory Group will have met 20
times, and three public input opportunities were provided in May 2009, May 2010 and January
2011. Staff also met with regulatory and resource agencies to obtain input on the Draft
Recommended Alternative.

Based on public input from the Community Advisory Group, the January 2011 workshops and
from comment letters received, staff refined the Draft Recommended Alternative into the
Recommended Preferred Alternative. Comments received at the January 2011 workshops and
through the website showed that while the public supports the long-range Plant improvements
and environmental uses planned for the Plant lands, a majority would prefer to see more
environmental uses and fewer economic uses, especially given the current economic situation
with perceived abundance of vacant office/retail and industrial space.

While most of the comment letters received focused on specific issues or preferences, the letter
from the environmental non-profit groups was unique in that it requested the evaluation of an
additional alternative that emphasized environment, ecology, and water elements only. A similar
letter from these organizations was received in May 2010. Response to this request will be
considered in the EIR and evaluated, along with other alternatives identified during the
preparation of the EIR.

The following is a summary of the comments received since the Draft Recommended Alternative
was presented in November 2010 and staff responses:

Plant operations - The stakeholders recognize the vital need to rebuild the Plant over its long-
range future and are generally comfortable with the technical alternative. However, some groups
voiced concern about timing of the improvements related to odor reduction (some believed these
improvements should go faster, others slower) and costs related to the proposed project for
dewatering of the biosolids.
Staff has analyzed the timing of possible improvements and is recommending a 15-year
timeframe for the major biosolids and odor improvements to allow time for piloting new
technologies, which will reduce the overall risk to the Plant.
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Traffic - Community members had varying opinions about the proposed connection to Dixon
Landing Road through the Plant lands. Some stated it would improve traffic and connections
between Silicon Valley and the East Bay. Others stated that it would increase traffic on SR 237
and through Alviso Village.
The circulation pattern proposed for the Recommended Preferred Land Use Alternative is
designed to prevent traffic from negatively affecting the Alviso Village while increasing access to
the proposed uses. The Dixon Landing Road connection may also help reduce traffic congestion
at the SR 237 and Interstate 880 interchange. A full traffic analysis will be a major component of
the EIR.

Development - A majority of respondents would prefer to retain open space and minimize or
eliminate development on the Plant lands. Reasons included the currently high vacancy rates,
environmental, and traffic impacts.
The economic development projects proposed for the Plant are projected to enhance job growth,
generate revenue, provide for partnerships with educational institutions, and support the
regional growth of the Clean Tech industry. This site provides a unique location due to the large
parcels that will become available as the land needs of the Plant are reduced

Open space - The comments related to economic development projects were often linked to the
concept of preserving open space. Many stakeholders noted that since much of the Valley floor
has been fully built out, any available open space should be saved for future generations.
The majority of the site not used for wastewater treatment purposes is proposed to be dedicated
to habitat protection and open space, including a large area reserved to protect burrowing owl
habitat.

Flooding - Stakeholders, especially those located near the Bay, recognized the flood risk
associated with the Plant lands. Groups were concerned that any new development on the Plant
lands would not only be at risk but would exacerbate the flood risk to Alviso. These flooding
issues, they noted, would only increase with future sea-level rise.
Staff continues to work with the Santa Clara Valley Water District, Army Corps of Engineers,
and California Coastal Conservancy on the South Bay Shoreline Study to ensure flood protection
for the Plant as well as the surrounding lands and Alviso Community. Mitigation for increased
flood risk due to implementation of the Recommended Preferred Alternative, as well as other
land use alternatives, will be addressed as part of the Plant Master Plan EIR.

Consistency with Alviso Master Plan -Some community members involved with the Alviso
Master Plan process asked about whether the proposed development in the Plant Master Plan
would be consistent with the "public/quasi public" land use designation found in the Alviso
Master Plan.
The Recommended Preferred Land Use Alternative has been designed to meet the spirit of and
guidelines in the Alviso Master Plan to protect the small town character of Alviso, including the
location of the burrowing owl area as a buffer and road alignments that will encourage drivers
away from the community. As part o f finalizing the Plant Master Plan following Council
Consideration, the General Plan land use designations for the Plant lands would be revised to be
consistent with land uses in the approved Plant Master Plan.
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Recreation - The stakeholders and environmental groups almost unanimously supported the
proposed trails network and Bay Trail link through the Plant lands. Some expressed concerns
about the trail’s impacts to habitat and the need for ongoing trail maintenance.
Trail connection impacts will be analyzed in the Plant Master Plan EIR.

Coyote Creek- A number of community members questioned the feasibility of moving the
Water District flood control levee along Coyote Creek to create a delta and upland connection
between the Bay and the land. Some believed that this new flow regime could reduce freshwater
flows in Coyote Creek downstream of the Plant lands and negatively impact the adjacent habitat,
while others supported the idea to re-create this environment.
Due to the complexity of the water flow issues in the Coyote Creek area requiring further
analysis and discussion with the Santa Clara Valley Water District and other stakeholders, staff
is recommending that the Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative not show a
levee change at this time, but leave the opportunity open by preserving open space near Coyote
Creek to enable reconsideration of this or other opportunities in the future. As a result, the
levee alignment for Coyote Creek shown in the Recommended Preferred Alternative is the
existing levee and places the discharge of the proposed freshwater wetland to the north rather
than into Coyote Creek.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the City Attorney’s Office, the Budget Office, and is
scheduled to be reported at the April 2011 Treatment Plant Advisory Committee meeting.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This recommendation is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Draft Envision San Joss
2040 General Plan as previously endorsed by the City Council and addresses critical
infrastructure investment.

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION/COST OF PROJECT: $1,400,000

o

SOURCE OF FUNDING: 512 - San Jose/Santa Clara Treatment Plant Capital
Improvement Fund

FISCAL IMPACT: This will be funded through existing funds in the Environmental
Services Department’s 2010-2011 Adopted Operating Budget. No additional funding
appropriation is necessary to approve this request.
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BUDGET REFERENCE

Fund Appn. Appn, RC. Total Amt. For This 2010-2011 Last Budget
# Name Appn. Recommendation Adopted Action

Capital (Date, Ord.
Budget No.)
(Page)

512 4120 Plant 144919 3,535,000 1,400,000 V-179 10/19/2010,
Master 28829
Plan

CEQA

Not a Project, File No. PP10-069 (a) Staff Reports. The proposed action will allow staff and the
consultants to proceed with the analysis of potential environmental impacts of the proposed Plant
Master Plan as required by CEQA.

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

/s/
JOSEPH HORWEDEL, Director
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

For questions, please contact Bhavani Yerrapotu, Division Manager, Technical Services (ESD)
at 945-5321, Jennifer Garnett, Communications Manager (ESD) at 535-8554 or Laurel Prevetti,
Assistant Director (PBCE) at 535-7901.

Attachments:
Attachment A: Input Summary
Attachment B: Preferred Alternative Map
Attachment C: Plant Master Plan Executive Summary
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Section 1 – Executive Summary 

A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW  
Development of the Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative has been a three-year process, 
based on the principles of sustainability that included extensive community and stakeholder input and 
rigorous technical analysis and review.  The purpose of the Plant Master Plan is to ensure the Plant’s 
continued role in protecting public health and the environment, while supporting the region’s economy 
and creating a new vision for San José’s South Bay shoreline.   
 
Inviting stakeholder and community input on possible new land uses and proposed Plant improvements 
has been a key part of the planning process.  To date, there have been three phases of public input: 
• May to November 2009: input was collected on community values for the Plant lands, and this input was 

used to develop three land use alternatives;  
• May to November 2010: input was collected on the three land use alternatives – Back to the Bay, Riparian 

Corridor, and Necklace of Lakes.  The input was used to refine the alternatives into one Draft 
Recommended Alternative 

• November 2010 to January 2011: input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was collected and used 
to develop the Recommended Preferred Alternative.  

 
This report summarizes the public input on the Draft Recommended Alternative. Summaries of the earlier 
two phases of public input can be found at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Reports. 
 
B.  PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITIES  
Public input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was collected as follows: 
 
• Community Advisory Group (CAG) – A group of community members appointed from the Plant’s 

eight- city service area has provided consistent input throughout the Plant Master Plan process; this 
report reflects the group’s specific input on the Draft Recommended Alternative. Input from members of 
the public was also recorded at the regular CAG meetings.  
 

• Community workshops – Five community workshops were held in January 2011 across the Plant 
service area, attracting more than 180 total participants. Using a comment wall, participants were asked 
to write what they liked and what they would change about the alternative, any additional questions or 
comments, and what they thought of the workshop itself.  

 
• Online interactive map and comment form – In January 2011, an interactive map and comment form 

was available at rebuildtheplant.org for participants to review the alternative and provide comments; 25 
responses were submitted online.  

 
• Tributary partner comments – Comments from the Plant’s co-owner, City of Santa Clara, and the Plant 

tributary agencies (City of Milpitas, Cupertino Sanitary District, West Valley Sanitation District, County 
Sanitation District 2-3, and Burbank Sanitary District) have been noted during regular project meetings.  

 
• Stakeholder meetings and letters – Project staff has and continues to regularly participate in meetings 

with stakeholders to collect input on the Draft Recommended Alternative. Some stakeholder groups 
have also submitted their input via letters.  

 

http://rebuildtheplant.org/�
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• Website comments – Throughout the planning process, general input and comments on the project are 
accepted through the inquiry form at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Submit Inquiry/Comments.  

 
C.  PROJECT TIMELINE AND INPUT PROCESS 
 

 
 
Kick-off 
The project kicked off in 2008 with a series of three exploratory workshops held with wastewater and land 
use planning experts. The outcome was a broad project concept that was introduced at a community 
workshop in May 2009. 
 
Phase 1 - Public Values Input - 2009  
A survey was developed to capture input on public values on land uses.  Almost 1,500 surveys were 
collected from the CAG, public, and stakeholder groups at the May 2009 workshop, on Plant tours, and at 
the project website. This input was distributed in the December 7, 2009 Transportation & Environment 
Committee memorandum, and can be found as the Community Workshop #1 Summary Report at 
rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Reports.      
 
Phase 2 - Land Use Alternatives Input - 2010  
Project planners used input from the values survey to inform the development of the three land use 
alternatives that were presented to the public in May 2010 (see Appendix A – Land Use Alternatives 
Supplement at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Project Information). Project planners collected this 
input at a series of community workshops, via the project website, and from stakeholder and regulatory 
groups (see the PMP Land Use Alternatives Input Summary at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Reports). 
The input helped shape the Draft Recommended Alternative.  
 
Phase 3 - Draft Recommended Alternative Input - January 2011  
Public input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was solicited in January 2011 at five community 
workshops and via an online interactive map and comment form. The input was used to develop the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative. All input collected will be presented to the San José and Santa Clara 
city councils in April 2011. 
 
Phase 4 – Recommended Preferred Alternative – Council Review, April 2011 
The Treatment Plant Advisory Committee and city councils of San José and Santa Clara will review the 
Recommended Preferred Alternative and all public input in April 2011. If the councils approve the 
alternative, the project will begin the environmental review process. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
will be prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the proposed plan. Opportunities for public input on the scope of the 
environmental review (e.g., air quality, transportation, noise), as well as the environmental evaluation itself, 
are incorporated in the CEQA process.   



Plant Master Plan – Draft Recommended Alternative Input Summary  Page 5 of 80 
 

 
Following the EIR and upon council approval, the final plan will direct capital improvements at the Plant 
over the next 30 years. It also outlines a land use plan (with categorical uses, not specific proposals) for the 
Plant’s site. 
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Section 2 – Community Advisory Group 
 
A.  OVERVIEW 
The Community Advisory Group (CAG) has provided ongoing feedback and a community perspective on the 
Plant Master Plan process since 2008. Members represent the eight cities of the Plant service area and were 
appointed to reflect a range of backgrounds in education, environment, business, recreation, and 
community activism.  Details on how this group was formed, member biographies, and all CAG meeting 
summaries can be found at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Community Advisory Group. CAG’s input 
on the Draft Recommended Alternative was captured in the November 18, 2010 meeting summary. 
 
B.  CAG INPUT  
Below is an excerpt from the November 18, 2010 CAG Meeting Summary, which provides a snapshot of the 
CAG input discussed at the meeting. View the complete summary at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-
Community Advisory Group.  
 

Project Manager Kirsten Struve and Project Planner Matt Krupp presented the draft recommended land use alternative, 
which includes the following features as part of a balanced land use plan that incorporates input received throughout 
the project: 
 
Economic Development (total 300 acres plus renewable energy field) 

• 20-35 acres of retail at the frontage of Highway 237 for maximum visibility. 
• 220-235 acres of office and light industrial with a focus on Clean Tech both along the frontage of Highway 237 

and in the current biosolids drying area. 
• 45 acres along Highway 237 to allow for a Clean Tech and Water Institute that could be an incubator and 

demonstration facility.   
• 60 acres for a renewable energy field, in addition to solar installations near the Plant’s operational area, on roof-

tops, and the existing 35-acre waste-to-energy site. 
• Road connections that would include a link to Dixon Landing Road and a connection from Nortech to Zanker 

Road. 
 

Environmental Protection and Restoration 
• 190 acres of burrowing owl habitat. 
• 250 acres of salt marsh habitat and tidal areas, which also benefit flood protection. 
• Expanded Coyote Creek delta and connection to the Bay. 
• 225 acres of restored Artesian Slough and additional riparian areas. 
• 60 acres of freshwater wetlands to further polish the Plant’s effluent.  
• Multiple Plant discharge areas to diffuse the Plant’s freshwater impact on the Bay environment. 
 

Recreational Uses 
• 40-acre park with sports fields and connection to restored Artesian Slough, as well as access to retail areas. 
• Bay Trail connection, for a total of 16 miles of trails. 
• 50 acres of flexible open space with connection to habitat areas. 
• Access to the Plant’s freshwater wetlands for bird watching and hiking (60 acres). 
• Opportunities to locate nature and education centers that complement the existing Don Edwards Refuge 

Education Center. 
 
In response to a question, staff explained that there is no guarantee that any other odor-emitting facilities in the vicinity 
of the Plant will take action to limit the odors that they emit. Kirsten also responded that the total development and 
renewable energy acreage in the recommended alternative is approximately the same as the Back to the Bay alternative. 
Matt explained that the recommended alternative will include a few bridges along with major and minor streets, 
although the details on location and quantity of each will be determined according to the development types.  
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CAG members raised the concern that new roads in the recommended alternative may become a thoroughfare for traffic 
trying to avoid congestion at the Highway 237 and Interstate 880 interchange. Matt explained that any traffic traveling 
east or west across the area will be forced south, to either Zanker Road or North 1st Street to make it less convenient for 
traffic trying to cut through the area. CAG members also commented that they want to see “complete streets” used in the 
area, meaning streets that include bike trails, pedestrian access, and stormwater treatment. 
 
CAG members also felt that the effect of creating an iconic destination feature on the Plant site, such as a gateway or 
other substantial design feature, at the southern entrance to the area would probably lose much of its impact because of 
the unattractive truck traffic that regularly passes through there. Matt explained that the details on this topic would be 
determined once development occurs. He reiterated that the concept of the alternative is to create something that is 
impactful.  
 
Members also stated that besides pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle traffic, the alternative also needs to take into 
account kayakers and trains in the area. A CAG member expressed concern about the viewshed at the Plant and 
suggested moving development to the back of the site. However, the CAG member acknowledged that the public input 
collected showed support for development on the 237 bufferlands.  
 
CAG members asked whether more mixed-use development would better correspond with the San José Envision 2040 
General Plan calls for sustainable development. Matt explained that pedestrian-friendly retail development will be 
located at the front of the area along its southern border, while light industrial, generally considered to be assembly and 
warehouses, would go at the back. The San José Envision 2040 General Plan has identified the 237 bufferlands as the 
ideal fit for light industrial uses.  
 
CAG members asked how high the buildings would be when the area is developed. Matt explained that the maximum 
height of the buildings will be six to eight stories and that this will be limited by the availability of parking structures. He 
explained that development would be a mixture of heights rather than a series of uniform structures. CAG members 
asked whether the soil was stable enough to sustain such large structures, and if underground parking would be feasible; 
Matt responded that the land is “real” land (not bay land or fill), and so the soil is stable; however, the groundwater level 
in the area is reasonably high, so underground parking is not feasible. 
 
CAG members asked about the green area in the alternative running along beside Highway 237, and Matt explained that 
this is a temporary trail that is being renovated and that there are high-tension power lines there that cannot be moved. 
Members also asked what can be done with the Cilker land, which is zoned as agricultural or light industrial. Matt 
explained that changes to the biosolids area can open up new opportunities for the Cilker property, and that relocating 
the levee will not impact the Cilker land. In response to a question, he also said that giving the creek more room on the 
Plant lands will not impact the 100-year flood plain. CAG members asked whether there would be a road connecting 
McCarthy Ranch Drive and Zanker Road, which Matt answered affirmatively. Members also wanted to know how far 
development would be set back from Coyote Creek. Matt estimated the distance was approximately the length of a 
soccer field. City of San José Environmental Services Director John Stufflebean added that it can be difficult to get a sense 
of the large scale of the Plant lands from the maps. He noted that the recreational area would be big enough for six to 
seven soccer fields. 
 
CAG members asked how the additional stormwater run-off from new buildings and parking lots to the north of Highway 
237 would be managed. Kirsten answered that the slope will carry stromwater run-off towards the restored Artesian 
Slough and Coyote Creek. Kirsten explained that, because of the likelihood of sea-level rise, it may become necessary to 
pump Plant discharge and run-off up to sea level in the future. 
 
In response to questions, Kirsten explained that the Plant’s outfall channel in the recommended alternative will discharge 
into both Coyote Creek upstream from the point at which it becomes brackish or into Artesian Slough. She noted that the 
draft recommended alternative allows for further development of the advanced water treatment facility. John explained 
that, the recycled water system could use most of the Plant discharge during the summer irrigation season, and during 
the rainy season the recycled water could be used to replenish seasonal wetlands. John added that staff will explore 
groundwater recharge with recycled water through their agreement with the Santa Clara Valley Water District.  
 
CAG members asked what the acronym “FAR” stood for and Matt defined it as “floor-to-area ratio.” 
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Members also expressed concern over the cost of maintenance of the parks and recreational centers on the Plant’s land. 
Matt explained that the recreational area and parks would be revenue generators, rather than requiring money spent on 
them, citing the privately owned Twin Creeks softball fields in Sunnyvale as an example. Matt noted that a future park 
and trail system could be maintained by a nonprofit organization as is the case with New York City’s High Line. CAG 
members encouraged staff to plan for sufficient park maintenance.  
 
CAG members also encouraged staff to allow for educational uses in the open space that are inclusive of a wide variety of 
uses, citing specific users such as model airplane enthusiasts. Matt explained that there is flexibility in the plan when it is 
time to develop to that level of detail and that the plan has deliberately set aside open space for future opportunities. 
CAG members asked which organizations were expected to operate the proposed institute. Staff responded that no 
universities have been approached about this, and CAG members felt that San José State University might be interested 
and be a good fit.   
 
In response to questions about additional burrowing owl habitat, Matt stated that currently the Plant bufferlands are not 
required to provide management of the owl habitat. Therefore, the habitat proposed in the draft land use alternative is a 
significant improvement to the current conditions. 
  
Members raised concerns about the impact of Plant discharge on the freshwater marshes of Coyote Creek. Kirsten 
answered that the project consultants have created wetlands before based on discharge from other treatment plants, 
and expect to be able to direct our Plant discharge to areas up-stream of the brackish and salt water sections of the creek. 
CAG members encouraged staff to obtain a biologically based opinion on how to do this and noted that sending water to 
Coyote Creek would be less likely to alter habitats than directing the discharge to Artesian Slough, because the Slough 
was originally salty. 
 
CAG members commented that the presented alternative was a good compromise and was well thought out; Matt’s 
enthusiasm for the CAG’s role in the project was also appreciated.  Members also felt that while the recommended 
alternative was very good, they would like to see explanation of how reclaimed water will benefit people throughout the 
region. In response to questions, Matt clarified that the recommended alternative assumes that odor issues are mitigated. 
While CAG members appreciated the design, they noted that an all-environment alternative would have elicited different 
responses from CAG and community members. CAG members also expressed concern with the aesthetics of the Highway 
237 corridor.  
 
One CAG member also commented that a pulse discharge from the Plant at low tides would be a positive thing. He also 
felt that, at Dixon Landing, Coyote Creek is so close to Interstate 880 that the noise generated by the highway may ruin 
the experience of the creek. The CAG member also stated that it might be beneficial to extend the transition zone further 
so people would get an idea of the creek without being right by Interstate 880. It was suggested that a larger buffer area 
around the creek would set it off, and would create an opportunity if there were a future interest in restoring vegetation 
there. 
 
Members of the CAG commented that they appreciate that the recommended alternative respects the criteria of the Back 
to the Bay alternative, which had the least amount of development. Members also said that the alignment of the 
northernmost levee was a very good idea because it allowed for the natural form of the estuary and for the development 
of islands that would provide valuable bird habitat. CAG members also said that staff did a great job of incorporating CAG 
feedback into the recommended alternative and that they did an outstanding job taking various inputs into the draft 
recommended alternative. John commented that the draft recommended alternative is a good opportunity to make the 
area a real destination, citing Sacramento Regional’s bufferlands as an example of this. CAG members noted that the 
islands planned for the north of the area will provide habitat protected from feral cats.  
 
Matt closed by announcing that the Draft Recommended Land Use Alternative presentation will be posted at 
rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Community Advisory Group. 
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Section 3 – Community Workshops  
 
A.  OVERVIEW 
Five community workshops were held in January 2011 to collect public input on the Draft Recommended 
Alternative. Community Advisory Group (CAG) members, tributary agency dignitaries, and other stakeholder 
groups were in attendance.  The workshops were held at five locations in the Plant service area: 
• Wednesday, January 19 – George Mayne Elementary School (included Spanish-language services)  
• Thursday, January 20  – Roosevelt Community Center  
• Tuesday, January 25 – Santa Clara Library  
• Thursday, January 27 – Cupertino Community Hall  
• Saturday, January 29 – Milpitas City Hall

More than 180 total participants attended the workshops, which included the following:  
 

Project overview - City of San José Environmental Services Director John Stufflebean delivered a project 
overview and presented the Draft Recommended Alternative, followed by a question and answer 
session with attendees.   
 
Topic-specific display boards – Project staff hosted display boards that focused on specific elements of the 
Draft Recommended Alternative. Participants viewed the display boards at their leisure.  
 
Comment wall – Public input was captured on a large, visible comment wall with four questions:   
o What do you like about the Draft Recommended Alternative? 
o What would you change?  
o Comments/Questions  
o What did you think of today’s workshop? 
 
Participants recorded their feedback on sticky notes and used blue dot stickers to indicate when they 
liked or agreed with other comments.  

 
B.  FINDINGS  
A summary of the combined responses from the five workshops is described below by question. The total 
number of comments on a specific topic reflects both the initial sticky note and any additional blue dots. 
The comments showed that while the public supports the long-range Plant improvements and 
environmental uses planned for the Plant lands, a majority would prefer to see more environmental uses 
and fewer economic uses, especially given the current economic situation with perceived abundance of 
vacant office/retail and industrial space.   
 
What do you like? 
This elicited 88 comments (sticky notes and blue dots). The comments reflect an appreciation for the 
environmental benefits and open space provided in the plan (38 comments), positive feedback on the 
public process (10 comments), admiration for the quality of the plan (8 comments), support for the Plant’s 
wastewater operations (6 comments), and support for an interconnected network of trails (5 comments). 
Other comments included support for development, energy efficiency, the clean tech institute, nature 
museum, recreation, odor reduction efforts, and solar energy.  
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What would you change? 
This elicited 216 comments. The comments reflect a desire for less development (81 comments) and for 
more open space and habitat (71 comments). This question elicited the most comments and showed 
consistent themes throughout all five workshops. The majority of these comments were received at the 
Santa Clara workshop. Many of the habitat-related comments focused on the desire for additional habitat 
for the western burrowing owl. Other comments included: a request for more recreational uses and trails (22 
comments) and interim uses; concerns about traffic impacts to Alviso Village and Highway 237 (5 
comments); questions about the costs of the Plant’s operational improvements; inquiries about the speed at 
which the Plant is addressing odor issues; a desire for more renewable energy projects; concerns over flood 
protection in Alviso; requests to better connect the new development to Alviso; requests for health care, 
public safety, and educational uses; and a desire to see more sheep and goats on the Plant lands.    
 
Comments/Questions 
The “comments/questions” responses mirrored the “what would you change?” responses, but provided 
specific recommendations. A specific area of concern was about the proposed connection between Zanker 
Road and Dixon Landing Road and the potential impacts to Coyote Creek’s riparian habitat and traffic 
through Alviso Village(9 comments).  
 
What did you think of today’s workshop? 
This question elicited generally positive responses. Participants were pleased with the level of detail and 
style of the workshops and the quality of the presentation.  
 
C.  RAW DATA 
The following data was collected on the comment walls at the five community workshops and has been 
organized by topic area. The number in parenthesis and corresponding blue dots indicate comments that 
participants liked or agreed with.  
 
What do you like?  
Operational  
• Reduced odor, good plan.  
• Like the Plant. (1)  
• Energy self-sufficiency sounds good, as well as San Jose’s requirement for no net increase in runoff. 
• Really like Plant design. 
• I like a more modern, efficient and clean Plant. (2)    
• Energy neutrality. (2)    
• Detail plans of cost of every part of construction. (1)   
 
Environmental 
• When I look at all this open pristine land I see a diamond in the rough with such potential to be a jewel 

of the Bay. 
• Burrowing owl habitat – need more! 
• Wetlands, riparian enhancement, burrowing owl habitat. 
• Burrowing owl preserve. (6)        
• I like all the habitat and environmental uses. Please – more!!! (2)   
• Thank you for wetlands, salt marshes, and burrowing owl habitat. (6)       
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• Owl habitat, wetland restoration. (2)   
• I like the land set aside for burrowing owl habitat.  I like to see all bufferland used for this purpose. (1)   
• Burrowing owl habitat. (2)    
• Habitat restoration: open water, marshland, riparian woodland, sloughs and creeks, *seasonal wetlands 

(1)  
• Concern for the environment and living beings other than the human kind. (2)    
• The environmental stewardship, thank you. (3)     
• I love the attention to environmental and park-oriented land uses. (1)   
 
Economical 
• Planning for development early! Don’t (wait for) market to come back. Use Plant project as catalyst for 

expansion. 
• Open space, no commercial development. 
• Clean tech center, put emphasis on solar and other alternative energy (wind). 
• Build the water institute and collaborate with other agencies, the private sector and academics. (1)   
• Economic development important to fund environmental projects. 
 
Recreational  
• Complete the Bay Trail from Dixon to Alviso. 
• Very nice idea to include the public aspects, especially the trails and nature museum. 
• I love the proposed trails! 
• I like the nature aspect with the center and trails. 
• I want more water recreation boating, kayak, and canoes. (1)  
• People love to bicycle and walk on levees, bicycle commute also. 
 
Other 
• Good balance of needs and uses! 
• Apparent working together with affected surrounding communities. 
• Well-balanced plan to meet many community needs. 
• Balanced approach. I like all 3 objectives. 
• I like the process of including public input. (1)   
• Thanks! Great overview of the process. Look forward to learning more! 
• Multi-use plan. (1)   
• Good balance of retail/environment, Appreciate use of solar/alternative technologies. 
• Like the balanced mix of open space and development uses. 
• Input from community. (2)    
 
What would you change? 
Operational  
• Solar collectors should be deployed only on structures required for Plant operation – other acreage 

should be saved for environmental and recreational purpose. (1)  
• EIR should have an alternative for WPCP functional improvements only. (1)  
• Please do not use precious land resources for expansive solar development – solar belongs on built 

environment. (2)   
• All renewable energy on buildings and tanks using open space is a waste of land. (4)     
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• Please put solar on rooftops and above parking lots (can provide shade). Don’t put solar on land 
that hasn’t already been cemented and/or paved over. (1)  

• Solar on rooftops. (3)    
• The plan seems to gloss over the odor problem. Even advanced wastewater treatment areas smell 

unpleasant. Who wants to shop or dine in the stench? (1)   
• The cost of the Plant is way too high. (1)   
• Expedite odor mitigation. (1)   
• Increase solar energy area at expense of paved areas and use that additional energy to scrub odors and 

dry solids?  And sell excess solar electricity for income? 
• Find alternative plans for reducing cost of rebuild/maintenance. (1)   
• Active PG&E participation with finance from PG&E. This can lower cost of rebuilding the Plant, lower 

sewage rates.  
• With remodel, redesign, retrofit of Plant, with lower odor, + 3000 acres is an excellent site for residential 

property. This can lower sewage rates. 
 
Environmental 
• Emphasize open range habitat for environment and walking. (1)  
• Keep as much open space as possible. Save the buildings 20 yrs. from now. 
• Present to public on “open space/ecology only” alternative. 
• More tiger habitat. (1)  
• More habitats for owls. 
• Please create burrowing owl management plan for permanent and temporary habitat. (1)  
• Public lands should be used for the protection and enhancement of public environmental/social 

resources, not “sold” to developers. (1)  
• You need to save owl habitat land for future mitigation. (3)    
• More owl habitat. (5)      
• I think you should increase burrowing owl habitat at the expense of economic development and 

consider how to fund management for owls. (e.g. SCV HCP)(1)  
• “Balance” on a mini scale not appropriate on open/habitat. Create “balance” on regional scale. (1)   
• Add scenario that returns all bufferlands to environmental restoration. (2)    
• Please make sure that salmon and steelhead can migrate and spawn. They are almost gone. (1)   
• More owl habitat. Needed for future mitigation (2)    
• An Appeal to Save Santa Clara County’s Burrowing Owls  (6)      (The information below was 

submitted to the comment wall)   
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Economical 
• Less R&D. (1)  
• Please no retail or industrial bldg. until it’s immediately essential. (3)    
• Try to maintain a low elevation of all buildings! No high rise! 
• Parts of North San Jose (e.g. along 1st Street) should be taken out of N. San Jose vision and rezoned 

commercial- retail from residential. This income should be used to offset costs of the H2O treatment 
plant. 

• Make all open space lands for refugia and recreation use only – no development – costs of infrastructure 
more costly than leaving land as is. (1)  

• No retail or industrial especially along Coyote Creek. (2)   
• Delete plans for commercial development, roads, and bridges. 
• I wouldn’t mind less or no retail space on the land. 
• I would change entire concept of retail to expansion of California Academy of Sciences! Revenue with a 

good purpose for all! 
• Please add an option that does not include industrial, retail, and R&D land. (3)    
• No commercial development. (4)     
• This is a silly place for commercial development. No travel roads. (3)    
• No institute. (2)   
• This is precious land. This is not the place to put retail. Put the retail in places that are not prime habitat. 

(2)   
• Development - for WPCP purpose and needs only. (2)   
• No museum, use Don Edwards! Already built, Yes!!! (2)     
• Please remove the economic (250 -300 acres) development area and replace it with open space. There is 

no pressing need and small financial benefit. (2)   
• Ø –Want negligible economic development. Reasons: 1) affect owls, 2) displacement of H2O 

(cumulative), 3) jobs on wrong area > increased congestion on 237. (4)     
• More undeveloped spaces. (2)   
• Use all bufferlands for mitigation purposes for other development projects throughout the county. (2)  

  
• Retail and R&D should go elsewhere. North San Jose planned mixed-use, higher density – not on Bay 

lands. (3)     
• Delete: buildings, Add: bio-fuel agriculture (2)    
• Be inventive in the retail. I can’t get excited by another strip mall. Be green, be local, think outside the big 

box. 
• Go slow developing open space. Once it is gone it’s gone. (2)    
• Minimize the building of new roads and buildings. Maintain open space. (2)    
• Minimize industrial and retail use of space. (1)   
• I wouldn’t put the industrial/R&D piece in a place that would require more roads built – make it more 

accessible. 
• Put complete hold on R&D development. This cannot be undone, and in future could be developed in 

emergency. Let there be proof that development is needed, first. (2)    
• Petition– Against Commercial Development @ Zanker & Hwy 237 –(11)           (The 

information below was submitted to the comment wall)   
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Recreational 
• Add trail around pond perimeter. (1)  
• Allow recreation in owl habitat. (1)  
• Allow RC hobby group onto open fields now. 
• Allow electric off-road trails to circle Plant. 
• Uses State park funds to open electric off required motorcycle park. (1)  
• I’m not sure that the recreational would be used enough to be worthwhile. 
• No soccer area, and others like it…It won’t be used. 
• Public land should be used to enhance the quality of life. Trails, park land, habitat. (3)    
• Canoe and kayak access. (2)    
• Make bicycle under passes that do not silt-up with mud after big rains. 
• More hiking trails, bike trails. (1)  
• Bay water trail stop-over point. (1)  
• More parks along Milpitas near McCarthy. (1)   
• Allow recreation in the owl habitat that would blend in with nature and provide maintenance of the land 

and owls. (3)     
• Put state parks trails throughout the land so state funds can be used for environmental stewardship of 

the land. (2)    
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Other 
• Better connectivity with Milpitas/880. 
• Widen Zanker (Road) to include bike trails.  No Dixon Landing access. 
• Consider more improvements to Alviso, flood protection, etc. (1)  
• Provision for Disaster Management Institute/Ivy League Partnership/BS/ MS/ PhD under SJSU. (1)  
• Plan for senior center health/HMO for +65 Yrs. 
• First 5 children’s education. 
• Plan for public safety institute, fire fighting training center, police training center. 
• Balance on a regional rather than project footprint scale. 
• Hospitals/HMO, partnership with Stanford Medical Center. 
• Veteran affairs, health institute, war veterans, federal/CA state/city/county partnership, health – HMO 

center. 
• Please consider mowing. 
• More goats, fewer sheep. (1)  
• Eliminate bridge and road over Dixon Landing. (1)  
• Please preserve entire view shed from 237 to the Bay. (4)     
• Please consider a sustainable “balance” on a regional scale, not a project footprint scale. (2)   
• Neighborhood identity? Make neighborhood part of Alviso. (1)  
• You ask for public input but you start from the premise that there will be commercial development. That 

isn’t really wanting public opinion. (2)    
• I would love to see an Ohlone indian cultural center in honor of the original inhabitants. Similar to 

Coyote Hills in Fremont. 
• Active participation with financial finance, from VTA. Light rail and VTA bus at + 3000 acres site. 
 
Comments/Questions 
Operational  
• Upgrade the sewer Plant – solar panels, trails, wildlife, and no landfills or structures. (1)  
• How will this design handle a once in a century super-storm type of flood? 
• The present 2000 cfs base flow in COE/SCVWD flood project on Coyote Creek is necessary to carry 

sediment North of Newby Island to SF Bay. 
• I would not alter present COE/SCVWD levees on Coyote Creek as design has complex seasonal and 

freshwater wetlands mitigation and salt marsh. 
• Seattle (King County) generates revenue by selling their biosolids to agricultural companies and water to 

reclaimed water uses. (1)   
• Use thermal process of sledge solids.  
• What about wind power? There are regular afternoon winds here. (1)   
• Can we get a detail cost of the Plant? The actual cost to Milpitas residents. (2)   
• Want to under the cost implications to the average individual Milpitas residents. (1)   
• Detail percentage of odor sources and reduction and reduction at stages rebuild.  
• A Concern – Resolve Odors &  Biomass Waste  disposal before paving over the very land originally 

dedicated as an odor barrier  (1)  (The information below was submitted to the comment wall)   
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Environmental 
• Keep as much open land as possible – it’s our gift to future generations. 
• How much land (in acreage) is suitable for burrowing owl nesting habitat? (1)  
• Do not try to jam everyone’s wishes on this property. Keep it in open space. We are losing open space 

everywhere. (4)     
• I like the expanded Coyote Creek corridor and riparian enhancements and enhanced A-18 terracing. 
• Please explain the relationship between the HCP and this plan. (1)   
• Please consider interim conservation of burrowing owls on all suitable lands on the Plant footprint, until 

such time when development occurs. (3)    
• Are you willing to reconsider the “economic/social/ environmental” paradigm and provide the public 

with an “environmental/ social” alternative without the economical development? (4)     
• How does the plan mitigate for loss of burrowing owl habitat for the Plant expansion and the proposed 

industrial/retail/institute development? (5)      
• The original alternatives were stacked towards economic development. A true open space alternative 

was never considered. 
• Please develop a preservation and enhancement management plan for burrowing owls. (4)     
• More about wetlands: natural and constructed in the future!? (3)     
• Would like it to be left as natural as possible. 
• Indicate on map seasonal wetlands. (1)   
• Why not consider using all bufferland for mitigation purposes? (4)      
• Follow the land for reconstructed wetlands and sloughs. 
• You can build retail anywhere and put solar on any roof; but you can’t find mitigation habitat 

everywhere. (2)    
• Continue to promote the creation of new marsh areas. (2)   
• Have burrowing owl habitat and grasslands managed by trained environmental specialists. (1)   
• Remember – birds need ground and trees for laying eggs. (3)     
• We have lots of wildlife in that area you want to develop more than you know. Where will they go? They 

need water and ground. (3)     
• An Appeal to Save Santa Clara County’s Burrowing Owls (8)        (see above) 
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Economical 
• How does BCDC feel about bayside development? 
• Public land should not be used for private commercial uses but for public benefits and open space and 

ecology. 
• Is the need for development of light industrial/retail calculated on a regional scale or restricted to San 

Jose? (2)   
• The public was not given the chance to comment on a no commercial development option. They chose 

the least commercial development option. Perhaps they wanted no development. Please present that 
option. (4)     

• You can’t propose15, 000-17,000 future jobs without being certain. I prefer environmental interest. 
• Where will you find the land for parks for the expanding population? Don’t put retail and commercial 

here. (2)    
• How many potential jobs will be created by the new Plant? Construction and operation, or will jobs be 

lost? (2)    
• No commercial on the side next to Coyote Creek and 880 needs to be wildlife only. (3)     
 
Recreational 
• I would like to see bike/pedestrian access paths into and through any industrial and retail development. 

(1)  
• Use available state funds to create a park with all electric motorbikes/mountain bikes and BMX. (1)   
• Allow RC hobby group to use land – they had 7 pairs of owls on 5 acres in Fremont. (1)   
• Be receptive to seasonal waterfowl hunting in the ponds and shoreline areas. 
• I hope there will not be any “killing” activities like hunting and fishing. (1)   
 
Other 
• I would like to see dog friendly areas. A place for dogs to be off leash. (1)  
• Little said about transportation. (1)  
• Water conservation? You better start training grade school kids now! Also teach them how to recycle. (1) 

 
• The road to Dixon Landing will cause a cut thru to 880 causing a bottleneck – not a good idea. The 

shopping area will cause a bottleneck as well as cause water displacement. We have more wildlife than 
the whole burrowing owls. Red fox, gray fox, cottontail rabbits, skunks, raccoons, possums, red slider 
turtles. (9)          

• Please place workshop charts on the website. Thanks. (1)  
• What will happen to the land in landfill when it closes?  
• How are you planning on keeping citizens informed of upcoming issues? Environmental impact, 

development of the area. (2)    
• Transportation – If powers that be could create a more user-friendly system, we could head off impact 

problems.  Also, during the next 10+ years we are talking about, many people in our aging society will 
not be willing – possibly – not able to drive anymore, but they need to get around. Transportation is an 
important element in all of this planning. (4)      

• Thank you for the robust communication input process. (1)   
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What did you think of today’s workshop? 
• Well prepared, great graphics! Very helpful, hold more meetings in Alviso! 
• The plan seems very carefully and thoughtfully planned. The open space…. who knows. (1)  
• Lot of info and well presented. 
• It appears that the plan will be implemented and these meetings will solve nothing. They are just a PR 

exercise. 
• Would be nice if there were more people interested enough to participate. John’s overview presentation 

was quite clear. Thanks. (1)  
• Presentation should include total costs of replacement and put that value into perspective relative to 

value of current Plant. (1)  
• I really enjoyed talking one-on-one with one of your consultants. Thanks. 
• Good balanced presentation. Detailed, but not overkill. 
• Public should be given an alternative for no commercial development, no new roads, and no bridges – 

necessary improvements only. (1)  
• Please provide the public with an alternative that has no economic development – only ecological 

purposes. (11)            
• Loved workshop, This could be another extension of Academy of Science or Science Friday! (1)  
• What is the urgency in proposing industrial and retail, considering the vacancy levels in both in the area? 

(4)     
• You answered questions I had at last workshop. Thanks for listening. 
• I very much enjoyed the short discussion in liquid and solid waste treatment. 
• Workshops are not only good but necessary. (5)      
• Well presented informative briefing. Really appreciate the chance to give feedback. (4)      
• Good presentation, resource people in attendance very helpful. (4)      
• Excellent presentation. (1)   
• Enjoyed it very much! Presentation was lively, and boards very informative. 
• Excellent presentation of how, when, who and why. (3)     
• Very good presentation – detail level, educational, facilitation. (1)   
• Informative and good level of detail. (1)   
• Good source of information. 
• Excellent! Very useful and informative! I wish I had known about the previous public workshops. Please 

email about these workshops. I have added myself to the mailing list. Please don’t use flyers or door 
hangers. They are tossed into the recycling bin. They are bad for the environment. 

• Very informative and professionally presented. 
• Great presentation, clear and helpful even with medical event. 
• Saturday is good. 
• Well done. Speaker clear and focused. Time used well despite interruption. (1)   
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Section 4 – Online Interactive Map and Comment Form  
 
A.  OVERVIEW 
An interactive map and comment form was made available online for people who were unable to attend a 
workshop. At rebuildtheplant.org, participants could review the project presentation and display boards and 
learn about the Draft Recommended Alternative through the interactive map. A comment form was 
developed to mirror the workshop comment wall.  
 
B.  FINDINGS  
The online input option elicited 25 comments. Similar to the workshop comments, a majority of the online 
comments received were related to increasing the environmental benefits of the plan, including increasing 
the amount of designated burrowing owl habitat.    
 
C.  RAW DATA 
The following comments were collected from the interactive map and comment form at rebuildtheplant.org.   
 
What do you like about the Draft Recommended Alternative? What would you change?  
Operational 
• The effort to minimize off-site energy use and to reclaim water.  More quantitative information about 

Plant performance would be helpful in analyzing design. PV Solar is still expensive. One would think that 
there would be a more cost effective use of those funds. 

• The draft is an exciting proposal. Will there be bike paths, or will bikes be allowed on the trails? My only 
concern will be odor control. If sewage odor from the Plant is not contained, it will spoil the effort and all 
the money invested will be wasted.  Nobody wants to spend time out there holding their noses.  If it is 
not possible to suppress odors from the Plant, it's best not to pour money into improvements for the 
public who will be turned off by any smells. 

• I would change the retail development to very little. For one, I would not utilize retail myself next to a 
sewage treatment plant. Two, this operation must concentrate not on retail, but on an upgraded sewage 
control plant and recycling facility, etc., instead of shopping and retail. We have lived in Santa Clara 
County for 14 years. The county needs a new and better WPCP. Third, the operation is next to a 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE. This fact does not merit a shopping center. It is a nature preserve and 
should be used for related. Also, we understood that the public last year favored a plan with less retail. 
Public opinion should come first on public land. 

 
Environmental 
• I like the nature museum, the owl habitat and the Artesian Slough.  We need more open space. I would 

make sure that from highway 237 you could still see land that is not developed, it is restful and restores 
drivers, especially seeing sheep and goats.  Many people have commented favorably about the sheep 
and goats. There is too great a block of developed area. 

• I'm in favor of rapid implementation of long term, irrevocable conservation easement on burrowing owl 
habitat, augmented by an interim preservation and enhancement burrowing owl plan for land that is 
designated to be developed, until such time that the land is developed in the future. 

• I would like the WPCP to make itself a very proactive entity in the area of modern conservation by 
making easements, areas, and zones for wildlife considering they are between the two major riparian 
areas in our county.  The Coyote Creek and the Guadalupe River are major corridors for wildlife. I expect 
our political bodies to protect the environment and not just support the needs of businesses.  We are 
out of balance and need to protect the little wild areas that are left, even if they are in the vicinity of our 
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WPCP. I can only hope you can protect the last areas for the burrowing owls on our property.  
Make sure the experts in the Audubon Society and the Sierra Club are given their weight when making 
your decisions. 

• 1) For the amount of freshwater output the finishing wetland appears too small. Is that area based on 
calculations to ensure any remaining loadings are sequestered? I doubt it because I now see a “main 
effluent release” straight out Artesian Slough just like before. Please don’t miss this opportunity to end 
your South Bay marshes study by (a) not discharging into a dead-end slough (discharge through a 
freshwater delta created in Pond A18 straight into Coyote Creek) and (b) by reducing the possibility for 
habitat conversions.  So I renew my recommendation to Kirsten Struve to make the Plant’s “delta” as 
large as it can possibly be!  This would ensure the effluent is as clean as possible once it reaches the Bay 
and restore as much freshwater riparian wetlands as possible, which are one of the most endangered 
habitats in the region.  If you need confirmation of that contact Beth Hunning at the SFBJV; she has her 
eye on all the regional habitats.   
2) Nature museum – Alviso does not need three environmental education centers, but what would be 
useful and probably quite popular is a historical museum, documenting the region’s changes and 
educating the public on our past mistakes and accomplishments.  You can’t know where you’re going, if 
you don’t know where you’ve been… 

• I would like to see wider riparian areas restored along Artesian Slough and more freshwater wetlands, 
including willow groves established at the discharge. This is one of the very few areas left in the area for 
riparian restoration to occur. Likewise, riparian habitat along Coyote Creek could be enhanced rather 
than developed for R&D. Would be worthwhile to find out what local people may want in a "nature 
museum" since this area already has 2 environmental education centers. 

• Please stop excluding the Environmental Alternative proposed by environmental groups, and to allow 
the public consideration of this one alternative that best preserves the environment by excluding 
unnecessary development that is unrelated to water treatment, leaving the remainder the land as 
natural and restored habitat 

• The Committee for Green Foothills continues to support the "Environmental Alternative" as part of the 
planning process, described in the jointly-signed letter of June 29, 2010, recopied below: 
 
June 28, 2010 
 
Matt Krupp, Project Planner 
Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan 
Santa Clara San Jose Water Pollution Control Plant 
 
Re: Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Alternatives 
 
Dear Mr. Krupp, 
 
We submit this position on the Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Alternatives on behalf of Santa Clara Valley 
Audubon Society, Committee for Green Foothills, Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club, Greenbelt Alliance, Save The Bay, 
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, Santa Clara County Creeks Coalition, Santa Clara Valley Chapter of the California 
Native PlantSociety, San Francisco Baykeeper, and the thousands of individuals we represent. 
 
In May 2010, after a three-year effort, the planning team for the San Jose-Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) 
revealed three land use alternatives for the Plant Master Plan. While we appreciate the attempt to provide alternatives, the 
alternatives are so similar that they fail to provide an adequate range of alternatives for good planning. The proposed 
alternatives consist of the same elements at various proportions. We argue that the three presented alternatives fail to 
analyze an adequate range of possibilities for the treatment plant land, and fall short of the excellent planning we all hope 
for. All three alternatives inherently provide the same option – significant development unrelated to the water treatment 
purpose of the plant, and significant development unrelated to the current and historical ecology of the Bay, the land and 
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nature in the area. 
 
Proper planning requires the development of a truly different alternative. We urge planners to return to the drawing table 
and create an “Environment, Ecology and Water Alternative” that would allow developed land uses solely for development 
addressing the water treatment purpose of the plant. All other land uses should be based on the existing environment, view-
sheds, ecology, connectivity, the historic Bay ecology and environment, and recreational uses consistent with the ecology 
and the nature of the land and its restoration. 
 
Asking the public to select one of the three proposed alternatives channels the input by survey participants to a 
predetermined set of very similar outcomes. The undersigned organizations request that the planning team develop the 
fourth “Environment, Ecology and Water Alternative”and offer it to the public for review. 
 
Respectfully, 
Brian A. Schmidt, Committee for Green Foothills, et. al. 
 

• Please stop excluding from consideration an Environmental Alternative that keeps the land in its current 
use of waste water treatment and natural habitat without unnecessary, unrelated development. This 
area is too near a national wildlife refuge and would impact Bay habitats. There are wastelands and 
empty spaces within the surrounding and contributing cities that could use renovation and new 
development, and many abandoned buildings. Stop wasting land and spreading out for every profitable 
venture. Most of the profit would go to the owners and builders. You can, and likely will, hire anyone you 
want and at the wages you want while our precious natural Bay side resources would disappear. There 
are not "eight jobs" for every resident, as we heard at a recent public hearing at Santa Clara City Library 
(Jan. 25, 2011). These residents have diverse qualifications and may not want to work for your proposed 
commercial enterprises, or perhaps you would import them from other states. Our lands and waste 
water treatment plant and Bay habitats come first! 

• Not adequate land devoted to environmental purposes and Burrowing Owl habitat.  The property is near 
Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge and wildlife preservation should be of the highest priority. 

• I do not like anything about the draft recommended alternative. As a resident of San Jose I am extremely 
dismayed at the substantial amount of developed area of this plan. It is disgraceful. There is so much 
developed land in San Jose and adjacent areas already. There are many alternatives to develop other 
already developed areas of San Jose. This land should be left as open space for the residents of San Jose 
and also for the diminishing wildlife of our area, buildings can be put anywhere, wildlife and recreation 
for people are more sustainable alternatives and it is more beneficial to everyone. This plan was 
obviously recommended and suited to developers with San Jose residents and wildlife left as a second 
option. 

• I believe the WPCP lands should be kept for the public. This Master Plan process takes a regional public 
asset and by design asks the public to chop it up into other future uses. It reminds me of Solomon being 
asked to cut the baby in half. The design of the planning process is a "taking" from open space by a 
multitude of new users. The bottom of the San Francisco Bay north of 237 is a vital ecological transition 
zone. We have sea level rise, population growth, and technology change in our future.  We don't even 
know what the workplace of the future will look like. There are those who say students and workers will 
be working and learning out of their homes. We must not 'lock in' planned uses at this time. There is no 
need to do this now. Ongoing stewardship of these lands should take an environmental and ecological 
point of view. You must present an "Environment, Ecology and Water Alternative" if this planning 
process must go forward. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

• I like enhancement to the habitats, and the improvements that are needed for the Water Pollution 
Control Plant to function. I like a burrowing owl preserve. I do not like ANY development that is not 
directly necessary for the Plant. With so much economic vacancy in all the communities in the South Bay, 
there is no urgency to allocate land and lease it to developers – redevelopment of blighted areas should 



 

Plant Master Plan – Draft Recommended Alternative Input Summary  Page 26 of 80 

come before any destruction of the last large open space in the South Bay. The bufferland should 
be dedicated to environmental restoration, ecology, and the preservation of burrowing owls in our 
county. 

• I would include an environmentally superior alternative that would minimize the development footprint 
and allow for land restoration of the historic Bay ecology and low impact recreational uses. 

• I understand and appreciate the need to upgrade the Plant. I do not believe that any of the bufferlands 
should be used for economic development purposes such as R&D/Industrial, Retail or an Institute.  I 
attended one of the workshops and was surprised how little economic benefit accrued with the draft 
alternative. The citizens in the area will be much better served by keeping the bufferlands in open space 
to support wildlife with low-intensity hiking trails. We should consider ourselves lucky that such a 
wonderful piece of land near the Bay is still undeveloped. Rather than look for the next development 
opportunity, we should count our blessings and protect that land as wildlife habitat. None of the three 
alternatives, from which the Draft Recommended Alternative was derived, contained the 100% open-
space alternative that many people have spoken in favor of. The deck was stacked towards economic 
development by providing three alternatives that all had a major emphasis on economic development.  
With so much empty office space and a work force that more and more looks for alternatives like 
telecommuting, it doesn’t make sense to continue to pave over the few existing open areas with 
industrial and retail space. If more industry and retail is needed, then look at redeveloping existing 
paved-over areas using more efficient and wise current planning principles.    

 
Economical 
• Please consider an alternative without any commercial development or retail space at all. There is 

already too much development in this area of the Bay and we need to protect and restore any remaining 
wetlands that we can. 

• I would not build extensive – or any – retail development on this proposed site. Retailers need to realize 
that in order for a business to be attractive – it needs both space AND environment. Disturbing the 
environment, including the national wildlife refuge near the proposed retail space is silly and 
unattractive, and it will not entice customers, unless they are "crazy." Who wants all building and no 
nature? Nature should be dominant – and for a successful business, too. 

 
Recreational 
• I love it!!! I like the trails and recreation areas. It seems like a great place to take families. I’m wondering if 

there would be public restrooms easily accessible and if there is going to be playground equipment for 
younger children.  Would there be a parking lot close to the recreation area? 

• I am not clear in this plan if there is any water access for water-sports (kite surfing, windsurfing, kayaking) 
in the area? 

• Hello, I need to see "recreation" be used for soccer/lacrosse fields, including a stadium course, preferably 
with lights. My kids' teams struggle to find space every season. There are very few places to hold 
tournaments, which are the most fun. If there are fields, I will be supportive of this. (And you should 
contact the local leagues if you want their support - they have a huge number of people in their 
networks). 

• I most like the trails and the way the development is kept away from the water. I would like to see a 
better trail connection to the Coyote Creek trail on the south end, and some buffer or screen obscuring 
the R&D/Industrial development from Coyote Creek. 

• I strongly support continuous trail access that completes a gap in the Bay Trail and connects to the 
existing local trail network. I encourage the project planners to designate a dedicated burrowing owl 
preserve to protect this local population of birds. 
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Other 
• I like the nature museum, owl habitat, trails, and waste-to-energy areas.  I would like to see a playground 

by the nature museum with clean bathrooms and recycled water area.  Tennis court? The retail area 
looks very small and it's at the opposite end of the museum. It might be better to have the two aligned. 
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Section 5 – Co-Owner and Tributary Partner Comments 
 
A.  OVERVIEW 
Between November 2010 to January 2011, staff presented the Draft Recommended Alternative to the Plant 
co-owner, City of Santa Clara, and tributary agency staff and elected officials as follows: 
 
November 19, 2010 – Treatment Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) special session on the Draft 
Recommended Alternative (technical and land use components). View the complete meeting minutes at 
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/esd/PDFs/TPAC-minutes-special-meeting-pmp_11-10.pdf 
 
The following is an excerpt from the meeting minutes: 

 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION  
A. Revenue Generation Potential: Committee members discussed how to maximize revenue generation from 
the land: destination retail, renewable energy, economic analysis numbers seem conservative and low.  
B. Sewer Rate impacts: Committee members suggested that the plan should show what elements will be paid 
for by sewer rates vs. other funding sources that would need to pay for trails, environmental restoration, 
parks, etc. Committee members also discussed interest in bonding.  
C. Transportation: Committee members discussed the potential need and expense to upgrade the 
Zanker/Highway 237 interchange 
D. Odors: committee members sought additional information about the odor impacts of the Plant, how they 
can be best resolved, and an understanding of these odors in relationship to other nearby odor sources.  
E. Sea Level Rise: committee members were concerned about ensuring protection from sea level rise  
F. Overall plan: committee members voiced support for the overall plan  
G. Follow up: Staff will provide an update on the progress in addressing odor issues at the January TPAC 
meeting  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
A. David Wall submitted a speaker card for a variety of subjects.  
B. Dean Stanford spoke about a park on Plant lands.  
C. Dennis Martin spoke on behalf of McCarthy regarding dewatering and odor issues.  
D. Noel Eberhardt spoke about open field space on the Plant lands 

 
December 9, 2010 – A memo on the Draft Recommended Alternative was submitted to TPAC. View the 
following online:  
 

Plant Master Plan Update Memorandum from Mayor Reed and Council members Chu and Nguyen 
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/20101214/20101214_0701att.pdf 
 
Plant Master Plan Update Memorandum from Lee Price, City Clerk  
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/20101214/20101214_0701a.pdf 
 
Review of the Milpitas Guiding Principles for San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant 
Master Plan Reconstruction and Land Use Alternatives from John Stufflebean, Environmental 
Services Director   
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/20101214/20101214_0701b.pdf 
 
Treatment Plant Advisory Committee Recommendation to San Jose City Council  
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/20101214/20101214_021002110701b.pdf 
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January 11, 2011 – Santa Clara City Council presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative. View the 
following online: 

 
Complete memorandum 
http://sireweb.santaclaraca.gov/cache/2/vtrm04ucvhaur4buvesgzqbo/55000802282011040615103.PDF 
 
Presentation slides 
http://sireweb.santaclaraca.gov/cache/2/vtrm04ucvhaur4buvesgzqbo/55000902282011040707415.PDF 

 
Topic s of interest included energy self sufficiency, sea level rise, water supply in the area, and use of 
biosolids at the landfill. 
 
January 18, 2011 – Milpitas City Council presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative. View the 
complete meeting minutes at http://www.ci.milpitas.ca.gov/_pdfs/council/2011/011811/minutes.pdf 
The following is an excerpt from the meeting minutes: 
 

Councilmember Polanski asked Mr. Stufflebean what was the plan’s timeline for the economic development section, and he 
replied over 30 years. Vice Mayor McHugh was hoping the business case would be stronger than suggested. He was 
concerned with odor control ongoing issues, as not state of the art. There might be economic incentive for lands close by the 
plant to deal with odors. He strongly supported efforts to expedite the reduction of known odors. The costs for improvements 
would impact ratepayers, he noted, and hoped that ratepayers could accept that. Mayor Esteves asked about the lands in a 
flood zone and how that was dealt with. Mr. Stufflebean noted all surrounding the plant were levees to protect the plant 
where no one wanted flooding. There would be future pumping of the end fresh water product, and the distribution could be 
moved to different locations (not necessarily all of it flowing to the bay). The Mayor inquired about funding issues for this 
Master Plan. When he asked how Milpitas would handle it, Vice Mayor McHugh responded via rate increases. City Manager 
Williams commented staff was working with the City of San Jose about various funding mechanisms and approaches for 
financing implementation of the Plant Master Plan, with an analysis expected to be ready in the late summer. Possible 
resources could include rate increases, pay-as-you-go plan or even a possible bond issue. Mr. Williams further responded to 
the Mayor on issues of traffic impacts, noted in the EIR segment of the plan, including required mitigations. Mayor Esteves 
invited the public to address the City Council. Robert Marini, Milpitas resident, commented on the issue of how to pay for the 
plant upgrade. It would cost $8,400 per person in Milpitas. He felt officials marginalized the right to vote, where residents 
must overcome 8500 votes to increase taxes. He sought a change on how to vote these issues, since they would put people out 
of their homes. Joey McCarthy, representing McCarthy Ranch, stated his family and company had been suffering from odors 
since the 1950s. He came to express concerns they continued to have about ongoing problem odors. He’d submitted letters 
that displayed that the community was concerned about the odors and wanted those to be stopped. He asked,who isn’t doing 
their job here? He felt some of the comments don’t make sense. McCarthy Ranch had hired its own consultants who believed 
the odor could be controlled over four to five years at a cost estimate of $140-150 million to address the problem 
immediately, not over the next thirty years. Mayor Esteves made some further comments in response to Mr. McCarthy. 
Motion: to receive report on the Water Pollution Control Plant proposed Master Plan, and encourage representatives from the 
City of San Jose to do all possible to expedite handling of odor problems, and to contact colleagues on other City Councils to 
move up odor solutions 

 
January 26, 2011 – West Valley Sanitation Board presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative. 
Topics of interest included understanding project linkages to current pilot program, use of excess digester 
capacity, costs to the residents, and odor mitigation for future uses. No meeting minutes were available for 
this report. 
 
February 2, 2011 – Cupertino Sanitary District Board presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative. 
Topics of interest included recovery of energy and nutrients, prioritization of drivers, type of development, 
concern about costs. No meeting minutes were available for this report. 
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The project team continues to meet with the tributary partners regularly. All tributary partner 
recommendations will be considered and incorporated into the Plan where appropriate.
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Section 6 – Stakeholder Meetings and Letters 
 
A.  OVERVIEW  
Project staff has regularly participated (and continues to) in meetings with partners, resource agencies, and 
stakeholders, and conducted special meetings to collect specific input on the Draft Recommended 
Alternative. Some stakeholder groups also submitted their input via letters on specific recommendations for 
future land use decisions. The project team met with six groups and received eight letters (included in 
Section 6 – C. Letters).  
 
Stakeholder meetings were held with: 
• December 1, 2010 – City of San José Parks Commission 
• December 7, 2010 – Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, burrowing owl subcommittee 
• December 9, 2010 – Resource agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and 

Game, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration)  
• December 17, 2010 – Environmental non-profit organizations (Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, 

Citizen’s Committee to Complete the Refuge, Committee for Green Foothills, California Native Plant 
Society)  

• January 11, 2011 – Alviso Collaborative 
• Ongoing coordination – Santa Clara Valley Water District/Shoreline Study agencies 
 
Stakeholder letters were received from: 
• Environmental non-profit organizations – Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, Committee for Green 

Foothills, Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club, Greenbelt Alliance, Save The Bay, Citizens Committee 
to Complete the Refuge, Santa Clara County Creeks Coalition, Santa Clara Valley Chapter of the California 
Native Plant Society, San Francisco Baykeeper 

• San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory  
• Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 
• California Native Plants Society 
• Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (USFWS) 
• Libby Lucas 
• Lonnie Gross 
• Robert W. Gross Ph.D. 
 
B.  FINDINGS  
The stakeholder comments received during meetings and through letters outlined these groups’ 
preferences and concerns with specific land uses highlighted in the Draft Recommended Alternative.  
 
While most of the comment letters received focused on specific issues or preferences, the letter from the 
environmental non-profit groups was unique in that it requested the evaluation of an additional alternative 
that emphasized environment, ecology, and water elements only.  A similar letter from these organizations 
was received in May 2010.  Response to this request will be considered in the EIR and evaluated, along with 
other alternatives identified during the preparation of the EIR.  Staff also met with regulatory and resource 
agencies to obtain input on the Draft Recommended Alternative. 
 
The recommendations provided by these stakeholders and agencies will be considered and incorporated 
into the Plan where appropriate.  
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Specific land use comments from stakeholders include: 
• Plant operations – The stakeholders recognize the vital need to rebuild the Plant over its long-range 

future and are generally comfortable with the technical alternative.  However, some groups voiced 
concern about timing of the improvements related to odor reduction (some believed these 
improvements should go faster, others slower) and costs related to the proposed project for dewatering 
of the biosolids. 

 
• Traffic – Groups had varying opinions about the proposed connection to Dixon Landing Road through 

the Plant lands.  Some stated it would improve traffic and connections between Silicon Valley and the 
East Bay.  Others stated that it would increase traffic on Highway 237 and through Alviso Village.   

 
• Development – A majority of respondents would prefer to retain open space and minimize or eliminate 

development on the Plant lands.  Reasons included the currently high vacancy rates, environmental, and 
traffic impacts.   

 
• Open space – The comments related to economic development projects were often linked to the 

concept of preserving open space. Many stakeholders noted that since much of the Valley floor has been 
fully built out, any available open space should be saved for future generations.    

 
• Flooding – Stakeholders, especially those located near the Bay, recognized the flood risk associated with 

the Plant lands.  Groups were concerned that any new development on the Plant lands would not only 
be at risk but would exacerbate the flood risk to Alviso.  These flooding issues, they noted, would only 
increase with future sea-level rise.   

 
• Consistency with Alviso Master Plan –Some community members involved with the Alviso Master Plan 

process asked about whether the proposed development in the Plant Master Plan would be consistent 
with the “public/quasi public” land use designation found in the Alviso Master Plan.  
 

• Recreation – The stakeholders and environmental groups almost unanimously supported the proposed 
trails network and Bay Trail link through the Plant lands.  Some expressed concerns about the trail’s 
impacts to habitat and the need for ongoing trail maintenance.    

 
• Coyote Creek – A number of community members questioned the feasibility of moving the Water District 

flood control levee along Coyote Creek to create a delta and upland connection between the Bay and 
the land.  Some believed that this new flow regime could reduce freshwater flows in Coyote Creek 
downstream of the Plant lands and negatively impact the adjacent habitat, while others supported the 
idea to re-create this environment.    
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C.LETTERS
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Section 7 – Website Comments 
 
A.  OVERVIEW 
Throughout the Plant Master Plan process, input and comments are accepted through the inquiry form at 
rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Submit Inquiry/Comments. About 15 comments were received 
between November 2010 and January 2011. The project team responded to each inquiry via email.  
 
B.  RAW DATA 
The comments received through the website inquiry form are listed below:  
• Just visited your web site at www.piersystem.com and tried to find something about how the treatment 

plant collects gas to run the generators and couldn't find anything.  
Years ago I took a tour of the plant and saw several large generators that ran off of, I believe, methane, 
that was created as a byproduct of the treatment process. I would like to know if the plant is still doing 
this. 
Also, as a PR item, it would be really good to add this info to your web site as I assume it is more 
environmentally than running nuclear, oil, or coal fired electrical generating plants. What do you think? 
One more item. Does one have to accept cookies to submit a comment? If so, there is nothing written 
anywhere that this is a requirement. My computer rejects all cookies! 

• When upgrading the land around the water treatment plant. Please provide a bike trail that will allow a 
short commute around the bay from Dixon Landing to Lafayette St. Thank you for your time. 

• Read about 40 acres of sport fields. Tried to open the site map. Not allowed. Wish to know what type of 
sports fields and when that would be constructed. Where can I look at a site map? 

• Please allow quiet gliders to use open spaces. They are very gentle on the land and are a great way to 
support future and past engineers and their recreation.  

• I live very close to the area under consideration for redevelopment at the Water Pollution Control plant.  
I have enjoyed seeing the sheep and goats clean the weeds out, as have many others.  I hope that you 
seriously consider leaving some open land for wildlife. It would also be great to have native planted 
gardens of some size, not itty bitty things, but like at Ulistac Park. We have enough development, we are 
destroying our last open space as it is. People need open space for the ease of their souls. 

• Regarding the planned construction at the water pollution plant on Los Esteros Road, we would like to 
know how to contact the contractors who will be responsible for this project.  I had spoken to a 
gentleman from Planning/Dev. Dept. about one month (I have misplaced his name and phone number) 
and the website address he gave me was not valid.  

• City of San Jose: 
I watched the video and noticed a typo. Burrowing Owl. It says Borrowing Owl on the left side of the 
image. Interesting video. I learned a lot about the plant and challenges ahead. The one that looks like a 
showstopper is rising sea levels. Don't see a solution for that. I guess all you can do is keep that in mind 
and try to keep your buildings as far as possible inland. Alviso is in dire straits if this rising sea level threat 
comes to pass. I'm all in favor of the new methods you propose. Greenhouses look like they'll really 
reduce the footprint. As far as commercial uses, I'm not crazy about it, especially if this place is going to 
be threatened with inundation. Good luck. 

• I have a fantastic program already designed and ready to be implemented that I would like to present to 
present to key decision makers.  It involves sustainable permaculture but not in a way that has ever been 
conceived of before.  It's practical and it can work.  Who can I meet with regarding this? 

• As a resident of the Alviso area, I am excited about the retail (area is current poorly served) and the new 
transport connections between 1st And Zanker that are shown on all the 3 land use options proposed. 
Like many commenters I am concerned about additional traffic impact on 237, so I hope one of the 

http://www.piersystem.com/�
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options that places the light industrial closer to 880 and allows site traffic to come directly  from 
Dixon Landing will be selected. 

• That sounds great.  Is there any count of the number of burrowing owls on this land?  I know they like 
open land with no visual blockage and that they use ground squirrel holes for nesting and that they are 
very site specific.  Therefore, I hope that the parcel dedicated to them is not used for temporary storage 
of materials, or degraded, or changed by planting as that will seriously affect their population.  I used to 
ban birds at the Coyote Creek Riparian Station, therefore know a little about birds.  You know that would 
be another good thing to arrange, a banding and census of the burrowing owl population as an on-
going activity to report to the Fish and Wildlife Department. 

• I had hoped to see info on this site about the plant control system this would be info on the central 
system make as well as related infrastructure like PLCs etc Perhaps you can just send me a relevant point 
of contact. Thanks. 

• The master plan should include only development for uses of the Water Pollution Control Plant Stop 
giving our public land away for commercial industrial uses.  All other land use should be for habitat 
restoration, view shed preservation, Burrowing Owl habitat conservation, and trails for walkers and 
cyclists, with connectivity to existing bay trails. 

• Please make this area a place to hike, sit, enjoy - jobs are good, but so is life, nature is life.  We need more 
placed to relax in this hectic world and the plants and animals need more places to live, or we won't live.  
Save our Shorelines!!!!! 

• The Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) should be configured to minimize impacts on natural 
resources, and should allow for maximum creation and restoration of wetlands and riparian habitat, and 
for habitat for the burrowing owl.  Development projects in both the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara 
have a history of destruction of burrowing owl habitat, without adequate mitigation.  This public land 
offers a rare opportunity to enhance and protect sensitive resources, an opportunity that should not be 
squandered in favor of commercial development.   

• REF: Jan-29th 2010/Meeting presentation at Milpitas-Barbara Lee Sr Center: 
Comments/please include these additional comments apart from my comments listedcduring my visit 
to The Meeting/Meeting with Master plan Design engineer: 
 
Comments One:/Suggestion One: 
Implement Labs 21 energy efficiency guidelines listed by DOe and EPA and Implement Green labs=Safe 
Labs program  for The high Tech /Clean Tech/Water Institute: 
REQUEST TO START ASAP SUBMISSION OF GRANTS /GRANTS DOCUMENTATION TO DOE/  EPA /REQUEST 
EQUIVALENT STATE-CA-STATE AND LOCAL CITY _+STAKE HOLDER CITYS AND SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
JOINT FINANCIAL REVIEW/  RISK MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF THE PROJECTS 
=============================================== 
FINANCIAL INVESTMENTS/PARTICIPATION BY ALL STAKE HOLDERS AND THE VC-INVESTORS +ANGEL 
INVESTORS AT STANFORD UNIVERSITY /STANFORD SOCIETY OF WOMEN ENGINEERS+SVEC=SILICON 
VALLEY ENGINEERING COUNCIL /ALL MEMBER SOCIETYS ACTIVE PARTICIPATION FOR ABOVE PROJECTS  
WEBSITE:  
www.svec.org   www.svlg.org    
=========================================== 
Plan for Global Outreach for Financial investments and PPP Partnerships under White House Initiatives 
for AAPI=asiam american pacific islander Entrepreneurship Projects: 
=============================================== 
DEVELOPMENT OF PPP=PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS FOR NEXT GEN /21ST CENTURY PROJECTS: at San 
Jose Zanker road: 

http://www.svec.org/�
http://www.svlg.org/�
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============================================= 
http://www.labs21century.gov/pdf/factsheet_partners.pdf 
THE LABS=21pROJECTS AT SAN JOSE/SILICVON VALLEY AND GUJARAT STATE=INDIA: PILOT PROJECTS: 
http://www.labsafetyinstitute.org/aboutus.html 
 
The Laboratory Safety Institute (LSI) was founded in 1978 by Dr. James A. Kaufman to provide safety 
training for secondary school science teachers.  Today, LSI has grown to become "An International 
Center forHealth, Safety and Environmental Affairs."   
The People:  Staff, Board of Directors, Instructors, Marketing & Sales Representatives 
The Place:  Map/Directions to LSI Teaching Learning and Practicing Science Safely means that before you 
do an experiment, demonstration or activity... 
o        YOU KNOW the hazards.  
o        YOU KNOW the worst things that could happen.  
o        YOU KNOW what to do and how to do it if they should happen.  
o        YOU KNOW and use the prudent practices, protective facilities, and protective equipment needed 
to minimize the risks. 
There is more to lab safety than just labs. Our lives are filled with hazards.  When we Teach, Learn, and 
Practice Science Safely students and employees... 

 

http://www.labs21century.gov/pdf/factsheet_partners.pdf�
http://www.labsafetyinstitute.org/aboutus.html�
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Appendix A – Interactive Map and PDF 
 
The Draft Recommended Alternative interactive map and PDF provides an overview of the alternative and 
its unique features and specific elements.  The interactive map and PDF is available at rebuildtheplant.org 
under Resources-Project Information.  
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Appendix B – Media Coverage 

The Plant Master Plan workshops in January 2011 were covered in local print and online media outlets as a 
result of a series of editorial board meetings held by project staff prior to the community workshops. View 
all media coverage at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Media Coverage.  
 
• The Mercury News– January 14, 2011 

Sewage treatment plant rebuild, land use studied 
 

• The Mercury News – January 19, 2011 
Public workshops on modernization plans for San Jose sewage plant 
 

• Milpitas Post – January 19, 2011 
Milpitas to foot $168 million for sewage plant upgrades 

 
• MilpitasPatch.com – January 19, 2011 

A new sewage Plant could control odors 
 

• CupertinoPatch.com – January 24, 2011  
Wastewater plant seeks massive makeover 
 

• San Francisco Chronicle Peninsula blog via Peninsula Press – January 25, 2011 
Sewage fumes from San Jose plant waft into Milpitas 

 
• Milpitas Post – January 26, 2011 

Council grills area’s largest smell generators 
 

• Milpitas Post – January 26, 2011 
Reduce odors (letter to editor) 
 

• MilpitasPatch.com– January 31, 2011 
Public Comment Workshop for Wastewater Plant Attracts Large Turnout 
 

• Milpitas Post – January 31, 2011 
Milpitas must hang tough on vital aspects of sewage treatment plan 
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Appendix C – Publicity 
 
Community workshop publicity was distributed through multiple communication channels, including print 
and email advertisements, flyers, emails, websites, newsletter articles, television bulletins, and a direct mail 
postcard.  
 
Advertisements 
Print advertisements ran in the following publications:  
• VTimes – January 14 
•  The Mercury News – January 12, 16, 19, and 23 
• Milpitas Post – January 14, 21, and 28 
• Silicon Valley Community Newspapers 

Los Gatos, Saratoga – January 4, 11, 18 
Cupertino, Almaden, Cambrian, Rose Garden, Willow Glen, Campbell – January 7, 14, 21  

• El Observador – January 14 
• Silicon Valley/San Jose Business Journal – January 14  
 
Email advertisements were sent to The Mercury News subscribers of targeted communities in coordination 
with each workshop location:   
• Alviso, Roosevelt – January 13, 18  
• Santa Clara – January 18, 24  
• Cupertino – January 20, 25  
• Milpitas – January 21, 27 
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Flyers 
Workshop flyers were distributed alone and with the Plant awareness campaign kiosk at local events and 
point-of-service counters, including:  
• Cupertino City Hall 
• Cupertino Senior Center 
• Cupertino Sports Center 
• Don Edwards San Francisco National Wildlife Refuge 
• Martin Luther King library 
• Quinlan Community Center (Cupertino) 
• San José City Hall lobby 
• San José Environmental Services Department  
• San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant  
• Santa Clara County libraries (Campbell, Cupertino, Milpitas, Saratoga) 
• Santa Clara Library lobbies 
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Emails  
Workshop information was emailed to stakeholder groups through various list serves:  
• Alviso Collaborative  
• Alviso Task Force 
• Baykeeper 
• Bayside R/C Club 
• Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) Silicon Valley  
• Clean Water Action 
• Friends of the Estuary Board
• Neighborhood Development Center/Strong Neighborhoods Initiative list serves  
• Plant Master Plan stakeholders  
• Plant tour participants  
• San José councilmember newsletters for districts 1, 3, 4, and 9 
• San José Employee News list serve  
• San José Environmental Services Department employees 
• San José General Plan/Envision 2040 
• San José Green Vision list serve 
• Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative list serve 
• South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Program 
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Websites 
Workshop information and/or visual web-button were posted to various websites: 
• City of San José 
• City of Santa Clara  
• City of Milpitas 
• San José Councilmember Kansen Chu’s District 4 site 
• Plant Master Plan project site 
• San José Environmental Services Department  
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Television bulletins 
A workshop information slide was developed to air on select channels. 
• City of Cupertino cable access channel 
• City of Milpitas cable access channel 
• City of Santa Clara cable access channel 
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Direct mail 
A postcard announcing the community workshops was sent to residents in Alviso, North San José, and 
Milpitas. 
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Door hanger 
Per request by the City of Milpitas, a door hanger announcing the community workshops was distributed to 
all residents and businesses in Milpitas.  
 
 

 



ATTACHMENT B: Preferred Alternative Map 

 

                                                                                                               



Future Operational Area 201 acres

Operational Reserve Area 253 acres

Recycled Water Facilities 49 acres

Effluent Release 75 acres

Plant Bufferland 51 acres

Retail 16 acres

Office / R&D 23 acres

Combined Industrial / Commercial  21 acres

Light Industrial 158 acres

Institute 45 acres

Renewable Energy Field 60 acres

Roads 64 acres

Freshwater Wetland 60 acres

Owl Habitat 180 acres

Riparian Habitat 170 acres

Marsh / Mudflats 780 acres

Trails 16 miles

Recreation (community park and athletic facility) 40 acres

Education Center / Nature Museum 2 acres

Flexible Space 300 acres

Easements 37 acres

Waste‐to‐Energy Facility Parcel 99 acres

Other Uses ‐ 436 acres

Recommended Preferred Alternative Total ‐ 2,684 acres

Wastewater Treatment Land Uses ‐ 629 acres

Economic Land Uses ‐ 387 acres

Environmental Land Uses ‐ 1,190 acres

Social Uses ‐ 16 miles / 42 acres
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EXECUTIVE
Summary

1: Purpose of the  
      Plant Master  Plan
The Plant Master Plan (PMP) development has 
been a three-year process based on the principles 
of sustainability. The purpose is to develop a cen-
tral planning document to guide improvements to 
the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control 
Plant (WPCP or Plant) over the next 30 years 
(through the year 2040). The Master Plan covers 
the facilities, processes, and land uses within the 
2,684-acre boundary of the Plant, including the 
former salt pond A18.

The Master Plan does not address the sanitary 
sewer collection system, stormwater collection, wa-
ter efficiency programs, or any area outside of the 
Plant’s property. It does, however, consider several 

external factors potentially impacting planned waste-
water treatment capacity, level of treatment, and 
selected technologies. These factors include: commu-
nity concerns regarding adjacent land uses; potential 
impacts of upstream stormwater diversion; recycled 
water demand; water conservation; upstream source 
reductions; and climate change, among others.

The Master Plan is a comprehensive planning docu-
ment that incorporates the values of the broader 
community and the public, and includes: 

An overall vision for the future, which includes  •
the goals and objectives to achieve that vision.

Identification and development of future projects,  •
estimated costs, and establishment of the need and 
timing of:

repair/replacement of aging infrastructure; –

new facilities to accommodate planned  –
growth; and

new facilities to meet existing and future regu- –
latory requirements.

An Implementation Plan, including a Capital  •
Improvement Plan (CIP), schedule, and cash flow 
analysis. 

A long-range Land Use Plan that balances eco- •
nomic development, environmental restoration, 
and recreational opportunities.

The Plant’s future operations both determine the 
space available on the Plant lands for new uses and 
what uses will complement the Plant’s operations. 

The WPCP serves 1.4 million people in eight communities 

in the South Bay.

Existing uses on the Plant’s 2,684-acre site.

sj311f30-7897.ai    rev 3/10/11

Pond A18
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The Plant’s potential to provide clean water, excess 
heat, and low-cost energy makes the Plant lands an 
optimal site for industrial development. The Plant 
lands’ proximity to the San Francisco Bay and loca-
tion between the Guadalupe River and Coyote Creek 
provides the region with a rare opportunity to create 
and protect threatened habitats and connect the re-
gional trail system. The Plant Master Plan provides a 
blueprint for how these very different uses can thrive 
on the Plant lands while protecting the Plant’s waste-
water treatment operations, one of the region’s most 
vital infrastructure assets valued at over $3 billion. 

2: Plant Master Plan Process
The master plan process generally consisted of five 
phases: 1) defining the major goals, objectives, and 
master planning requirements including existing 
background setting and anticipated future needs; 2) 
brainstorming a wide range of solutions, and identify-
ing conceptual alternatives, with screening to select 
viable alternatives; 3) developing viable alternatives; 
4) evaluating viable alternatives; and 5) developing 
the recommended program. These five phases were 
incorporated into an overall alternatives develop-
ment process. The environmental documentation 
associated with the completion of this Plant Master 
Plan will be completed in early 2013.

Stakeholder input was integral in 
shaping the direction of the Master 
Plan and its outcomes throughout the 
planning process. The stakeholders in-
cluded the San José City Council, the 
City of Santa Clara and the tributary 
agencies, nearby communities, partici-
pating agencies, a Plant Master Plan 
Steering and Executive Committee, 
an independent Technical Advisory 
Group (TAG), and a Community 
Advisory Group (CAG).

Internal Stakeholders
The project kicked off in 2008 with a 
series of meetings with staff and tech-
nical experts in wastewater, natural 
systems, and innovative land uses, to 
explore the entire range of possibilities for the Plant 
and the Plant lands. These concepts developed in a 
brainstorming workshop helped establish the overall 
goals and objectives for the Plan. The specific tech-
nologies and land uses were filtered through a fatal 
flaw analysis and the overall City of San José and re-
gional land use goals. These foundational workshops 
allowed staff to begin the community engagement 
process with viable operational and land use concepts 
to ensure the highest quality input.  

Alternative 

development 

process.
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“All” Alternatives
• ESA Habitat
• Wetlands
• Commercial & Retail 

Development
• Trails & Access
• Sport Fields

“All” Alternatives
• Projected Flows & Loads
• Regulatory Requirements
• Repair and Rehabilitation 

(or Rehab) Needs

• Technical
• Economic
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• Economic
• Environmental
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• Recommendations
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“Fatal Flaw”  Technical Screening 

Criteria

Feasible at large-scale facility. •

Cannot significantly expand  •

current process footprint.

Cannot reduce system reliability. •

Must have the ability to meet  •

future regulatory requirements.

Good neighbor/public value. •

Must be able to mitigate odor  •

impacts.

Available buffer must be able to  •

mitigate aesthetic impacts.
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to identify the appropriate size and location of differ-
ent land uses, and also discussed the impact of tech-
nical issues, such as odor and biosolids options.

Technical Advisory Group (TAG) 
Experts from the wastewater industry met at three 
key milestones of the Plan’s development to both 
help direct the consultant team towards new, innova-
tive technologies and approaches, and also to review 
the consultant team’s work and assumptions. The 
TAG recommended analysis of upstream interven-
tion, resource recovery, and greater emphasis on odor 
control.

Agency Coordination  
Project staff have sought input from regulators who 
oversee Plant operations and lands throughout the 
project. These agencies include: US Fish and Wildlife 

Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, 
EPA, CA Department of Fish and 
Game, State Coastal Conservancy, 
Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission, SF Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District.

Community Meetings
Inviting stakeholder and community input on possi-
ble new land uses and proposed Plant improvements 
has been a key part of the planning process. To date, 
there have been three phases of public input:

May to November 2009, input was collected on  •
community values for the Plant lands, and this 
input was used to develop three land use alterna-
tives; 

May to November 2010, input was collected on  •
the three land use alternatives – Back to the Bay, 
Riparian Corridor, and Necklace of Lakes. The input 
was used to refine the alternatives into one Draft 
Recommended Alternative; and

November 2010 to January 2011, input on the  •
Draft Recommended Alternative was collected 
and used to develop the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative. 

City staff has prepared Input Summary Reports that 
include all comments received and are available at 
www.rebuildtheplant.org.

Community Advisory Group (CAG) 
The CAG was formed in Fall 2008 to provide con-
sistent community perspective throughout the Plant 
Master Plan development. CAG members bring 
expertise in education, environment, business, rec-
reation, and community activism, and represent the 
Plant’s tributary cities. The CAG met over 20 times 

Community Advisory Group.

One of three TAG meetings in process.
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3: Plant Master Plan Goals and Objectives
The following goals were developed based on principles of sustainability.

Objectives

The following 15 objectives guided the development of the recommended alternatives:

Allow for complementary economic development,  •
that enhances job growth, generates revenue, pro-
vides for partnerships with educational institutions, 
and supports the regional growth of the Clean Tech 
industry. 

Locate economic development on Plant lands to  •
maximize viability and visibility.

Protect the small-town character of the Alviso Vil- •
lage.

Allow for complementary recreational uses, includ- •
ing interconnected trails to the Bay, environmental 
education, and addressing regional recreational 
needs. 

In partnership with other agencies, protect, en- •
hance, and/or restore habitat, including upland 
areas, wetlands, and riparian vegetation near creeks. 

Allow for Pond A18 to provide water quality, eco- •
system benefits, and flood control benefits.

Promote access to recreational, educational, and  •
economic development uses by improving transpor-
tation connections through the Plant lands. 

In partnership with other agencies, protect the  •
Plant from flooding and risks associated with sea 
level rise.

Protect the environment, public health, and safety  •
through reliable wastewater treatment that can 
accommodate population growth and meet foresee-
able future regulations. 

Maximize the long-range efficient use of the Plant’s  •
existing facilities and reduce the footprint of the 
existing biosolids treatment area. 

Maintain cost-effective Plant operations and com- •
petitive sewer rates through enhanced operations, 
flexibility, and rigorous evaluation of new technolo-
gies. 

Reduce visual, noise, and odor impacts from Plant  •
operations to neighboring land uses to the extent 
practicable. 

Promote additional resource recovery from Plant  •
operations by supporting recycled water produc-
tion, increasing biogas production, and diversifying 
biosolids reuse options. 

Pursue energy self sufficiency and reduced green- •
house gas emissions by promoting renewable 
energy generation, increased energy efficiency, and 
enclosed biosolids processing. 

Allow for the beneficial use of Plant effluent  •
through multiple effluent release points and cre-
ation of freshwater habitats. 
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4: Anticipated Future Needs/
Project Triggers 
In the first phase of the process, the project team 
investigated the existing background setting and 
anticipated future needs. For the Plant’s operations 
this involved analysis of over 10,000 process data 
points, 30-year population projections, condition of 
existing facilities, and emerging regulations. Unlike 
other typical master plans, the analysis showed that 

this Master Plan is not flow driven. In addition, the 
analysis yielded the following project triggers.

Critical Condition • : risk of failure of a vital facility 
or process requires repairs/rehabilitation.

Regulatory Requirement • : future regulatory re-
quirements require adjustments or new processes.

Economic Benefit • : opportunities to save operating 
costs, including energy.

Improved Performance Benefit • : process improve-
ments to increase reliability and reduce risks.

Policy Decision • : improvements based on policy 
direction.

5: Major Benefits of the Plan

Addresses Aging Infrastructure
The Plant was built in 1956 to treat the wastewater 
from food canneries and raw sewage from residents 
and businesses that was being dumped directly into 
the Bay. Major upgrades in the 1960s and 1970s, in 
response to water quality regulations, helped make 
the Plant’s discharge even cleaner. Today, much of 
the infrastructure at the Plant is more than 30 years 
old, well beyond its design life. The Plant Master 
Plan began after an asset study found $1 billion in 
infrastructure needs just to rebuild the existing Plant 
facilities, without looking at future needs and tech-
nology upgrades.

The facilities will be rebuilt to provide more efficient 
and cost-effective treatment by utilizing new tech-
nologies and maximizing the use of the existing infra-
structure where possible. 

Light blue indicates projected 55-inch sea-level rise.
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WPCP

Nearly 50 percent of the Plant facilities are over 

30 years old.
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Improves Treated Water Quality

Improved Nutrient Removal - Nitrogen is a natural 
part of our environment, but too much nitrogen (in 
the form of nitrates and ammonia) in a body of water 
may cause the marine habitat to degrade. Much of 
the nitrogen in the wastewater is already removed in 
the secondary treatment process. The Plant current-
ly meets permit requirements for nitrogen removal. 
Denitrification filters are an effective technology in 
removing total nitrogen that can be added in the fu-
ture if limits become more stringent.

Ability to Handle Peak Flows - Even though un-
treated rainwater flows directly to the Bay through 
stormdrains, the flows to the Plant increase signifi-
cantly during storm events. The Plant has already 
invested in a wet weather reliability project that 
provides for storage of raw sewage when needed. 
The Plant Master Plan recommends improving this 
storage basin as well as expanding the headworks 
and adding additional storage to handle increased 
seasonal flows.

Additional Discharge Points - The Plant cur-
rently discharges to the Bay at one location 
– Artesian Slough. In the past, this discharge 
was thought to convert salt marsh to freshwa-
ter marsh. The Plant was therefore required to 
maintain summer discharge flows below 120 
million gallons per day. To better distribute the 
Plant’s constant supply of freshwater into the 
South Bay, three discharge points are proposed:

Restored Artesian Slough riparian area; •

Freshwater wetlands discharging to the Bay;  •
and

Wet-weather overflow to the Bay. •

Freshwater wetlands are an important habitat in 
the South Bay. Restoring a transition from salt 

to brackish to freshwater marsh was identified as a 
significant opportunity in the Baylands Ecosystem 
Habitat Goals Project developed by scientists for the 
Bay Area in 1999.  

Addressing Contaminants of Emerging Concern 
- Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CECs) are 
pollutants not currently regulated or included in rou-
tine monitoring but may be regulated in the future. 
Ultraviolet disinfection in combination with peroxide 
has been shown to neutralize CECs and is recom-
mended as one of the potential technologies to be 
evaluated for future implementation.

Turns Wastewater into Usable Energy, 
Byproducts, and Recycled Water
Biogas - The Plant already produces biogas and 
utilizes landfill gas (both are methane sources) to 
generate electricity, which would be generated in 
the future by gas turbine generators and fuel cells. 
Alternative energy technologies, like solar, are being 

UV technology 

is gaining wide 

acceptance in 

the wastewater 

industry.
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Pilot programs, experimental small scale ver-

sions of a full-scale project,  help the Plant 

make sure that the proposed technology is 

appropriate before beginning a major capital 

investment.  These programs may also help 

grow the economy and produce cleantech 

jobs by promoting new technologies in Silicon 

Valley.

Improved 

technology and 

additional feedstock 

will help the Plant 

generate most of 

the power needed to 

meet its demand.
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considered to help the Plant become fully energy self 
sufficient and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Biosolids - Major changes include:   

Improving the digesters’ mixing technology will  •
increase methane production. It is possible to en-
hance the methane production in the digesters by 
adding fats, oils, and grease (FOG) and food waste 
to the digesters.

The Plant currently sends all of its dried biosolids  •
to a nearby landfill as “alternative daily cover.” 
Creating more disposition options for biosolids, 
like composting or land application through the 
use of new dewatering and drying technology, will 
allow the Plant to produce a usable product for 
agriculture.

New technologies also enable the use of biosolids  •
as a fuel source in a waste-to-energy facility.

Recycled Water - The Plant currently recycles 
about 10 percent of its flow for use by industrial and 

landscaping customers in San José, Santa Clara, and 
Milpitas as part of the South Bay Water Recycling 
program. In partnership with the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District, an Advanced Water Treatment 
Facility (AWTF) is being constructed to further im-
prove the quality of recycled water and provide for 
additional applications. The Plant Master Plan re-
serves land for expansion of this facility in the future.

Addresses Odors to be a Good Neighbor 
To reduce odors in the region, the Plant has both 
changed its operational practices and is also planning 
to participate in a regional odor study with neighbor-
ing facilities. Furthermore, the Plant Master Plan pro-
poses to cover and ventilate selected process tanks as 
they are repaired or replaced, and to treat the air to 
further reduce odors. The most significant odor con-
trol modifications will include converting the lagoons 
and drying beds to mechanical dewatering and dry-
ing. As a result, the biosolids processing area reduces 
from approximately 500 to 200 acres. This is the larg-
est individual project over the next 30 years, and will 
enable the proposed land uses.

sj311f12-7897.ai     rev 3/8/11
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Phasing out the existing biosolids lagoons and drying 

beds will reduce off-site odor impacts.

Over a 100 miles 

of recycled water 

“purple” pipes have 

been installed in the 

service area.

Biosolids dewatering and drying transition.

sj311f31-7897.ai    rev 3/10/11

EXISTING
Drying Beds

PROPOSED
Centrifuge/

Greenhouses

Biosolids Dewatering and Drying

Ph
ot

o 
by

 R
ob

er
t D

aw
so

n
, S

an
 J

os
é 

Pu
b

lic
 A

rt
.

D
ry

in
g 

b
ed

 p
h

ot
o 

by
 R

ob
er

t D
aw

so
n

, S
an

 J
os

é 
Pu

b
lic

 A
rt

.



V:\Client80\SanJose\7897\sj311\Indd\Sj311ExecSum.indd     rev 3/17/11
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY8 

6: Implementation Plan/Costs 
The Plant Master Plan proposes a $2.2 billion (annu-
al escalation at 2 percent) 30-year capital improve-
ment program (CIP) that includes improvements to 
every process area of the Plant, adds odor control to 
impacted processes, relocates and reduces the biosol-
ids dewatering and drying process, and addresses fu-
ture regulations. A detailed implementation plan and 
cost breakdown is presented at the end this executive 
summary.

The Plant’s technical alternatives will be funded by 
ratepayers over the 30 years through a combination 
of rate increases and bonds. Plant staff will continue 
to aggressively pursue federal and state grants, but 
this revenue stream cannot be guaranteed. Projected 
rate increases will be determined by each partner 
agency based on their own rate structure require-
ments. Bonding options will also be analyzed.

7: Land Use Alternative  
The Plant Master Plan reserves approximately 400 
acres for Plant operations which includes space for 
potential processes needed beyond 2040 and appro-
priate buffer to neighboring uses.

The land use plan utilizes the land not used for pro-
cess treatment needs. All of the potential land uses 
will require their own funding sources.

Economic Uses  
The Plant lands provide a unique opportunity to 
build and grow new industries for the region. About 
300 acres are allocated to a mix of retail, office, 
and light industrial uses. These proposed develop-
ments can provide over 17,000 jobs, and can gener-
ate revenue for the Plant and its partner agencies. 
The Plant Master Plan also includes 45 acres along 

Approximately $1.4 billion will be spent on repair and 

rehabilitation of the existing facilities.

The Plant Master Plan team confirmed which of the 

existing treatment processes would be retained. 

Consequently, critical repair and replacement needs to 

these processes would need to be completed regardless 

of whether the Plant Master Plan is ultimately adopted.

sj311f7-7897.ai  rev 3/16/11
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$270
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Transition

$370

30-Year Capital Improvement Plan 
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Rehabilitation
and Repair

$1,390

Odor
$70

Recommended future 

land use: clean tech 

manufacturing.

Recommended future 

land use: institute.
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Highway 237 to allow for a clean tech and water in-
stitute that could be an incubator and demonstration 
facility for water-related technologies. This presents 
a significant opportunity to develop a public-private 
partnership.

The type and extent of development will be depen-
dent on market demand, and build-out of the area 
is not expected until the end of the planning period 
(2040).

Recreational Uses  

The improved site circulation plan, when coupled 
with a proposed 16 miles of trails, will allow unprec-
edented access to the Bay and connect a vital seg-
ment of the Bay Trail linking Sunnyvale to Fremont 
through Alviso and the Plant. 

These trails will link existing and proposed educa-
tional areas, including: Don Edwards San Francisco 
Bay National Wildlife Refuge Education Center (ex-
isting), a 40-acre park with ball fields (proposed), the 
clean-tech water institute (proposed), nature mu-
seum (proposed), and a boardwalk nature trail (pro-
posed). These recreational uses have been planned 
with input from the regional parks departments.

Environmental Uses  
The recreational areas also connect enhanced and 
restored areas of the Plant lands. The Plan proposes 
habitat for the endangered California Clapper Rail 
and the Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse along with the 
Western Burrowing Owl, a species of special concern. 
The habitats along the Bay, open water, mudflats, 
and marsh, could provide additional protection 
from the threat of sea-level rise. These land uses 

have been carefully 
planned with input 
from resource agen-
cies, the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District, 
the Don Edwards San 
Francisco Bay Wildlife 
Refuge, and the Army 
Corps of Engineers.  

Recommended future land use: mud flats/marsh.

Recommended future land use: parks.

Recommended future land use: riparian habitat.

Recommended future land use: owl habitat.
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Improving Circulation Around and 
Through the Plant Lands 

The Plant Master Plan proposes connecting Nortech 
Drive to Zanker Road. This road is proposed to be 
extended north to Dixon Landing Road. An ad-
ditional connection between Zanker Road and 
McCarthy Boulevard (partially on Plant lands) would 
also increase access opportunities. These road con-
nections would also provide bicycle and pedestrian 
access.

Projected annual revenue at build-out.

sj311f8-7897.ai     rev 3/8/11
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Land use plan 

enhances site 

circulation.

8: Economic benefits of the 
Proposed Land Use Alternatives
The development of the Plant lands under the Plan is 
contingent on market demand. In addition to market 
demand, phasing of the development and avail-
ability of land will depend on the infrastructure 
improvements at the Plant to control odors and 
change the solids processing technologies.

At build-out, the positive fiscal impact is project-
ed to be $1.1 million based on property and sales 
tax revenue, with substantial additional benefit 
to Santa Clara County and local School Districts. 
The annual projected ground lease revenue at 
build-out is projected to be $10.5 million. The 
timing of infrastructure capital investment pre-
cedes the development of the land and potential 
resulting revenues. Therefore, revenues at build- 
out have the potential to offset future operating 
and maintenance costs for the Plant but do not 
offset the capital investment included in the 
Plant Master Plan. 

The economic analysis showed that the total eco-
nomic impact of this development, considering 
construction and permanent economic activity, is 
approximately $16.5 billion, a substantial benefit to 
the region.
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Carbon footprint is expected to reduce by 

approximately 20 percent over the 30-year 

planning period.

9: A Sustainable Plan
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20%±
Reduction

A master plan program of this size and complexity will 

require regular updates, including a review of basic 

planning assumptions and planning triggers used to 

develop the 30-year implementation plan.

Operational:

Defines the future footprint of the Plant. •

Provides for reliable wastewater treatment service for the next   •
30 years.

Reduces odor emission sources. •

Protects the Plant from sea-level rise.  •

Economical:

Allows for 300 acres of cleantech, environmentally sustainable  •
development.

Provides revenue opportunities for the Plant, City of San José,  •
and its tributary partners.

Includes large parcels for future job growth.  •

Environmental:

Creates over 1,200 acres of protected habitat. •

Re-establishes a connection between Coyote Creek and the  •
Bay.

Restores Artesian Slough creating new riparian habitat.  •

Reduces the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.  •

Social:

Connects the Bay Trail and south Bay trail system (over 10  •
miles of new trails).

Creates space for a regional park with multiple ball fields. •

Provides flexible space for future recreational opportunities. •

Photos by Robert Dawson, San José Public Art.
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CITY O1~ ~

SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

COUNCIL AGENDA: 4-19-11
ITEM:

Memorandum
TO: HONORABLE MAYOR

AND CITY COUNCIL

SUBJECT: SEE BELOW

approved~ ~

FROM: John Stuffiebean

Date

03-28-11

SUBJECT:SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY EMERGENCY PORT ACCESS
PROJECT STUDY

RECOMMENDATION

Accept the Final Report on the "Feasibility Assessment for the Creation of a South San
Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access," to be submitted to the Department of Commerce,
Economic Development Administration by the San Jose Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce
before the April 29, 2011 deadline.

OUTCOME

The outcome of this action will be submittal of the feasibility study to the Department of
Commerce in compliance with the requirements of the grant funding.

BACKGROUND

In 2009, the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) and San Jose Silicon Valley Chamber of
Commerce (Chamber) applied for grant funding from the Department of Commerce, Economic
Development Administration (EDA) in the amount of $180,000, with a local match of $180,000,
to fund a feasibility study for a South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access in Alviso that
would also analyze the potential for new economic development opportunities in the area.

The Chamber managed the study and compliance with the grant requirements. The local match
of $180,000 was provided by the City of San Jos~, the District, and Santa Clara County ($60,000
each), under an Agreement approved by the City Manager. The Chamber engaged a consultant,
AECOM, to complete the study and administered a Technical Advisory Group of interested
community members and agency staff to guide this process. Environmental Services
Department staff provided input in the study and Technical Advisory Group.



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
3-28-11
Subject: Port Study
Page 2

ANALYSIS

As detailed in the attached Executive Summary of the feasibility report, the feasibility study was
performed in three phases: Preliminary Screening, Alternatives Refinement and Benefit Cost
Analysis:

Preliminary Screening
The feasibility study began with a preliminary screening of possible options and presentation of
those options, which were then presented at a public workshop in July 2010. The five options
considered were:

¯ Entertainment Waterfront: use the project to support development of land uses that take
advantage of San Josd’s shoreline and enhance the Bay Trail and waterfront experience
by increasing visual access to the Bay and appropriate setbacks and other improvements
for future trail development

¯ Emergency Port: limit the project to a small port facility for emergency services only
¯ Expanded Marina: develop a larger marina with access during high and low tides
° Ferry Service: develop a large port facility to accommodate regular ferry service
° Bulk Port: develop a large port facility that accommodates container shipments

Preliminary screening evaluated the minimum physical, environmental, and economic
requirements for each of these concepts as detailed in the attached Feasibility Report. Based on
the size requirements and need for extensive dredging in a sensitive Bay environment and urban
wildlife refuge, and the limited economic benefits compared to other public transit and
transportation option, the ferry and bulk port options were eliminated from further analysis.

Alternatives Refinement                                                    ~
A more detailed engineering assessment was performed for the entertainment waterfront,
emergency port, and expanded marina options. The primary constraint identified was the need
for costly dredging needed to operate a marina or an emergency port that can accommodate
barges. Dredging activity must comply with extensive regulatory requirements and include a
means of disposal of potentially contaminated sediments. The Alternatives Refinement process
identified use of hovercraft as an option that merited further analysis. A public workshop held in
Alviso in December, 2010, presented these findings to about 30 community members, including
Alviso residents, Water District Board members, and environmental group representatives. The
community was generally supportive of the study process and findings.

Benefit Cost Analysis
For the third phase, the two most promising concepts, hovercraft emergency port and
entertainment waterfront, were analyzed as part of this study and based on this preliminary
analysis were found to have a positive benefit-cost ratio. A public meeting was held in Alviso in
February, 2011, to present the findings of this analysis. The meeting was attended by about 15
community members, Water District Board members, and environmental group representatives.

Hovercraft Emergency Port:
The scale of the hovercraft emergency port facility could vary considerably in size, ranging from
a small facility to accommodate a regional hovercraft network, to a larger, more expensive
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storage facility to accommodate operation of a local hovercraft. An emergency port in Alviso
could become part of a regional network to provide redundant access for first response personnel
and evacuation services. The analysis found that currently there are 20,000 residents and 51,000
employees within a one-hour walk of the proposed port location, not considering future growth
in North San Jos~. This port could provide additional emergency services to this population
during a major event.

Entertainment Waterfront:
The development of an entertainment waterfront is envisioned to support as much as 83,000
square feet of destination restaurant development. Some uncertainties exist with respect to the
construction of this type of development near the levees in Alviso, requiring further analysis.
The development could capitalize on San Jos~’s bay frontage and provide an amenity to the local
community and the region in the future.

Next Steps:
In compliance with the grant requirements, the Chamber must submit the final feasibility report
to the EDA by April 29, 2011. The Cost-Sharing Agreement with the Chamber, Water District,
and County states that approval of the deliverables of the study "does not constitute concurrence
with the content of the deliverable," nor does approval mean "commitment to support, fund,
approve, or otherwise undertake any further actions related to the Project."

Staff believes the feasibility study resulted in a reasonable first analysis of possible opportunities
in the future when the economic climate and fiscal situation have improved. The report includes
information on potential next steps, possible funding sources and partners that could assist in
implementing these concepts. Additional analysis would also be needed with respect to the
costs of the access improvements to the site. The full report will be available in April 2011 and
will be submitted by the Chamber to the EDA.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

Criterion 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Website Posting)

Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E.mail
and Website Posting)

Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

This action does not meet any of the criteria above. The Chamber formed a Technical Advisory
Group that met at major milestones throughout the study and was made up of interested
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community members and agency stakeholders. In addition, the Chamber hosted three public
workshops.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the Office of Economic Development, Planning, Building,
and Code Enforcement Department, Emergency Services, Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood
Services, the City Attorney’s Office and is scheduled to be reported at the April 2011 Treatment
Plant Advisory Committee meeting.

POLICY ALIGNMENT

The feasibility study is in alignment with the Plant Master Plan process to improve the Shoreline
of San Josd and potentially provide additional public access.

Not a Project, File No. PP10-069 (a) Staff Reports.

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

Please feel free to contact myself or Kirsten Struve of our office at 945-5180 if you have any
further questions or comments.

Attachment:
Final Report Executive Summary: South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access Study
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The South San Francisco Bay 
Emergency Port Access Study was 
initiated to evaluate the development of 
an emergency port and a a range of 
concepts in Alviso that leverage its 
connection to the Bay. The study 
specifically examined the physical, 
environmental and economic practicality 
of both water-based and landside 
alternatives.
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The community of Alviso is located at the northern edge of San José, on the southernmost portion of the 
San Francisco Bay (Figure 1). Established in 1848 as one of the West Coast’s first ports, Alviso shipped 
agricultural, mining and lumber products from the Santa Clara Valley until the advent of the railroad 
several decades later. Steeped in history, Alviso contains a National Historic District with buildings that 
date back to the 19th century. 

Introduction

Today, the community occupies about 2,840 acres along the eastern bank of Alviso Slough and maintains 
a small-town feel, with only 2,300 residents (Figure 2). Although historically used for navigation, 
recreational boating and public access, sediment accumulation and vegetation encroachment over the 
last 25 years have led to a gradual decline in the channel width and overall depth of Alviso Slough, limiting 
use of the waterway (Figure 3). Several projects—notably the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (SCVWD’s) 
Alviso Slough Restoration Project and the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project—are underway to 
restore tidal conditions and improve the aesthetics of Alviso Slough. 

Figure 1. South San Francisco Bay, California 

Source: AECOM
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Led by the San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce and SCVWD, this study received grant funding 
from the US Department of Commerce, Economic Development Agency, with matching support from 
SCVWD, the City of San José and Santa Clara County. A Technical Advisory Committee with representatives 
from agencies and organizations in the South San Francisco Bay provided guidance throughout the 
project. Three public workshops gave community stakeholders opportunities to provide feedback on key 
findings throughout the study.

Alviso’s proximity to the San Francisco Bay and small population make it unique within the highly urbanized 
San José metropolitan area. This uniqueness also presents opportunities, for both the community and the 
greater region. The South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access Study was initiated to evaluate the 
development of a range of concepts in Alviso that leverage its connection to the Bay. The study specifically 
examined the physical, environmental and economic practicality of both water-based and landside 
alternatives. The study identified two possible concepts that would benefit Alviso and the South Bay while 
retaining the community’s unique character. An emergency port, served by a hovercraft, would expand the 
South Bay’s capacity to respond to a major earthquake or other disaster by using the Bay as an additional 
access point. A waterfront destination with restaurants, retail and improved access to the Bay would 
attract residents from the surrounding area and provide economic development for Alviso. These two 
concepts recognize the need to protect the environment surrounding a National Wildlife Refuge in an 
urban setting.

Figure 2. Alviso, California

Source: AECOM
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Figure 3. Alviso Slough, 1939-2004

 Source: H.T. Harvey & Associates

AN EMERGENCY PORT, served by a hovercraft, would expand 
the South Bay’s capacity to respond to a major earthquake or 
other disaster by using the Bay as an additional access point. 
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PUBLIC WORKSHOP: March 2, 2011

Scenario Testing
The three phases conducted as part of the 
feasibility analysis include the following: 

1. Preliminary Screening

2. Alternatives Refinement 

3. Economic Analysis 

Analysis began with a preliminary screening of five 
alternative concepts: Cargo Port, Emergency Port, 
Ferry Terminal, Entertainment Waterfront and 
Recreation Marina. Subsequent levels of 
evaluation identified two concepts considered 
most feasible: Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront. Figure 4 illustrates this 
approach. 

Methodology

Figure 4. Feasibility Study Methodology

This feasibility study evaluated an emergency port and a range of alternative 
concepts to identify the most promising for Alviso. The analysis occurred in 
three phases, with each phase delving into more detail than the last. The 
result was a narrowing of the range of alternatives concepts to those 
considered to be most promising. 

Preliminary Screening: Five Alternative Concepts

Alternatives Refinement

Economic Analysis:
Final Recommendations

1

2

3

Cargo Port

PUBLIC WORKSHOP: July 21, 2010

PUBLIC WORKSHOP: December 2, 2010

Emergency Port Entertainment 
WaterfrontFerry Terminal Recreation 

Marina

Emergency Port Entertainment 
Waterfront

Recreation 
Marina

Emergency Port

Emergency Port

Entertainment 
Waterfront

Entertainment 
Waterfront

Recreation 
Marina

Cargo Port Emergency Port Entertainment 
WaterfrontFerry Terminal Recreation 

Marina
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Preliminary Screening
Preliminary screening evaluated the minimum physical, environmental and economic requirements for 
each of the five alternative concepts. Physical parameters included channel dimensions, landside 
facilities, transportation and access, as illustrated in Table 1. Environmental parameters hinged on the 
potential for environmental impacts, such as to water quality, wetlands and wildlife, and the necessary 
regulatory approvals. 

Table 1. Physical Parameters

Emergency Port Cargo Port Ferry Terminal
Entertainment 

Waterfront Recreation Marina

Physical Dimensions

• Varies with vessel
• Regional standards
• -8 ft depth (MLLW)
• 100 ft channel 

width
• 150 ft turning basin
• Maintained channel

• -35 ft depth (MLLW)
• 40 ft berth depth
• 600 ft berth length
• 900 ft turning basin 

• -10 ft depth (MLLW)
• 150 ft channel 

width
• 250 ft turning basin
• 110 ft x 42 ft float

• 150 ft width 
• 600 ft 

waterfrontage

• -8 ft depth (MLLW)
• 75 ft width

Landside Facilities

• Staging areas for 
evacuation + goods

• Survivor shelter + 
care

• Facility storage
• Backup power + 

fresh water

• 10 acre footprint
• 100,000 sq ft 

storage 
• 40,000 sq ft wharf 
• Loading space
• Land use buffer 
• Utilities

• 4,200 sq ft terminal 
• Passenger loading
• TOD within 2/3 mile
• Utilities

• 75,000 sq ft retail, 
entertainment + 
restaurant

• Adjacent 
residential, hotel, 
marina

• Utilities

• 80-100% water 
area

• Boathouse with dry 
storage for 4-5 
boats per berth

• Utilities

Transportation + Access

• Availability of roads 
+ alternate routes 

• Proximity to priority 
routes for reopening

• Travel time 
• Alternative 

transportation

• 40,000 sq ft 
parking 

• Proximity to freeway 
• Proximity to rail 

• 60,000 sq ft 
parking

• Intermodal linkages 
to landside transit

• 120,000 sq ft 
parking

• Access to regional 
roadway system

• 0.5 - 0.6 parking 
spaces per berth

Source: AECOM, Noble Consultants Inc.
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 A WATERFRONT DESTINATION with restaurants, retail and 
improved access to the Bay would attract residents from the 
surrounding area and provide economic development for Alviso. 

Economic parameters depended primarily on the market area (or service area, in the case of an 
emergency port) for each alternative concept. Figure 5 illustrates the market area for the Entertainment 
Waterfront concept, defined as the area within a 10-minute drive of Alivso, which is likely to contain the 
primary users of the retail offerings proposed for the Alviso waterfront. Preliminary screening of the 
physical requirements and environmental constraints identified three concepts for further evaluation: 
Emergency Port, Recreation Marina and Entertainment Waterfront.

Figure 5. Entertainment Waterfront Market Area

Source: AECOM

Approximate 10 Minute Drive
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Benefit-Cost Analysis
The final phase of analysis evaluated the present value of the total public investments versus the present 
value of the overall economic benefits of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront 
concepts to the South Bay. This phase also entailed additional refinement of the two alternative concepts. 
Evaluation of the Emergency Hovercraft Port concept estimated the increased capacity for emergency 
response in the event of a major disaster, such as a catastrophic earthquake, relative to the required 
capital and operational expenses. For the Entertainment Waterfront concept, the analysis compared both 
the direct fiscal benefit to the City of San Jose and the estimated economic injection in direct earnings to 
Santa Clara County against the public costs to prepare the property for development and to make open 
space improvements to the waterfront. The analysis estimated the net present value of the two concepts 
over the long term and determined the overall benefit-cost ratio (benefits divided by costs) of each. 

Table 2. Required Dredging and Vegetation Removal

Alternatives Refinement
Refinement of the three alternative concepts included a more detailed engineering review of the physical 
requirements. This phase of the analysis focused on the physical configuration of the Emergency Port, 
Recreation Marina and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. Given the limited depth of Alviso Slough and 
its distance to the Bay (approximately 4.5-miles), most water-based concepts would require considerable 
dredging. The alternatives refinement phase considered a range of options within both the Emergency Port 
and Recreation Marina concepts in order to identify the dredging needs for different types of watercraft. 
Table 2 illustrates requirements for channel dimensions, initial and maintenance dredging, vegetation 
removal and mitigation for five options. The extensive dredging required for each option, coupled with the 
potential for contaminated sediments (which may require disposal in off-site landfills), carry high costs. 
This, combined with the challenges associated with permitting new dredging projects, rendered these 
concepts infeasible. However, an Emergency Port served by a hovercraft and the Entertainment Waterfront 
rose to the top as two concepts that would not require dredging. To the extent that the South Bay Salt 
Ponds Restoration Project results in self-scouring of Alviso Slough, the development of a marina may 
become feasible in the long-term. Based on preliminary modeling of the slough post-restoration, one-time 
and ongoing dredging would still be required to achieve a minimum low tide depth of minus six feet. 

Concept Emergency Port Recreation Marina

Option
Emergency 

Craft Ferry Barge
Recreational 

Craft

Reduced 
Recreational 

Craft

Required Channel Dimensions

Depth x width (ft, MLLW) -6 x 100 -10 x 100 -12 x 120 -8 x 100 -6 x 80

Initial Dredge Volumes

Veg removal area (ac) 15 27 41 21 9

Veg removal volume (cy) 48,000 86,400 131,200 67,200 28,800

Sediment removal volume (cy) 630,000 1,370,000 2,140,000 980,000 430,000

Mitigation (ac) 30 54 82 42 18

Maintenance Dredge Volumes

Sediment removal volume (cy) 84,000 87,000 104,000 87,000 67,000

Source: AECOM, Noble Consultants Inc., PWA ESA, Inc.
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Figure 6. Emergency Hovercraft Port Conceptual Plan

Source: AECOM
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The benefit-cost analysis found that both the Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront concepts would create a net benefit for the South 
Bay. Both concepts have a benefit-cost ratio above 1.0, indicating that the 
benefits outweigh the public investment costs. 

Feasible Scenarios

contribute to redundancy of emergency response 
in the South Bay, increasing the area’s capacity for 
emergency response. The Emergency Hovercraft 
Port concept would serve the population closest to 
the Bay and complement the area’s existing 
emergency network (e.g., San José International 
Airport, hospitals) and the Water Emergency 
Transportation Authority, which oversees 
emergency response on the Bay. Figure 6 
illustrates a conceptual plan for the Emergency 
Hovercraft Port concept. Figure 7 and Figure 8 
present before and after simulations of the staging 
and loading areas.

The primary objective of the Emergency Hovercraft 
Port concept is to allow for the transport (import 
and export) of people, goods and/or emergency 
supplies following a catastrophic event, such as a 
major earthquake. The Emergency Hovercraft Port 
concept would serve primarily as an access point 
for first response personnel (e.g., police, fire and 
medical services). The concept would also provide 
limited “recovery transportation” via a ferry 
between Alviso and San Francisco following the 
initial first response period. The Emergency 
Hovercraft Port concept also considers an optional 
long-term ferry that would involve regular use of a 
hovercraft to and from Alviso. The concept would 

Emergency Hovercraft Port 
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Figure 7. Emergency Hovercraft Port Staging Area

Source: AECOM

Before

After
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Figure 8. Emergency Hovercraft Port Loading Area

Source: AECOM

Before

After
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The Emergency Hovercraft Port concept would 
have net benefits for the South Bay, increasing its 
capacity for emergency response and recovery 
following a major disaster. The benefit-cost 
analysis assumed no dredging or other 
modifications to Alviso Slough. The benefits of the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port derive from the 
replacement value and continuity premium of 
emergency response personnel and 
transportation, according to guidance developed 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA). The present value of the total benefits 
over 30 years (the period for predicting the risk of 
a major earthquake) range from approximately 
$10.5 to $33.8 million. The Emergency Hovercraft 

Port concept entails relatively low levels of public 
investment, the highest cost associated with 
purchase of a hovercraft. The total costs of capital 
investment, annual operations and emergency 
operations would range from approximately $2.6 to 
$15.5 million, varying primarily with the size of the 
hovercraft and extent of new construction. For 
example, a hovercraft could use the existing boat 
launch and parking area at the Alviso Marina 
County Park or a newly constructed landing pad 
and storage facility. The benefit-cost ratio is 
between 2.2 and 4.0, signifying a net benefit to 
the region. Table 3 provides additional detail on 
the overall benefits and costs of the Emergency 
Hovercraft Port concept. 

Table 3. Emergency Hovercraft Port Benefit-Cost Summary, 2011-2040

Alviso Emergency Hovercraft Port (30 yrs) Low High

Total Benefits $10,531,000 $33,789,00

Total Costs $2,628,000 $15,510,000

Benefit-Cost Ratio 4.0 2.2

Source: AECOM

THE EMERGENCY HOVERCRAFT PORT CONCEPT would have 
net benefits for the South Bay, increasing its capacity for 
emergency response and recovery following a major disaster.
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Entertainment Waterfront 
The Entertainment Waterfront concept includes 
approximately 83,000 square feet of destination 
restaurant development along the Alviso 
waterfront. The new development would be located 
adjacent to Alviso Slough and the Bay Trail, 
leveraging Alviso’s proximity to the Bay. The 
Entertainment Waterfront concept would improve 
the existing Bay Trail segment with enhanced 
landscaping and access to the Bay. The Alviso 
Slough Restoration Project and South Bay Salt 
Ponds Restoration Project will also widen Alviso 
Slough, improving the waterfront experience and 
creating a draw for the Entertainment Waterfront 
concept. Figure 9 illustrates a conceptual plan for 
the Entertainment Waterfront concept, and Figure 
10 presents before and after simulations of the 
development. 

Construction of the Entertainment Waterfront 
concept in Alviso poses potential challenges, due 
to its proposed location adjacent to Alviso Slough 
and the flood control levee. The US Army Corps of 
Engineers and SCVWD have regulatory authority 
over the levee along the slough and restrict any 
construction that would alter the levee or 
compromise its stability. As a result, any buildings 
must be set back from the levee, and landscaping 
must be placed in fill or planters that contain their 
roots. The regulatory agencies may allow the 
placement of fill between the Entertainment 
Waterfront buildings and the levee, so long as it 

does not cause the levee to settle. This issue 
would require further geotechnical analysis in the 
future stages of implementation. In addition, the 
proposed overlook in Alviso Slough would require 
additional permitting, due to the construction of 
the pilings in the waterway. Figure 11 illustrates a 
section of the Entertainment Waterfront concept, 
including these challenges. 

A waterfront in Alviso with many amenities 
presents a distinct private investment opportunity. 
The City of San José would substantially reduce 
entitlement risk by updating the specific plan and 
assuming the responsibilities of permitting and 
sufficient enhancement to the Bay Trail and 
waterfront to catalyze development, a total public 
investment of approximately $4.2 million. The 
overall economic benefit-cost ratio of the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept is 44.6. The 
high economic benefit-cost ratio can be partially 
attributed to the relatively low public investment 
costs versus expected private investment, as the 
development would require $33 million in private 
investment. The development would provide 
approximately $4.4 million in tax revenues to the 
City of San José, not including indirect or induced 
fiscal benefits that may be realized through the 
project. The result is a fiscal benefit-cost ratio of 
1.1. Table 4 provides additional detail on the 
benefits and costs of the Entertainment Waterfront 
concept.

Table 4. Entertainment Waterfront Benefit-Cost Summary, 2011-2030

Alviso Entertainment Waterfront (20 yrs) Low High

Total Benefits $185,519,000 $4,402,000

Total Costs $4,158,000 $4,158,000

Benefit-Cost Ratio 44.6 1.1

Notes: Economic benefit is the present value of the direct increase in earnings from the Entertainment Waterfront over the 20-year 
period. The fiscal benefit is the present value of the projected taxable sales and property tax directed to the City of San José’s 
General Fund over the same 20-year period.

Source: AECOM
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Figure 9. Entertainment Waterfront Conceptual Plan

Source: AECOM
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Before

After

Figure 10. Entertainment Waterfront 

Figure 11. Entertainment Waterfront Section

Source: AECOM

Source: AECOM

A waterfront destination would attract residents 
from the surrounding area and provide 
economic development for Alviso. 
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The Emergency Hovercraft Port concept would 
continue Alviso’s maritime legacy and benefit the 
South Bay in the event of a major disaster. The 
majority of the benefits are associated with 
emergency response: over 20,000 residents and 
50,000 employees are within a 1-hour walk of the 
proposed Emergency Hovercraft Port concept site 
(Figure 12). The total number of residents and 
employees is projected to grow substantially over 
the next 25 years with an estimated approximately 
56,000 residents and 100,000 employees by 
2035 (ABAG 2009). An emergency port in Alviso 
would increase the South Bay’s capacity for 
emergency response, particularly following a 

disaster that has disabled roads and bridges. The 
Emergency Hovercraft Port concept would facilitate 
access for as many as 1,400 additional first 
response personnel to Alviso. Recovery 
transportation following initial emergency response 
would provide up to 1,200 passenger trips via 
hovercraft ferry between Alviso and San Francisco. 

The Emergency Hovercraft Port concept may yield 
additional benefits not necessarily limited to 
emergency response and recovery transportation. 
For example, the San José Fire Department could 
use a hovercraft to respond to calls for assistance 
in Alviso Slough and the San Francisco Bay. A 

Impacts to the 
South Bay

Emergency Hovercraft Port

Analysis of the economic impacts of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront found that both concepts would result in net 
benefits to the South Bay.

Figure 12. Emergency Hovercraft Port Response Area (2035 Projections)

Source: ABAG, AECOM

½-Hour Walk

• 10,800 residents

• 28,000 employees

1-Hour Walk

• 56,000 residents

• 99,600 employees
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The Entertainment Waterfront concept would spur 
economic development while retaining the 
community’s small-town character, consistent with 
the goals of the Alviso Master Plan. Benefits would 
include the total one-time and ongoing impacts to 
the economy generated by construction and 
ongoing operations, as well as positive fiscal 
benefits to the City of San José. The Entertainment 
Waterfront concept would generate direct 
economic output impacts of $530 million in Santa 
Clara County over 20 years. Indirect and induced 
impacts arising from subsequent rounds of 
purchases generated by the direct impact would 
create an additional $240 million in output. The 
concept would also create 621 new jobs in Santa 
Clara County over the 20-year period. This includes 
direct impacts of approximately 140 jobs during 

the construction period and an average of 
approximately 360 annual jobs. Other vendor and 
employee purchases would generate 121 
additional jobs throughout the economy in indirect 
and induced impacts (Table 5).

The direct benefit would be the present value of 
the increase in total estimated earnings from 
construction and the 20-year operations of the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept, estimated at 
approximately $186 million. Indirect and induced 
impacts would generate an additional $70 million 
in earnings (Table 5). The City of San Jose would 
also receive direct fiscal benefits from the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept, with a total 
present value of $4.1 million in sales tax and 
$280,000 in property taxes. 

Entertainment Waterfront 

Source: AECOM, IMPLAN

Table 5. Entertainment Waterfront Economic Benefits, Santa Clara County

Direct Indirect & Induced Total Impacts

Output Impacts

One-Time Construction Economic Impacts $28,486,000 $13,083,000 $41,569,000

Operations Economic Impacts (2011-2030) $503,860,000 $226,159,000 $730,019,000

Total Output Impacts $532,346,000 $239,242,000 $771,588,000

Earning Impacts

One-Time Construction Economic Impacts $190,000 $70,000 $260,000

Operations Economic Impacts (2011-2030) $185,330,000 $69,526,000 $254,856,000

Total Output Impacts $185,520,000 $69,596,000 $255,116,000

Employment Impacts

One-Time Construction Economic Impacts 142 67 209

Operations Economic Impacts (2011-2030) 358 54 412

Total Output Impacts 500 121 621

hovercraft could also provide opportunities for 
commercial recreation in and around Alviso, 
conceivably providing commercial transport during 
major events such as 49er football games. 
Development of a hovercraft ferry in the long-term 
may be another option to expand the capacity and 
the benefits of the current Emergency Hovercraft 

Port concept. After accounting for costs, the net 
present value of the emergency response and 
recovery transportation benefits provided by the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port concept ranges from 
approximately $7.9M to $18.3M over 30 years. 
Opportunities exist for regional cost-sharing of 
development and operations.
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Implementation  
& Financing
The South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access Study found both the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts to be 
feasible. The two concepts complement one another and may be pursued 
simultaneously. 

Implementation
Project initiation would likely require at least five years, as both concepts would require additional planning 
and permitting, collaboration with multiple stakeholders and the identification of funding sources (Figure 
13). The first step is securing funds to perform more detailed site analysis and land use planning. Because 
this study did not analyze a specific project, the implementation agencies will need to complete an 
Environment Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) and obtain regulatory approval 
from the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the U.S. Department o Fish and Wildlife and the 
City of San José, among others. For the Entertainment Waterfront concept, the City will need to update the 
Alviso Specific Plan along the waterfront and obtain the appropriate permits, in order to create sufficient 
certainty to facilitate development.

Figure 13. Implementation Timeline

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Project Initiation / 
Private Developer

Project InitiationCollaborate  
with WETA

Perform Specific Plan 
Update / EIS-EIR

Secure Planning 
Funds

Secure Entitlements 
+ Initiate Site 
Improvements

Secure Permits + 
Funding for Hovercraft, 
Infrastructure + Training

Obtain City Approval

Hovercraft Port

Entertainment Waterfront

Coordination with stakeholders throughout the 
Bay Area will be instrumental to implementation 
of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront concepts.
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Partners
Coordination with stakeholders throughout the Bay Area will be instrumental to implementation of the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. For both concepts, collaboration 
between the City of San José, San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce, Santa Clara Valley Water 
District and Santa Clara County will be key to moving forward. Emergency management agencies at the 
regional, state and federal levels coordinate most emergency planning efforts and provide funding 
sources. Forging a partnership with the Water Emergency Transportation Authority, which oversees the 
planning and funding of the region’s ferry system and water-based emergency response, will be crucial for 
implementation of the Emergency Hovercraft Port concept. Additionally, coordination of emergency 
planning efforts with NASA and facilities at Moffett Field should be considered. Implementation of the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept will require coordination with the Bay Trail, Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, and other permitting agencies. Table 6 illustrates potential partners to move 
forward with implementation of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. 

Entertainment Waterfront Emergency Hovercraft Port

Local Stakeholders • City of San José
• San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of 

Commerce
• Santa Clara Valley Water District
• Santa Clara County

• City of San José
• San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of 

Commerce
• Santa Clara Valley Water District
• Santa Clara County

Regional Stakeholders • Bay Trail
• San José Parks, Recreation + 

Neighborhood Services

• Water Emergency Transportation Authority
• California Emergency Management Agency
• Bay Area Urban Area Security Initiative
• Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Regulatory Bodies • Bay Conservation + Development 
Commission

• Santa Clara Valley Water District
• Federal + State Permitting Agencies

• California Emergency Management Agency
• Federal Emergency Management Agency 
• Unites States Coast Guard

Source: AECOM

Table 6. Potential Partners
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Funding
A variety of potential funding sources may help finance development of both the Emergency Hovercraft 
Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. Grants administered by FEMA, California Emergency 
Management Agency and the Bay Area Urban Area Security Initiative fund projects by cities and counties 
for planning and coordination, construction and equipment purchase to improve emergency preparedness 
and response capabilities, while the US Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Boating 
and Waterways fund the construction of boating infrastructure. Table 7 presents potential funding sources 
for the Emergency Hovercraft Port concept. A wide variety of public and private grant funding is available 
for economic revitalization, notably from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development and the 
US Environmental Protection Agency. Funding is available from California’s Proposition 84, transportation 
agencies and the San Jose Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Department for waterfront 
revitalization and trail improvements. In addition, several state programs offer low-interest loans for the 
construction of commercial and recreation-oriented projects. Table 8 presents potential funding sources 
for the Entertainment Waterfront concept.

Sea Level Rise
Given Alviso’s location on the San Francisco Bay, any future planning should consider the risks related to 
sea level rise. Both the Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts have 
opportunities to plan for and adapt to rising water levels. Planning can include strategies to improve flood 
protection before construction or create the flexibility to improve flood protection over time. For example, 
should the Emergency Port concept include a new hovercraft pad, this facility should be constructed above 
the projected future flood elevation (including sea-level rise) or allow flexibility for raising its elevation in 
the future. The Entertainment Waterfront concept should consider levee improvements (increasing both 
the levee height and base) to maintain the same level of flood protection and ensure levee stability as 
water levels increase.  Drainage improvements and increased pumping may also be needed to prevent 
ponding of low-lying areas.  One adaptation strategy for the Entertainment Waterfront concept would be to 
use the first level for parking rather than furnished commercial space in order to minimize the 
consequences of any extreme flooding events. Future planning for both concepts should consider sea 
level rise adaptation strategies up front. 
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Funding Source Agency Eligible Activities
Potential Application  

to Alviso
Funding 

Availability/Status

Federal Funding 

Competitive 
Training Grants 
Program

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency

High priority national 
homeland security training; 
focus areas determined per 
grant cycle - i.e., regional 
collaboration, citizen 
evacuation, critical 
infrastructure protection 

Personnel training FY08 grants totaled 
$27.2M, ranged 
$1.1M-$3.6M; 
current funding 
status uncertain 

Environmental 
Planning and 
Historic 
Preservation 
Program 

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency

Compliance with other FEMA 
grants for construction/
renovation involving historic 
property, special-status 
species, wetlands/water 
bodies, hazardous materials 

Hovercraft landing area or 
hangar construction; levee 
improvements

Amounts not 
specified

Boating 
Infrastructure 
Grant Program

US Fish and Wildlife 
Service

Construction, renovation and 
maintanence of tie-up 
facilities for recreational boats 
(nontrailerable) 26 feet or 
longer

Hovercraft landing area; 
project planning, 
economics, environmental 
assessment and design 

FY11 grants totaled 
$10M; $100K CA 
max for Tier 1 
projects; no max for 
larger Tier 2 projects

State Funding 

State Homeland 
Security Grant 
Program

California 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency

Depend on national priorities 
for planning, organization, 
equipment,
training and exercise to 
prevent, protect against, 
respond to and recover from 
catastrophic events and 
terrorism

Hovercraft purchase; 
personnel training; detailed 
staging and response plans

FY10 grants to Santa 
Clara County totaled 
$3.8M

Emergency 
Management 
Performance 
Grants

California 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency

Planning, training, and 
equipment purchase for 
emergency preparedness, 
response and recovery; 
construction activities limited 
to Emergency Operation 
Centers 

Hovercraft purchase; 
personnel training

FY10 grants totaled 
$14M, included 
$446K to Santa 
Clara County; Min 
$125K; 100% match 

Boat Launching 
Facility Grants 
and Loans

Department of 
Boating and 
Waterways

Construction of small craft 
boating launching facilities 

Hovercraft landing area or 
hangar construction; public 
access

FY10 grants totaled 
$2.3M; FY03 
included $2.2M for 
Alviso County Boat 
Launch

Local Funding 

Regional 
Catastrophic 
Preparedness 
Grant Program 

Bay Area Urban 
Area Security 
Initiative

Development of integrated 
plans, procedures, and 
protocols to address 
catastrophes; personnel; 
training 

Detailed staging and 
response plans 

FY11 funding status 
uncertain; FY10 
grant totalled 
$3.75M to 11 
counties, 23 cities; 
25% match 

Urban Area 
Security Initiative 
Grant

Bay Area Urban 
Area Security 
Initiative

Planning, organization, 
equipment, training, and 
exercise to prevent, protect 
against, respond to and 
recover from terrorism in high-
threat, high-density urban 
areas

Hovercraft purchase; 
personnel training; detailed 
staging and response plans

FY10 grant totalled 
$34M for regional 
hubs in 10-county 
area; reimbursement 
grant

Source: AECOM

Table 7. Potential Emergency Hovercraft Port Funding Sources
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Funding Source Agency Eligible Activities
Potential Application  

to Alviso
Funding  

Availability/Status

Federal Funding 

Entitlement 
Communities 
Grants

Dept of Housing and 
Urban Development-
Community 
Development Block 
Grant

Property acquisition, 
demolition, rehabilitation, 
public facility construction, 
public services for 
neighborhood revitalization, 
economic development 

Land acquistion; parking 
and infrastructure 
development; Bay Trail/
waterfront improvements; 
historic preservation/reuse

Grant amount 
determined by 
formula; to local 
governments 

Section 108 Loan 
Guarantee 
Program

Dept of Housing and 
Urban Development-
Community 
Development Block 
Grant

Property acquisition, 
demolition, rehabilitation, 
public facility construction, 
meeting urgent low/moderate-
income needs

Land acquistion; parking 
and infrastructure 
development; Bay Trail/
waterfront improvements; 
historic preservation/reuse

CDBG allocations 
used as loan security 
for local governments; 
FY06 grants ranged 
$750K-$19M

Brownfields 
Economic 
Development 
Initiative

Dept of Housing and 
Urban Development-
Community 
Development Block 
Grant

Enhance security/improve 
viability of Section 108 loan 
projects

Land acquistion; parking 
and infrastructure 
development; Bay Trail/
waterfront improvements; 
historic preservation/reuse

Paired with Section 
108 Loan; current 
NPL sites excluded; 
FY10 grants totaled 
$17.5M, max per 
grant TBD; FY09 
grants $1M-$2M

Superfund 
Technical 
Assistance Grants

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Technical assistance and 
community involvement related 
to reuse

Project planning, 
economics, environmental 
assessment, and design 

$50K to community 
groups 

Superfund 
Redevelopment 
Pilot Program

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Reuse financial assistance, 
outreach and planning 

Project planning, 
economics, environmental 
assessment, and design 

$100K max to local 
governments

Brownfield 
Assessment 
Grants

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Reuse assessment, cleanup, 
job training and revolving loan 
fund

Project planning, 
environmental assessment, 
economics, design; historic 
preservation/reuse

$350K max per site 
or $1M max for five 
hazardous sites 

Brownfields Area-
Wide Planning 
Pilot Program

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Reuse assessment, cleanup 
and planning in economically-
disadvantaged communities 

Project planning, 
environmental assessment, 
economics, design; historic 
preservation/reuse

$175K max to local 
governments

Rivers Trails and 
Conservation 
Assistance 
Program

National Park 
Service 

Community assistance for 
waterway and open space 
conservation, trails and 
greenways development

Waterfront/Bay Trail 
improvements

Staff and 
organizational 
support

State Funding 

Proposition 84 - 
Sustainable 
Communities 
Planning Grants

Strategic Growth 
Council

Urban revitalization, 
community/ economic 
development, infrastructure 
improvement

Project planning Grants range 
$100K-$1M; FY10 
grants totaled $22M; 
20% set aside for 
economically 
disadvantaged 
communities 

Proposition 84 - 
River Parkways 
and Urban 
Streams 
Restoration 

CA Resources 
Agency/Dept of 
Water Resources 

Urban waterfront revitalization, 
trail improvements, river 
access/recreation, flood 
management, habitat 
restoration, interpretation

Land acquisition, Bay Trail/ 
waterfront improvements

 FY10 grants ranged 
$130K-$2.5M; no 
min; match 
encouraged

Proposition 84 - 
State Coastal 
Conservancy 
grants

CA Coastal 
Conservancy

Urban waterfront revitalization, 
trail improvements, coastal 
access/recreation, habitat 
restoration 

Land acquisition; 
waterfront/ Bay Trail 
landscaping planning, 
design and construction

Grant amount 
determined by need; 
$108M available; 
match encouraged

Local Funding 

Transportation 
Development Act 
Funds

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission

Pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements and 
maintenance

Bay Trail/waterfront 
improvements

FY10 grants to Santa 
Clara County totaled 
$82M 

2010 Regional 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Program 

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission

Pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements, signage and 
landscaping

Bay Trail/waterfront 
improvements

$6.2M available for 
Santa Clara County

Source: AECOM

Table 8. Potential Entertainment Waterfront Funding Sources
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Our Mission
The South Bay has the opportunity to enhance emergency 
response and create a unique waterfront experience with a highly 
amenitized shoreline that includes access to wildlife-oriented 
recreation on a dynamic bayland. The waterfront will also allow first 
responders to use Alviso as a port of entry to augment emergency 
services likely to be overstretched during a major catastrophic 
event. The scenarios recommended in this report balance the 
ecological importance of the South Bay with the economic 
development and emergency response needs of Alviso and the 
region. The result is a multi-use waterfront capable of serving as an 
access point for first responders while supporting ongoing 
recreation and entertainment opportunities South Bay residents. 
The realization of this vision will required the continued leadership, 
perseverance, and local community energy to fulfill a goal long 
established by local business and community leaders to build upon 
Alviso’s maritime history and restore a vibrant waterfront 
experience. 
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SUBJECT:PLANT MASTER PLAN - DATE: 03-17-11
COMPARATIVE SURVEY RESULTS

Date
INFORMATION

As part of outreach activities for the Master Plan for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant (Plant), staff used the professional services of Goodwin Simon Strategic Research
to conduct two telephone surveys of residents in the Plant’s eight-city selwice area. The first
survey of 1,200 residents was conducted in August 2008 as a baseline that explored awareness,
attitudes, and values among residents about issues related to the Plant and Plant Master Plan. The
second survey, which also reached 1,200 residents and largely replicated the same questions, was
conducted in July 2011. Both surveys reflect broad public awareness of and opinions on issues
discussed in the Plant Master Plan community workshops; the second survey also provides a
measure of the impact of outreach activities that took place in the time between the two surveys.

An information memorandum with highlights of the first survey was distributed in November
2008. This information memorandum highlights the second survey and the comparative analysis
of the 2008 and 2010 data. The consultant’s full report can be found at
ht_g.p:/!www.rebuildthe_p_lant.org/go/doc/1823/254834 (the survey resides under the Resources tab
of the website); it provides demographic and city-by-city analysis of responses for each question.

Please note the following when considering the comparative analysis:

Changes to 2010 survey. The 2010 survey question sequence and wording was slightly
modified to reflect the evolution of the Plant Master Plan project. New questions were
also asked to measure the effect of outreach activities, including a public awareness
campaign, media coverage, and community workshops. These modifications, though
minor, may have an effect on the 2010 results relative to the 2008 survey.

Statistically significant change. When reviewing the data, please note that the margin of
chance error is + 3% for aggregate responses across the service area, and this increases
when looking at city-specific data with smaller sample sizes -- for example, up to + 8%
for a small city such as Cupertino. As shown in the table, to be considered statistically
significant, a change between the 2008 and 2010 data at the 95% confidence level must
be at least five points for the aggregate results; seven points for San Jos~ results; 10

http://www.rebuildtheplant.org/go/doc/1823/254834
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points fo.r Santa Clara, Milpitas, and the four-city area (Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte
Sereno, and Saratoga); and 11 points for Cupertino.

Margins for Sampling Error and for Comparison to 2008 Baseline Survey, by City

All Respondents
City of San Jos~
City of Santa Clara
City of Milpitas
Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, Saratoga (4-city area)
City of Cupertino

3% 5%

5% 7%

7% 10%

7% 10%

7% 10%

8% 11%

* Minimum change in percentage points for a change to be considered statistically significant

HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS
Note." Parenthetical presentation of 2008 and2010 data places the 2008 data first and the 2010 data second. For
example, (22%/28%) shows 22% as 2008 data and28% as 2010 data.

1. Smaller Majority Concerned about Bay Water Quality; 1 in 4 Continues to Identify
Plant’s Condition as a Serious Issue
As in 2008, residents were asked first to rate the seriousness of Bay water quality issues and the
Plant’s condition in the context of a series of problems facing their area. Traffic (79%/73%) and
the quality of local education (66%/60%) again topped the list as the most serious issues. Still
rated as serious by half or slightly more than half was Bay water pollution (63%/52%), the
condition of the Bay’s salt marshes (57%/51%), and water supplies in event of a drought
(70%/50%).The proportion of respondents rating the condition of"your city’s sewage treatment
plant" as serious (28%/26%) remained statistically unchanged from 2008. Although this issue
did not elicit concern from a majority of residents, this roughly 1 in 4 rating is not
inconsequential in a service area of 1.4 million people.

All but two of the issues received significantly lower ratings in 2010 than in 2008; only the
issues of crime and the condition of the Plant stayed static, showing no significant change. The
sharp 20 point drop in concern about water supplies may be attributable to higher than average
rainfall last year. The significant 11 point decline in concern about Bay water pollution may
reflect media coverage of spill incidents in the Bay in 2008 and lack of such incidents in 2010; it
may be reasonable to also suppose that economic worries may be displacing environmental and
social concerns for some residents.
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2. Unchanged: 4 in 10 Lack Understanding of Sewer and Storm Drain Systems; Polluting
Behaviors Are Occurring
As in 2008, many residents incorrectly answered simple questions about the sanitary and storm
drain systems. When asked in Question #3 if wastewater from various sources ends up in the
sanitary sewer system, almost half could not affirm that water from toilets (42%/43%), and from
bathtubs and sinks (39%/43%) goes into the sewer. In both years, this same proportion, roughly 4
in 10, thought incorrectly that "water that flows down streets and gutters" goes into the sewer
system, and that water "that drains off lawns and gardens" goes into the sewer system. It is,
perhaps, a greater concern that fewer than half of respondents (47%/43%) could affirm that their
wastewater is cleaned at a sewage treatment plant before being released (Question #4). And only
about 1 in 4 (23%/25%) are aware that their wastewater ultimately ends up in the Bay (Question
#14). We found a similar lack of knowledge about stormwater, which flows directly to creeks
and then out to the Bay. In a new question (#28) for the 2010 survey, we asked residents to
identify where "water that flows from your yard and streets goes," about 40% were unsure; 39%
said that it went directly to the Bay; 6% said it went into storm drains, 1% said it goes directly
into creeks; and 1% said it goes first into creeks and then into the Bay. Eleven percent said the
stormwater was treated.

Later in the survey, residents were asked if they flush specific substances down their toilets and
sinks (Question #29 in 2010, #27 in 2008). Residents responding yes were as follows: medicines
(9%/8%), paint (7%/3%), motor oil (1%/1%), and new for 2010, baby wipes (7%), cooking
grease or oil (19%) and any kind of solvent such as paint thinner (1%). These findings indicate a
need for continued outreach on preventing pollution of the wastewater system--as called for by
the Plant’s regulatory permit.

3. Some Increases in Awareness of Plant by City; Majority Continues to Deem Plant a Fair
to Very Good Neighbor
As in 2008, in the aggregate, about 1 in 4 respondents (22%/26%) said they knew the Plant’s
general location (Question #5). In Santa Clara, there was a significant 13 point increase
(18%/31%) in those who could state the Plant’s general location. Cupertino residents remained
the least likely to know where the Plant is located (17%/13%) and Milpitas residents remained
the most likely to know (30%/36%). In the aggregate, only 16% said they have heard something
about the Plant "in recent years" (Question #7), similar to the 19% found in the 2008 study.
Milpitas was the one city that showed a significant upward trend (20%/30%) in those who have
heard something about the Plant.

In the aggregate, a strong majority of residents (64%/62%) continues to consider the Plant to be a
fair to very good neighbor (Question #9); a significant five point drop occurred in those who
called the Plant a poor or very poor neighbor (13%/8%), and the balance were unsure
(23%/31%). In Cupertino, the proportion of residents who felt unsure of the Plant’s standing as a
neighbor significantly increased (28%/52%), and most of this change came from those who once
deemed the Plant to be a good or very good neighbor (42%/28%-- a 14 point drop). Continued
measurement is needed to determine if this is a momentary shift in opinion or a stable trend.
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4. Awareness of Sewage Fees Varies by City and Rate Sensitivity Increased in Some Cities
In the Plant service area, only residents of Santa Clara and Milpitas pay sewage fees on a regular
utility bill, and the rest pay a sewer service fee on their annual property tax bill. More than half
of residents in Santa Clara (64%/52%) correctly said that they pay monthly, and half of Milpitas
residents (62%/50%) correctly said they pay every two months (Question #11), but note that
there was a significant 12 point drop in both cities in this number. As in 2008, the vast majority
(roughly 8 of 10) of residents of other cities were not aware that sewer service costs are included
in their annual property tax bill.

There were also significant changes in how residents of some cities felt about the cost of sewer
service (Question #12). In the aggregate, close to half (47%/46%) continue to say the cost is
about right or even too little, and a large plurality (36%/40%) remains unsure. But in Milpitas,
there was a 16 point increase among those deeming the sewer fee too high (30%/46%). In
Cupertino, there was a strong 21 point drop in the number of people who thought the fee was
about right (52%/31%), with the number shifting largely into the group of people who were
uncertain.

5. 1 in 5 Say Plant Needs Rebuilding; Less Than 1 of 10 Heard of Plant Master Plan
As previously mentioned, one-fourth of residents said the Plant’s condition was a serious issue
(in Question #2), but when asked specifically about the Plant’s condition (Question #13), a large
plurality of residents were unsure (49%/43%). Ironically, despite outreach activities and media
attention on the Plant’s infrastructure needs, there was a seven point increase in those who
thought the Plant’s condition was good (28%/35%).The proportion who said it is in poor or very
poor condition, at 4%, was not significantly different than in 2008.

To further measure community understanding of the Plant and Plant Master Plan, new questions
were added to the 2010 survey. In Question #16, residents were asked specifically if they thought
the Plant needs rebuilding. A plurality (43%) weren’t sure; 21% said it does need rebuilding (a
finding that correlates better with the 1 in 4 who say the Plant’s condition is a serious issue in
Question #2); and the rest said no (36%). When residents were asked if they had heard anything
about a plan to rebuild the Plant (Question #17), 8% said they had heard of such a plan, and a
similar 8% had heard something about how to give input into the Plant Master Plan (Question
#18).

6. Unchanged: Majorities Support Habitat and Wetlands Protection and Oppose
Development
Somewhat similar to questions asked of the community on use of Plant lands during the period of
public engagement on the Plant Master Plan (the Land Use Questionnaire distributed at May
2010 workshops and offered online through June 30, 2010), residents were asked to rate eleven
possible uses for the land around the Plant (Question #21). Question #22 also measured how
residents felt about leasing the Plant lands for possible types of development (retail, industrial,
and office space). Highlights of these results were:

[] Habitat - As in 2008, a strong majority also supported creating habitat for endangered
species (59%), and for restoring wetlands (56%).
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[] Retail and Industrial Uses-In 2008, these were discussed in a combined manner and
elicited 16% support and 62% opposition that year. When the 2008 study asked in a
general way about leasing or selling Plant lands for private development, it found 28%
supported the idea and 43% were opposed. In the 2010 study, "light industrial uses"
garnered 17% support and 46% opposition in Question #21, but stronger opposition
emerged in Question #22, where the question was phrased as leasing the land for three
possible types of "private development." The finding was that 58% of residents opposed
leasing Plant lands for retail, 53% opposed light industrial, and 57% opposed using the
land for office space. It should be noted that in both years, residents were informed that
such uses could help reduce the need for future sewage fee increases.

¯ "Green" development - The 2010 study found majority support for certain types of
"green" development and recreational uses, such as the previously mentioned research
institute to support clean technology jobs (61%), extracting energy from food waste
(55%), and solar panels (52%).

[] Recreation and open space - In 2010, a majority or strong plurality also supported a
regional park (50%), a nature museum (49%), connecting existing trails to the regional
Bay Trail (49%), and keeping the entire area as open space (45%). Residents were closely
divided over the idea of using the land for boating and other water recreation with 37%
supported the idea while 31% were opposed.

7. Outreach Efforts across Large Service Area Reflect Some Progress; Newspaper Articles
and Radio Proves Effective
Media coverage associated with the May 2010 Plant Master Plan community workshops and a
public education campaign in June-July 2010 (with some tactics lingering through August) made
some small strides in increasing public awareness of the Plant and the master planning effort to
rebuild the Plant (Questions #23 - #27 and Question #30). Without any prompts, in Question
#23, a small proportion (3%) of residents could recall images from the awareness campaign (the
main message was: Indoor Water Goes to the Bay--Aren ’t You Glad We Clean It First? Let’s
Keep Our Wastewater Treatment Plant Working. Learn more at rebuildtheplant, org.) When
prompted, 9% remembered the image of a toddler next to a toilet (Question #24), and 14%
recalled the yellow duck near a drain (Question #26).

When asked if they could remember the radio ad (Question #30), 29% of residents remembered
(after prompting) hearing the phrase "Indoor water goes to the Bay, aren’t you glad we clean it
first?" on the radio. There was a correlation between residents who heard the radio ad and those
who were more likely to rate the issues of water pollution, salt marshes, and accumulations of
toxins in food as serious problems. They, along with residents who recalled one of the
advertising images, were also more likely to say the Plant needs to be rebuilt, and to believe that
it releases clean water into the Bay. It is not clear if these differences are a consequence of
encountering the ads, but it is nonetheless a positive correlation. Continued public outreach to
increase awareness and interest in the Plant and in the Master Plan may help build residents’
recognition of the Plant’s value. Fostering an understanding of the stormwater and wastewater
systems, with a focus on preventing pollution of those systems, is required to keep in compliance
with discharge permits.
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The data shows that Plant tours have helped disseminate information and spread awareness,
albeit to a small proportion of the population (2% said they had heard about the Plant from a
tour). To reach a greater audience, however, as resources allow, the use of more wide-reaching
media is needed. Two-thirds of those who heard about ways to give input to the Master Plan read
about it in a newspaper article, more than three times as many as heard about it in any other
particular way.

USE OF SURVEY FINDINGS

This information gives Plant administrators, the Plant Master Plan team, and tributary partners a
sense of current public understanding and opinion across the Plant service area and within
tributary cities. It is helpful to staff in developing outreach messages and tactics relating to the
Plant Master Plan and wastewater programs.

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions, please contact Jennifer Garnett, Communication Manager, Communications
Division, ESD at 535-8554.

For the full report, visit: http://wa~cw.rebuildtheplant.org/go/doci1823/254834 (the survey resides
under the Resources tab of the website)

http://www.rebuildtheplant.org/go/doc/1823/254834
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RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to negotiate and execute an agreement with the Santa Clara Valley
Water District (District) for cost sharing of water conservation and wastewater flow reduction programs, for the period
of Januaiy 1,2011 through December 31,2011, under which the City will pay the District an amount not to exceed
$500,000 and the City will receive an amount not to exceed $180,000.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION:
This agreement covers two programs:

Indoor water conservation programs that result in wastewater flow reduction to the San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant

Under this agreement, the City will reimburse the District up to $500,000 for specific programs within the Plant
Service Area, such as rebates for water-efficient clothes washers, toilets and urinals, submeters for mobile home
parki and apartments, and water use surveys for residents. The District will reimburse the City up to $150,000 to
cover 50% of the City’s cost (not including administration) for the Water Efficient Technology rebates
administered by the City within the Plant Service Area.

These programs are expected to achieve an estimated 233,000 gallons per day of measurable flow reduction in the
Plant Service Area. Cost-sharing to achieve these flow savings is a cost-effective strategy for the Plant to
implement water conservation programs as required under section 6.a. of its NPDES Permit (Other Special
Provisions, South Bay Action Plan). These programs will help achieve two wastewater performance measures
repo(~ed annually in the Environmental and Utility Services CSA, Core Service: Protect Natural and Energy
Resources. In addition, the reduced flow to the Plant translates to reduced costs for operations and maintenance,
reduced use of chemicals and their associated environmental hazards, and the deferment or reduced need for repair
or construction of equipment and facilities.

2. Neighborhood Preservation Water Conservation Program

Under this agreement, the District will provide complete reimbursement for the City’s Neighborhood Preservation
Water Conservation Program in an amount not to exceed $30,000. This program will achieve stormwater
protection and water conservation benefits by providing vouchers to low-income San Jos~ homeowners who have
received a citation under the City’s Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance and who have improved their front
yards in water-efficient ways. The program also supports the City’s Strong Neighborhoods Initiative.

COST AND FUNDING SOURCE:
The total not to exceed amount the City will reimburse to the District is $500,000. The total not to exceed amount the
District will reimburse to the City is $180,000. If the reimbursements reach their limits, the net cost to the City will be
$320,000.

Funding for this agreement is included in the Environmental Services Department FY 10-11 Adopted Budget for Non-
Personal/Equipment, in the amount of $500,000, in the Treatment Plant Operating Fund. The full amount of the
agreement will be encumbered in FY10-11.

Revenue is already in this budget in the current fiscal year for the reimbursements from the District.
FOR QUESTIONS CONTACT: Mansour Nasser, Deputy Director, 277-4218.
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Memorandum
FROM: John Stuffiebean

David Sykes

DATE: 03-30-11

Date

COUNCIL DISTRICT: City-wide

SUBJECT: DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO AWARD A CONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT FOR THE FUEL CELL FOUNDATION PLATFORM AND
UTILITY INTERCONNECTIONS DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT

RECOMMENDATION

Adoption of a resolution:

Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to award the contract
for the Fuel Cell Foundation Platform and Utility Interconnections Design-Build Project
to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder in an amount not to exceed $1,652,200
and approve a construction contingency with a maximum amount of $248,000.

Authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to do either of the
following: (a) decide any timely bid protest(s) and make the City’s final determination as
to lowest responsive and responsible bidder, or (b) reject all bids and re-bid the project.

OUTCOME

Approval of the delegation of authority for the Director of Environmental Services or his
designee to award this construction contract will support the critical path schedule for installation
of the foundation pad and other components for the future Fuel Cell installation.

BACKGROUND

On October 19, 2010, the.City Council approved a Request for Proposal (RFP) for a Power
Purchase Agreement (PPA) between the City and UTS Bio-Energy (UTS) to design and build a
fuel cell system with the capacity of generating 1.4 megawatts (MW) of electrical power at the
Water Pollution Control Plant. The fuel cell system will provide clean, renewable and reliable
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power at a cost comparable to projected PG&E costs. The system will advance the Plant’s
energy self sufficiency goal and also advance the City’s Green Vision renewable energy goal of
receiving 100% of electrical power from clean renewable sources.

Under the provisions of the PPA, the Fuel Cell provider will fund the construction of the gas
cleaning system, fuel cell, hot water transfer system, and electricity monitoring/distribution
system as well as operate and maintain the Fuel Cell for a period of 20 years.

As part of the PPA, .the City is obligated to construct the subject project providing utility
interconnections and the foundation platform for the fuel cell system. A significant amount of
work by the Design-Build contractor, including design of the foundation and utility layout as
well as work sequence, needs to be closely coordinated with the PPA Vendor. Additionally, the
completion date for the foundation pad is critical for the City and the PPA Vendor as the PPA
Vendor plans to complete installation of the Fuel Cell before the end of this year and be in power
production in January 2012. If the Fuel Cell is not in operation by January 20, 2012, the project
will lose the Self Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) rebate of $5.4 million from PG&E.

Staff is recommending that Council delegate authority to the Director of Environmental Services
or his designee to decide any bid protests, to make the City’s final determination as to the lowest
responsive and responsible bidder, or to rejec.t all bids and re-bid the project.

Under this Design-Build project, the following utility systems will be designed and constructed
to provide utility interconnections between the fuel cell and existing plant utilities:

¯ A concrete foundation platform to support the fuel cell
¯ A paving apron and fencing around the concrete foundation perimeter
¯ Underground natural gas fuel line
¯ Underground biogas fuel line
¯ Underground hot water supply and return lines
¯ Underground potable water supply line
¯ Underground drain line
¯ Underground power and control conduits
¯ Underground communications conduit

In preparing the design-build packages, additional engineering and a revised cost estimate have
been prepared. The revised estimate for this project has increased from $1.5 million to $2.29
million. This increased cost is due to several factors including added capacity to allow for a
future fuel cell doubling capacity to 2.8 MW, redundant gas conveyance facilities, increasing
cost for stainless steel, and the current trend for increasing energy cost.

The PPA project qualifies for the PG&E SGIP rebate. The application for the SGIP rebate has
been submitted. The City has received a conditional reservation letter dated July 20, 2010 from
PG&E for a maximum rebate amount of $7.4 million for a 2.8 MW fuel cell system, and $5.4
million for a 1.4 MW system.



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
03-30-11
Subject: Fuel Cell Utility Interconnections and Foundation Pad Design-Build Project
Page 3

In authorizing the Director of Environmental Services or his designee to award the contract, the
following actions will occur:

1. Bid results and Notification of Intent to Award contract to Apparent Low Bidder by the
Director of Environmental Services or his designee will be posted on the Bid Hotline
website.

2. All bidders will be emailed or faxed a copy of the Notification of Intent to Award
contract and will have five days to file a formal written bid protest.

3. The Director of Environmental Services or his designee will then decide any timely bid
protests and then award the contract or reject all bids and re-bid the project as
appropriate.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW UP

This project is currently on budget and on schedule. No additional follow up action with the
Council is expected at this time.

POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative # 1: To allow for the project to be awarded through the normal City Council process
Pros: Not applicable
Cons: The project might be delayed and place the City at risk for not receiving the PG&E rebate
and not meeting the schedule defined in the executed PPA.
Reason for not recommending: The increased time to award might result in the project being
delayed and might put the City at risk of not meeting the PPA requirements and the terms of the
PG&E rebate.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

Criterion 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Web Posting)

Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-
mail and Website Posting)

Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing,
that may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council
or a Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website
Posting, Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers).
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This action does not meet any of the criteria above. However as a common practice, "Notice to
Contractors" inviting qualified contractors to submit bids will be published by the Department of
Public Works in the San Jose Post Record various Builders Exchanges in the Bay Area, and on
the Public Works Department Bid Hotline.

COORDINATION

This project and memorandum have been coordinated with the Departments of Planning,
Building and Code Enforcement, the City Manager’s Budget Office, and the City Attorney’s
Office. This project and memorandum are scheduled to be considered by the Treatment Plant
Advisory Committee on April 7, 2011.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This project is consistent with the Council approved Budget Strategy to focus on rehabilitating
aging Plant infrastructure, improve efficiency, and reduce operating costs. The project is
consistent with the budget strategy principle of focusing on protecting our vital core services and
also advances the City’s Green Vision renewable energy goal of receiving 100% of electrical
power from clean renewable sources.

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION (Engineer’s Estimate): $1,652,200

COST OF PROJECT:
Project Delivery
Engineer’s Estimate
Contingency

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

$390,000
$1,652,200

$248,000
$2,290,200

3. SOURCE OF FUNDING: 512 - San Jos6-Santa Clara Treatment Plant Capital Fund.

FISCAL IMPACT: Existing funds are available for this project. No additional
appropriation action is required.
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BUDGET REFERENCE

Fund # Appn Appn. Name RC # Total Appn. Amt. for Adopted Last Budget
# Contract CIP Action

Budget (Date, Ord.
Page No.)

RemainingProjectCosts TBD
Current FundingAvailable
512 7229 Fuel Cell 152653 $1,326,000 TBD V-162 06/29/2010,

28765

512 4341 Plant Elect~’ical $3,400,000 TBD V-167 06/29/2010,
Reliability 28765

Total Current Funding Available $4,726,000 TBD

Exempt PP11-030

/s/
DAVID SYKES
Acting Director, Public Works

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions please contact Jon Newby, ESD Division Manager, at (408) 945-5160, or
Michael O’ Connell, Acting Deputy Director of Public Works, at (408) 535- 8300.
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SUBJECT:

COUNCIL DISTRICT: City-wide

AWARD OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT FOR THE FUEL CELL
FOUNDATION PLATFORM AND UTILITY INTERCONNECTIONS
DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT

REASON FOR SUPPLEMENTAL

The purpose of this memo is to add supplemental information on the results of the bid received
and change the recommendation to the previous memorandum on the same project for delegation
of authority to award the construction contract to the Director of Environmental Services.

RECOMMENDATION

Reports on bid and award of contract for the Fuel Cell Foundation Platform and Utility
Interconnections Design Build Project to Anderson Pacific Construction Inc., in the amount of
$1,545,000, and approval of a contingency of 15% of the contract amount of $231,750.

OUTCOME

Approval of the construction contract will provide for the foundation pad and utility
interconnects for the upcoming Fuel Cell installation.

ANALYSIS

The project was advertised for bid and one bid was received and opened on March 26, 2011 with
the following result:
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Contractor Cit~y

Engineers Estimate *

Anderson Pacific Construction, Inc. Santa Clara

Bid Amount

$1,900,200

$1,545,000

Amount Under Percent Under
Engineer’ s Engineer’s
Estimate Estimate

$355,000 (19%)

There was only one bid received for this project which was from Anderson Pacific Construction,
Inc. (APC) and the bid amount was 19% below Engineers Estimate. This project is a specialized
project that will require the Contractor to develop the final design in close coordination with the
third party designers and the Fuel Cell manufacturer. The contractor will have to complete the
construction in a relatively short period of time. In addition, only a limited numbers of
contractors have the required experience to bid for this project. Staff considers the bid proposal
submitted by APC a reasonable price for the work involved. Additionally, APC has successfully
completed several projects at the water pollution control plant, the most recent one being the
Alternative Disinfection Project. This proj ect involves significant underground utility
installation inside the water pollution control plant and the 15% contingency is consistent with
Council Policy.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW UP

This project is currently on budget and on schedule. No additional follow up action with the
Council is expected at this time.

POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative # 1: Reject the bid and drop the project.
Pros: Ability to fund alternative capital projects.
Cons: The City’s performance of the work is part of the PPA. If the City does not perform the
work, the fuel cell vendor will not be able to install the fuel cell at the Plant and the City will be
at risk of not receiving the PG&E rebate.
Reason for not recommending: Performing the work that is part of the PPA and obtaining the
PG&E rebate provides the City with a cost-effective way to implement a clean and efficient
technology for electrical generation.

COORDINATION

This project and memorandum have been coordinated with the City Manager’s Budget Office,
and the City Attorney’s Office. This project and memorandum are scheduled to be considered by
the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee on April 7, 2011.
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FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This project is consistent with the Council approved Budget Strategy to focus on rehabilitating
aging Plant infrastructure, improve efficiency, and reduce operating costs. The project is
consistent with the budget strategy principle of focusing on protecting our vital core services and
also advances the City’s Green Vision renewable energy goal of receiving 100% of electrical
power from clean renewable sources.

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION: $1,545,000

COST OF PROJECT:
Project Delivery
Contract Amount
Contingency

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

$450,000
$1,545,000

$231,750
$2,226,750

3. SOURCE OF FUNDING: 512 - San Jos~-Santa Clara Treatment Plant Capital Fund.

FISCAL IMPACT: Existing funds are available for this project. No additional
appropriation action is required.

BUDGET REFERENCE

Fund # Appn A_ppn. Name RC# Total Appn. Amt. for Adopted Last Budget
# Contract CIP Action

Budget (Date, Ord.
Page No.)

Remaining ProjectCosts $1,545,000
Current FundingAvailable
512 7229 Fuel Cell 152653 $1,326,000 $850,000 V-162 06/29/2010,

28765

512 4341 Plant Electrical $3,400,000 $695,000 V-167 06/29/2010,
Reliability 28765

Total Current Funding Available $4,726,000 1,545,000
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Exempt PP 11-030

/s/
DAVID SYKES
Acting Director, Public Works

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions please contact Jon Newby,.ESD Division Manager, at (408) 945-5160, or
Michael O’Connell, Acting Deputy Director of Public Works, at (408) 535-8300.
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SUBJECT: AGREEMENTS FOR BIOMASS TO ENERGY TECHNOLOGY PROJECT

RECOMMENDATIONS

Adopt a resolution that authorizes the City Manager to negotiate and execute:

An agreement with the California Energy Commission to provide grant funding in an
amount up to $1,900,000 for the initial feasibility study, and potential demonstration of a
biomass-to-energy technology facility at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant from April 20, 2011 through December 31, 2014 consistent with the
business terms specified herein; and

An agreement with Harvest Power Inc. to prepare an initial feasibility study, and
potential demonstration of a biomass-to-energy technology facility at the San Jose/Santa
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant from April 20, 2011 through December 31, 2014
consistent with the business terms specified herein; and for an in-kind match to the
California Energy Commission grant for an estimated value of $4,095,530.

OUTCOME

Approval of this recommendation would enable the City to implement a grant awarded from the
California Energy Commission (CEC) to study and showcase an emerging technology that can
meet the City’s Green Vision goals for waste diversion, waste to energy, alternative fuels, job
creation, and local economic development. A successful demonstration project would also
further San Jos6’s reputation as a green technology leader and help meet San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant goals for achieving energy self-reliance and for identifying
alternative disposal options for biosolids.
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BACKGROUND

On August 12, 2010, the CEC approved a $1,900,000 award to the City for a proposed project
with Harvest Power, Inc. to demonstrate that biomethane suitable for generating electricity or
vehicle fuel can be produced through the gasification of wood and biosolids feedstocks. On
December 14, 2010 Council authorized staff to initiate negotiations with Harvest Power, Inc. and
the CEC to develop agreements needed to implement this project.

ANALYSIS

CEC and Harvest Power Agreements
The City proposes to enter into separate agreements with Harvest Power, Inc., and the CEC. The
agreement with Harvest Power will incorporate the requirements of the City from the CEC for
administering the grant, conducting the initial study, and submitting reports regarding the
operation of the demonstration facility. The agreement with the CEC will include the scope of
work to be performed by the City in collaboration with Harvest Power, and the requirement of a
matching contribution fi’om Harvest Power.

Project Timeline
The City would be entering .into a three-year agreement with the CEC to produce an initial
feasibility study, and to construct and operate a demonstration facility. The initial feasibility
study will be critical to confirm optimal siting of a small demonstration-scale gasification facility
on Plant lands, and provide an analysis of all permitting, engineering, feedstock, and outreach
considerations required for the demonstration unit; as well as to identify the appropriate
indicators of feasibility for implementation of a commercial-scale facility. Based on the results
of the feasibility study, all of the Project Partners (City, Harvest Power, and CEC) must agree to
proceed with Phase Two, the construction and operation of the demonstration facility. The
terms and conditions for the Phase Two will be based, in part, on the results of the initial study.
Staff proposes to return to Council with proposed amendments to the agreement with Harvest
Power to implement Phase Two.

Table 1 - Project Timeline

Task Time Required
Feasibility Study Approx 12 months

Technical, Economic, & Stakeholder Analysis Start April 2011
Critical Review Process

Construction and Operation Approx 24 months
Public Outreach - Ongoing Start April 2012
Building design
Equipment Procurement
Construction
Commissioning of Facility
Feedstock testing - wood waste Start October 2012
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Feedstock testing - biosolids
Long-term feasibility studies
Operating/Capital Cost Analysis
Fueling Station Viability

Project Reporting Ongoing
Data Collection & Reporting
Publish Report of Findings April 2014

City Resources
The CEC grant requires a match from the City and Harvest Power. The City intends to include
as part of its match commitment of City Environmental Services Specialists staff from the
Integrated Waste Management Division and Plant operational and engineering staff. These
existing Staff positions would monitor the project implementation and integrate the
demonstration unit with the Plant infrastructure and operations. It is forecasted that City
employees would each contribute an average of between two hours to four hours per week for
the duration of the project. This commitment is valued at approximately $200,000 for the three-
year term of the project.

The City will also commit up to $200,000 in consultant support. The funding for the consultant
support was encumbered in 2009 to perform engineering, environmental review, public outreach,
and conversion technology analysis for these types of projects.

Harvest Power Resources
Harvest Power will also provide staff resources for the feasibility analysis, and if determined to
be feasible, construction and operation of the demonstration facility. The contribution from
Harvest Power includes in-kind support from their technology partner Agnion to develop the
technical data required for the demonstration facility. Staffing resources from Harvest will total
approximately $135,000 for Phase One and approximately $270,000 for Phase Two and include
up to eight personnel with the following expertise: Construction Manager, Chief Technology
Officer, Lead Engineer, Plant Operations Manager, Economic Feasibility Analyst, and
Technology Feasibility Analyst. The majority of the contribution from Harvest Power shall be
for Phase Two of the project. Harvest Power has agreed to conduct the construction procurement
in substantial conformance with public works requirements.

CEC Fund Disbursement
The CEC funds are disbursed through a reimbursement process and will be released only after
the required match funds from either the City or Harvest Power are expended. Staff anticipates
that the CEC grant funds will be recognized and funding will be appropriated as part of the
2010-2011 year end budget cleanup actions. The CEC matching funds would then in turn be used
for project activities such as existing consultant contracts, or new consultant services based on
expertise required to complete the study. Monthly progress reports will provide ongoing analysis
that will allow team members to adjust project allocations within allowable CEC limits.
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Reporting Requirements
The City will be required to submit reports to substantiate services rendered by City staff and
consultants, and Harvest Power as part of the reimbursement process. The CEC also requires the
City to periodically submit project progress reports. Such reports are to include information
regarding the evaluations of the feasibility data and demonstration results, including but not
limited to feedstock throughput, problems encountered or reported and how they were resolved,
real versus projected costs to operate the system, and cumulative data on system performance.

Ownership of Demonstration Equipment
If a demonstration facility is deemed feasible, Harvest Power will be required to construct the
demonstration facility. The CEC grant agreement requires that any equipment purchased with
grant funds must be retained by the City unless otherwise authorized by the CEC. In this case,
since grant funds will not be used to pay for the cost of the equipment, Harvest Power shall
retain ownership of the demonstration unit at the end of the project term. Harvest Power would
also be required to remove the equipment and restore the Plant site to its original condition. The
specific terms and conditions of Phase Two shall be detailed for Council consideration when
staff returns to Council on or about May 2012.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

The Administration will return in May 2012 with the proposed amendments to the agreement
with Harvest Power if all of the partners have agreed that the project is feasible based on the
results of the initial study.

PUBLIC OUTREACH!INTEREST

This recommendation meets Criteria 1.

Criteria 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater.
(Required: Website Posting)

Criteria 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-
mail and Website Posting)

Criteria 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-maiL, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

As detailed in the memorandum to the City Council dated December 14, 2010, the City did
background research in preparation for the stakeholder portion of the feasibility study and
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demonstration project, including a nationwide phone survey with municipalities who are
currently implementing outreach for conversion technology projects, and leveraging the
communications efforts developed for the Plant Master Plan. The communication plan for the
grant project was developed from these and other industry sources.

The first step in preparing for the stakeholder feasibility will be the identification of key
stakeholders who should provide input on the feasibility study criteria to assure that the research
being performed by the City and Harvest Power is most applicable to the local and statewide
industry. Stakeholders who have already expressed interest in collaborating with the City
include the California Biomass Collaborative, UC Davis, the Bay Area Regional Biomass
Collaborative, the Treatment Plant Advisory Council, the City of Palo Alto, Zanker Road
Resource Management, Ltd., Zero Waste Energy Development Co., Newby Island Resource
Recovery, and Sacramento Municipal Utility District. Other stakeholders will also be contacted
including environmental non-profits, the Plant Master Plan TAG, and the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District. After the Phase One feasibility study is complete, a stakeholder meeting "
will be held in order to review the project findings and get input on the feasibility of moving
forward with the construction and demonstration phase.

COORDINATION

This memorandum was coordinated with the City Manager’s Budget Office, the ONce of
Economic Development, and the City Attorney. This project and memorandum are scheduled to
be considered by the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee on April 7, 2011.

COST IMPLICATIONS

The grant requires a match by City and Harvest of $1,900,000. Harvest Power, its investors, and
project partners would contribute significantly more than the CEC requires as grant match
resources in cash and in-kind resources for this project, including: equipment, materials, labor,
and administrative support, including all costs of site preparation, installation and operation, and
maintenance for the demonstration unit. Harvest would also contribute the following: project
feasibility reports, methane to the Plant above what is required to maintain the demonstration
unit, any special waste disposal costs, construction and unit removal costs including
interconnects, restoration of plant land used for the demonstration unit. The value of Harvest
Power’s contribution for both phases of the project is estimated to be $4,095,530. Phase Two of
the project will not incur any new expenses from the City beyond what is indicated below.

Table 2 - San Jose Match by Timeline

Task Time Required San Jose Description
Contribution

Feasibility Appx 12 months
Planning & Feasibility Studies $200,000 Consultant Contracts

$15,000 Staff time
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Construction - Operation Appx 24 months
Equipment Procurement $15,000 Staff time
Construction $20,000 Stafftime
Land Value $211,701 Land Value
Public Outreach $25,000 Staff time
Feedstock testing - wood waste $40,000 Staff time
Feedstock testing - biosolids $50,000 Staff time
Water and waste disposal $60,000 In-kind Selwices

Reporting Ongoing
Data Collection & Reporting $15,000 Staff time
Publish Report of Findings $20,000 Staff time

Total $671,701

As shown in Table 2 above, the value of the City’s contribution to this demonstration agreement
will not exceed $671,701. Of this, $200,000 is currently encumbered in multi-year consulting
contracts that support feasibility analysis and demonstration evaluation funded by ESD Non-
Personal/Equipment appropriation in the Integrated Waste Management Fund. Another
approximate $212,000 of the City’s contribution is the estimated value of two acres for locating
the demonstration project. Matching resources also include City Staff support for the project,
estimated at approximately $200,000. This would be absorbed by existing staff with no need for
additional staffing allocations, including two staff approved by Council specifically to implement
new organic energy conversion projects. The City will contribute the in-kind value of recycled
water, waste water treatment, and solid waste disposal for an estimated value of $60,000 during
the demonstration period. The balance of City contributed resources will be from Plant
operations staff, provided by the Plant Capital Division. To the extent that the demonstration
unit will generate additional energy beyond what is required for the demonstration unit, it is
contemplated that this energy can be used by the Plant.

Construction and Demonstration phase - Categorical Exemption, File No. PP 10-130, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15303(d), New Construction and Conversion of Small Structures

/si
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions please contact Michele Young, Organics Manager, at (408) 975-2519.
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FROM:

PLANT MASTER PLAN -
SELECTION OF PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

John Stuffiebean
Joseph Horwedel

DATE: March 24, 2011

RECOMMENDATION

a.) Recommend that the City Council:

Provide direction to proceed with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and development of the final documents for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant Master Plan (Plant Master Plan) Recommended Preferred
Alternative consisting of long-term wastewater treatment capital projects, including odor
control projects and changes to the Plant’s biosolids drying, filtration and disinfection
processes; and changes in use of the Plant lands to add a mix of recreational,
environmental, and economic development uses.

Approve option to extend the term of Agreement with Environmental Science Associates
and Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. (ESA+J&S) for Plant Master Plan environmental
documentation to December 31, 2013 and to increase the maximum amount of
compensation by $1,400,000, from $600,000 to $2,000,000.

3. Direct staff to provide an update to Council on the following efforts in May 2011’

a. Status of efforts to prioritize the identification of sources and potential solutions
for elimination of odors coming from the Plant,

b. Study to evaluate timing, cost, and delivery options for capital projects relating to
biosolids dewatering and drying.

b.) Recommend that this report be placed on the April 19, 2011, Council Agenda.

OUTCOME

Approval of the a Plant Master Plan Preferred Alternative and the recommended contract
amendment by Council will allow staff and consultants to proceed with the preparation of a final
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Plant Master Plan and the Plant Master Plan EIR for public comment and Council consideration
by Spring 2013.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Development of the Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative, based on the
principles of sustainability, has been a three-year process that included extensive community and
stakeholder input and rigorous technical analysis and review. The purpose of the Plant Master
Plan is to ensure the Plant’s continued role in protecting public health and the environment,
while supporting the region’s economy and creating a new vision for San Jos6’s South Bay
shoreline.

This Recommended Preferred Alternative includes two components:

Technical Alternative: The technical component consists of process changes and long-
range capital projects that will enable the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control
Plant (Plant) to meet future regulatory requirements and population demands using
sustainable, energy-efficient and cost-effective solutions. The capital projects include
odor control projects and a major change in how biosolids are treated. The current
process which uses over 500 acres of open air lagoons and drying beds is proposed to be
phased out over the next 15 years and replaced with an enclosed, mechanical process.
These changes will shrink the Plant’ s operational footprint and are anticipated to reduce
odors, thereby enabling new land uses along the South San Francisco Bay shoreline.

Land Use Alternative: The land use component proposes a mix of new land uses on the
Plant bufferlands and current biosolids processing area that include: economic
development with a focus on Clean Tech and job creation; recreational uses including
trails and parks; and enhancement of upland habitats and restoration of marshland
habitats.

If Council approves the Preferred Alternative for the Plant Master Plan, staff and the
environmental consultants (ESA+J&S) will develop the EIR and provide a final Master Plan for
consideration by early 2013.

This report discusses the input received on the Draft Recommended Alternative since November
2010, and provides a description of the Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative and Land
Use Alternative as well as a description of the proposed contract amendment and environmental
review process. In addition, some critical Plant infrastructure repairs that are proceeding
independently from, and regardless of, a Plant Master Plan are identified.
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BACKGROUND

The Plant serves approximately 1.4 million residents and about 17,000 main commercial/
industrial sewer connections in the cities of San Jos4, Santa Clara, Milpitas, Cupertino,
Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga. While the Plant has successfully served the
community for 55 years, aging pipes, pumps, concrete, and electrical systems need long-range
attention in order to continue those successful operations well into the future.

On March 27, 2007, the Council accepted staff’s report analyzing the infrastructure, planning,
and financing needs of the City’s wastewater treatment facilities and provided direction to staff
to proceed with the development of a Master Plan for the Plant. In November 2007, Council
approved a contract with Carollo Engineers to develop a 30-year Master Plan for the Plant.

The Plant Master Plan project team has been guided by the Plant Master Plan Steering
Committee, made up of staff from the Plant’s two co-owning cities (San Jos4 and Santa Clara)
and from the tributary agencies served by the Plant. The project team also provided quarterly
updates to the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) and San Jos4’s Transportation and
Environment Council Committee (T&E) to obtain comments from elected officials.

As described in the December 2010 T&E Committee staff report, staff developed the Draft
Recommended Alternative with extensive technical oversight, agency feedback, and public and
stakeholder input. In addition, staff addressed comments from the Plant’s tributary partners,
including the Milpitas Guiding Principles for San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
Master Plan Reconstruction and Land Use Alternatives (Milpitas Guiding Principles), as
discussed in the December 14, 2010 staff report.

Inviting stakeholder and community input on possible new land uses and proposed Plant
improvements has been a key part of the planning process. To date, there have been three phases
of public input, in addition to ongoing input from the Community Advisory Group (CAG):

1. May to November 2009: input was collected on community values for the Plant lands,
and this input was used to develop three land use alternatives.

2. May to November 2010: input was collected on the three land use alternatives - Back to
the Bay, Riparian Corridor, and Necklace of Lakes. The input was used to refine the
alternatives into one Draft Recommended Alternative.

3. November 2010 to January 2011: input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was
collected and used to develop the Recommended Preferred Alternative.

Five community workshops were held in January 2011 to collect public input on the Draft
Recommended Alternative at various locations throughout the Plant’s service area. More than
180 total participants attended the workshops and 25 comments were received using an on-line
interactive map and comment form. An Input Summary detailing the comments received from
November 2010 to January 2011 on the Draft Recommended Alternative, including comment
letters and petitions, is provided as Attachment A.



TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
March 24, 2011
Subject: Plant Master Plan - Selection of Preferred Alternative
Page 4

ANALYSIS

If the Plant Master Plan is fully adopted, approved, and implemented by the City, it will ensure
that existing and proposed onsite uses are consistent with the City’s land use goals, policies, and
designations. The Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative includes:

¯ A variety of long-range improvements to the Plant’s facilities and operations over the
next 30 years (through the year 2040); and

¯ Proposed new uses for the Plant lands not already reserved for wastewater treatment or
buffer, including commercial, retail, and light industrial development; creating and/or
restoring habitat and natural corridors to support wildlife; and a regional community park
and trails to connect the Bay Trail and meet future recreational demand.

A detailed discussion of the goals and objectives for the Plan and a description of the proposed
elements follow below.

Goals and Obiectives

The following goals for the Plant Master Plan were developed based on the principles of
sustainability:

¯ Operational: Result in a reliable, flexible Plant that can respond to changing conditions
¯ Economical: Maximize economic benefits for customers through cost-effective options
¯ Environmental: Improve habitat and minimize impacts to the local and global

environment
¯ Social: Maximize community benefits through improved aesthetics and recreational uses

The following 15 objectives guided the development of the Recommended Preferred Alternative:
¯ Protect the environment, public health, and safety through reliable wastewater treatment

that can accommodate population growth and meet foreseeable future regulations.
¯ Maximize the long-range efficient use of the Plant’s existing facilities and reduce the

footprint of the existing biosolids treatment area.
¯ Maintain cost-effective Plant operations and competitive sewer rates through enhanced

operations, flexibility, and rigorous evaluation of new technologies.
¯ Reduce visual, noise, and odor impacts from Plant operations to neighboring land uses to

the extent practicable.
° Promote additional resource recovery from Plant operations by supporting recycled water

production, increasing biogas production, and diversifying biosolids reuse options.
¯ Pursue energy self sufficiency and reduced greenhouse gas emissions by promoting

renewable energy generation, increased energy efficiency, and enclosed biosolids
processing.

° Allow for the beneficial use of Plant effluent through multiple effluent release points and
creation of freshwater habitats.

° Allow for complementary economic development that enhances job growth, generates
revenue, provides for partnerships with educational institutions, and supports the regional
growth of the Clean Tech industry.
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Locate economic development on Plant lands to maximize viability and visibility.
Protect the small-town character of the Alviso Village.
Allow for complementary recreational uses, including interconnected trails to the Bay,
environmental education, and addressing regional recreational needs.
In partnership with other agencies, protect, enhance, and/or restore habitat, including
upland areas, wetlands, and riparian vegetation near creeks.
Allow for Pond A18 to provide water quality, ecosystem benefits, and flood control
benefits.
Promote access to recreational, educational, and economic development uses by
improving transportation connections through the Plant lands.
In partnership with other agencies, protect the Plant from flooding and risks associated
with sea level rise.

Critical Infrastructure Rehabilitation

The total projected capital cost of all the technical improvements identified by the Plant Master
Plan process is estimated at $2.2 billion over 30 years (escalated at two percent annually) for all
capital projects, including immediate and critical rehabilitation and repair. Even without a Plant
Master Plan, there are critical replacement and rehabilitation projects needed for most of the
liquids treatment process, energy generation, and electrical reliability. The Plant Master Plan
consultant team validated the assumptions made in the 2007 Infrastructure Condition Assessment
(CH2MHill) for certain critical projects. The team identified the following repair, replacement,
and rehabilitation projects as activities that are critical to ongoing, reliable operation of the Plant
and therefore need to occur during the current five-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
timeframe, independent of whether any Plant Master Plan is developed or approved:

¯ Headworks." Replace the original headworks structure by expanding the new headworks to
accommodate the dry and wet weather peak flows; provide additional flow equalization;
and improve routing of piping.

¯ Primary (physical) Treatment: Repair and rehabilitate primary tanks.
¯ Secondary (biological) Treatment: Repair and rehabilitate secondary tanks; install fine

bubble diffusers to save energy; improve interconnections among the tanks to improve
operational flexibility.

¯ Solids Thickening: Repair and improve thickening facilities to enhance the thickened
sludge concentration and thereby reduce the need for additional digester capacity.

¯ Digesters: Rehabilitate and improve digesters; replace gas lines.
¯ Electrical Reliability: Increase electrical reliability through newly replaced conduits,

motor control centers, and switchgears.
¯ Energy Generation: Replace existing inefficient engines and generators with more energy

efficient gas turbines.

As the need for these critical near-term replacement, rehabilitation, and repair projects was
previously known (and then confirmed through the Plant Master Plan process), they will undergo
separate environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); the
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EIR for the Plant Master Plan will consider the potential for these and other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects at and near the Plant to contribute to cumulative environmental
impacts. Critical replacement, repair, and rehabilitation projects have been incorporated into the
current 5-year CIP.

Preferred Technical Alternative to be included in the Plant Master Plan EIR

Specific components of the Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative have been defined in
varying levels of detail. The environmental analysis will reflect this level of detail at either a
project or programmatic level of detail. While the environmental work is being done, staff will
also be working with the Plant’s partners on financing options for the Preferred Technical
Alternative.

Biosolids Process
Instead of using over 500 acres of open air lagoons and drying beds, the Recommended Preferred
Alternative for the Plant Master Plan proposes using a new, enclosed mechanical dewatering and
drying processes that will minimize odors, and result in a smaller footprint of approximately 160
acres. The new process will also help prepare the Plant for future greenhouse gas regulations and
landfill closure, and allow for diversification of disposal and reuse of the biosolids as a resource.
The biosolids process changes for dewatering and drying are included in the Recommended
Preferred Alternative and will be analyzed at a project level of detail in the Plant Master Plan EIR.
The 30-year project costs for all biosolids improvements as currently proposed in the
Recommended Preferred Alternative are estimated at $530 million, of which $230 million will be
expended by 2025 for transitioning from the current lagoon/drying bed operation. Due to the
higher energy inputs, these processes will result in higher operating costs.

The magnitude and complexity of the transition to a new biosolids process for the Plant that
treats the wastewater of 1.4 million people makes it one of the largest in the country. Therefore,
the Recommended Preferred Alternative proposes a phased approach to implementation. This
phased approach includes field piloting of potential processes to ensure that the significant
investment will be successful and the performance and reliability are optimized while
minimizing environmental impacts.. Each treatment plant’s solids are unique and processes must
be chosen and fine-tuned to ensure successful operation and optimized operational expenses.
Given the significance of the project, and the need for a phased program to help ensure success,
the Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative is therefore to transition to a new technology
within 11 to 15 years. The recommended approach also allows for potential new technologies to
be incorporated in the future. Stakeholders have expressed concern that this traditional delivery
approach may not provide the shortest overall implementation schedule. Further information on
a study to assess the costs and economic benefits of possible capital project delivery options,
such as design-build and design-build-operate delivery methods that may allow for accelerated
implementation once CEQA clearance is obtained, will be provided in May 2011.
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Odor Control
The Recommended Preferred Alternative also includes projects to further reduce odors
throughout the Plant. Odor control for headworks, primary, and the thickening process are
proposed to be included in the EIR for the Plant Master Plan at a project level of detail. The
proposed capital investment for odor control on these processes is $70 million and will include
covering processes and treatment of the captured air. Odor control will result in increased
operating and maintenance costs.

At the December 14, 2010, Council meeting, staff received direction from the Council to
prioritize the identification of sources and potential solutions for elimination of odors coming
from the Plant and present options for the elimination of odors, with timelines and cost estimates
to do so. As part of the Plant Master Plan project, Carollo Engineers performed a preliminary
analysis of the main odor sources at the Plant that could result in off-site odors and
recommended improvements to these ’processes to be undertaken. The capital projects required to
address odors are included in this Recommended Preferred Technical Alternative. Staff will
provide a more detailed update on the efforts to assess odors in May 2011.

New Technologies
New technologies that may be needed to meet future regulations such as new filters and
disinfection facilities for discharge to the Bay and provision of recycled water or future renewable
energy projects such as solar arrays are included in the EIR at the programmatic level.

Preferred Land Use Alternative to be included in the Plant Master Plan EIR

Economic Development
The Recommended Preferred Alternative would allocate approximately 400 acres of Plant lands
for economic development such as light industrial, office/research and development (R&D), and
retail uses and an institute, including roads needed to access these uses. The intent of the
economic development is to create jobs and to generate revenue. The City would retain
ownership of lands designated for development. The timing of development would be based on
the infrastructure improvements needed to reduce odors from Plant operations and biosolids
management, provide services such as electricity and potable water to the area, and market
conditions. Potential land uses under consideration for these areas are summarized as follows:

Light Industrial. Approximately 158 acres of light industrial development along the
frontage of State Route (SR) 237 and in the current biosolids drying area is proposed,
with a focus on Clean Tech manufacturing.

¯ Office /Research & Development. A range of between 23 to 44 acres of office/R&D
near the. area designated for light industrial uses is proposed. This area could support a
range of activities such as research, laboratory, product development and testing,
engineering and sales activities, and any other basic research functions leading to new
product development.

¯ Retail/Commercial. A range of 16 to 37 acres of retail/commercial development along
SR 237 is proposed. This area may provide for retail and service establishments to serve
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local employees and residents as well as destination retail’. Establishments could include
general retail, restaurants, supermarkets, gas stations, and personal service uses.
Institute. The Recommended Preferred Alternative also proposes to reserve 45 acres
along SR 237 for the establishment of a Clean Tech and water institute. It is envisioned
that such an institute could serve as an incubator and demonstration facility for water and
energy related technologies, providing a campus setting for academic and corporate
institutions.
Renewable Energy Field. Approximately 60 acres are proposed to be reserved for
renewable energy fields such as solar panel installation. In addition, it is proposed that
buildings on the site would require solar panels on rooftops.
Roads. A road network to support the proposed land uses would require approximately
64 acres of rights-of-way. New roadways are proposed to connect Nortech Parkway and
Zanker Road and provide access to Dixon Landing Road and Interstate-880 to the north.

The consultant, Bay Area Economics, estimated job creation for this development. The direct
jobs that would be created by this Recommended Preferred Alternative are projected at 17,000
permanent jobs and 800 construction jobs, with additional indirect employment to support the
new uses.

Environmental Uses
Approximately 1,190 acres of the Plant’s property acres are proposed for habitat restoration, to
be implemented in partnership with other entities (to be determined in the future). The following
habitat types would be protected, created, or restored under the Recommended Preferred
Alternative:

¯ Freshwater Wetlands. Approximately 60 acres of freshwater wetlands would be created
to beneficially use fully treated effluent. These wetlands would further improve effluent
quality through natural biological processes. Adding the wetland as a discharge location,
in addition to the existing Artesian Slough discharge location, could benefit salt marsh
habitat in San Francisco Bay and provide wildlife viewing areas that will be made
accessible through a network of nature trails.

¯ Burrowing Owl Habitat. Approximately 180 acres of grassland habitat would be
protected and managed to support burrowing owls, a California species of special
concern.

¯ Riparian Habitat. Approximately 170 acres of riparian habitat, including a restored
Artesian Slough corridor, would be provided.

¯ Marsh/Mudflats. Situated on the site in the location of the existing Pond A18, nearly
800 acres of salt marsh habitat and tidal areas adjacent to the Bay could be constructed to
help provide flood protection and restore a transition from the salt marsh habitat through
brackish to perched freshwater wetlands and upland grasslands. This habitat would also
support special status species such as the clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse and
provide large contiguous areas for these inhabitants.
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As part of the Plant Master Plan, staff has been worldng with the Army Corps of Engineers and
the Santa Clara Valley Water District on the South Bay Shoreline Study to determine the
appropriate alignment for Bay-side levees to protect the Plant from sea level rise and tidal
flooding and ensure that lands are designated in the Recommended Preferred Alternative for
future levee placement.

Recreational Uses
The Recommended Preferred Alternative proposes a mixture of recreational and educational
facilities on land surrounding the Plant’s operational area, to be developed in partnership with
other agencies. Proposed facilities include:

¯ Trails. 16 miles of new trails and connection to the Bay Trail.
¯ Park. A new 40-acre park with sports fields.
¯ Habitat Areas. Access to the Plant’s freshwater wetlands and Bay front for bird watching

and hiking.
¯ Education/Nature Center. A nature and education center adjacent to proposed habitat

areas near the Bay.

Phasing and Fiscal Information
The development of the Plant lands under the Recommended Preferred Alternative is contingent
on market demand. In addition to market demand, phasing of the development and availability of
land will depend on the infrastructure improvements at the Plant to control odors and change the
solids processing technologies.

At build-out, the positive fiscal impact is projected to be $1.1 million based on property and sales
tax revenue, with substantial additional benefit to Santa Clara County and local School Districts.
The annual projected ground lease revenue at build-out is projected to be $10.5 million. The
timing of infrastructure capital investment precedes the development of the land and potential
resulting revenues. Therefore, revenues at build out have the potential to offset future operating
and maintenance costs for the Plant but do not offset the capital investment for the Plant.

The economic analysis using the IMPLAN economic assessment model for Santa Clara County
showed that the total economic impact of this development, considering construction and
permanent economic activity, is approximately $16.5 billion - a substantial benefit to the region.

The Recommended Preferred Alternative is shown as a conceptual map as Attachment B. An
Executive Summary of the Draft Plant Master Plan is provided as Attachment C.

CEO 

The completion of an EIR is required by CEQA to provide environmental clearance to allow the
City Council to consider implementation of all or some of the actions recommended in the Plant
Master Plan. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or Environmental Assessment (EA) may
also be required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) if funds or
partnerships for actions in the Plant Master Plan will use any federal funding. Critical repair and
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rehabilitation projects will be covered by a separate CEQA process and considered in the
cumulative impact section of the Plant Master Plan EIR.

The Plant Master Plan EIR will include:

¯ Project-level analysis for well-defined wastewater capital projects (e.g., the construction
of new solids dewatering equipment).

¯ Programmatic level analysis of wastewater capital projects planned in the later years of
the Plan or without specific definition and detail (e.g., filter replacement). As these
projects move forward in the future, additional environmental documentation will be
required.

¯ Programmatic analysis of all future uses of Plant lands. The EIR will provide analysis of
key issues, such as biological and cultural resources, and traffic. Additional
environmental documentation would be needed for future development project
entitlements and construction within the land use areas.

The City Council approved an agreement with ESA+J&S in September 2010 to begin work on
the first phase of environmental documentation services (draft project description, review of
environmental studies, existing conditions report and draft Notice of Preparation) to the Plant
Master Plan CEQA analysis. The recommendation in this report includes exercising an option to
extend the agreement and add funds to complete the environmental impact analysis for the
Preferred Alternative.

The scope for the additional work for ESA+J&S amendment includes:
° Completed CEQA project description
° Completed Technical Studies
¯ Administrative Draft EIR
¯ Screencheck EIR
¯ Draft EIR
¯ First amendment of draft EIR
¯ Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting program
¯ EIR certification
¯ Agency consultation
¯ NEPA compliance, ifneeded

Public scoping meetings for the EIR are proposed for June 2011, with completion of the EIR
process in early 2013.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

It is anticipated that at the time a final Plant Master Plan is brought forward to Council for
consideration, which at present is anticipated to be in early 2013, the Plant Master Plan item will
likely need to include proposed actions to amend the Alviso Master Plan, incorporated within the
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City’s General Plan, .and possibly amendments to the General Plan as well. This ensures that the
City’s land use goals, strategies and plans for this area remain aligned and consistent.

An update on the Plant’s odor analysis and options for alternative delivery options for biosolids
dewatering and drying that may accelerate the timing of implementation once CEQA clearance is
complete will be presented to TPAC and Council in the May 2011.

POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative #1: Direct staff to proceed with an alternative that provides more opportunities for
habitat restoration.
Pros: Providing more land for habitat restoration would address stakeholder input and concerns,
including the Water, Environment, and Ecology alternative requested by several stakeholders.
Cons: This policy alternative does not meet the City’s project objectives including job creation,
revenue, and enhancement of recreation opportunities.
Reason for not recommending: Land use experts and City staff agree that the Plant site is
uniquely situated to attract Clean Tech development and job growth consistent with the draft
Envision San Jos~ 2040 job targets. In addition, the Plant site has been identified by the San Josd
Parks Department and the Parks Departments of tributary agencies as a unique opportunity for a
regional park. The CEQA analysis will include discussion of means to reduce the environmental
effects of the Recommended Preferred Alternative and including consideration of a reduced level
of development. The Recommended Preferred Alternative includes nearly 1,200 acres of
environmental uses.

Alternative #2: Direct staff to proceed with an alternative that provides more opportunities for
economic development and job growth.
Pros: Providing additional economic development area in the alternative could enhance job
growth and revenues.
Cons: An increased economic development area would reduce space availabld for
environmental restoration and recreational amenities, and increase mitigation requirements.
Reason for not recommending: Economic analysis performed for the Plant Master Plan
Recommended Preferred Alternative indicates that 300 acres of development is consistent with
the job targets in the Draft Envision San Jos6 2040 Plan and represents the likely capacity of the
land to attract future growth.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

Criterion 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Website Posting)

Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-mail
and Website Posting)
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Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

Direct engagement with the public and the Plant’s many stakeholder groups has been an essential
component to developing the Draft Plant Master Plan over the past three years. The
communications strategy for the Plant Master Plan was developed by City staff with input from
the Plant Master Plan Steering Committee, and implemented using a variety of media,
advertising, and community engagement tactics. The tributary-wide Public Outreach Worldng
Group, composed of staff from the cities and sanitation districts, has been providing input on the
public outreach plan since December 2007. The Community Advisory Group will have met 20
times, and three public input opportunities were provided in May 2009, May 2010 and January
2011. Staff also met with regulatory and resource agencies to obtain input on the Draft
Recommended Alternative.

Based on public input from the Community Advisory Group, the January 2011 workshops and
from comment letters received, staff refined the Draft Recommended Alternative into the
Recommended Preferred Alternative. Comments received at the January 2011 workshops and
through the website showed that while the public supports the long-range Plant improvements
and environmental uses planned for the Plant lands, a majority would prefer to see more
environmental uses and fewer economic uses, especially given the current economic situation
with perceived abundance of vacant office/retail and industrial space.

While most of the comment letters received focused on specific issues or preferences, the letter
from the environmental non-profit groups was unique in that it requested the evaluation of an
additional alternative that emphasized environment, ecology, and water elements only. A similar
letter from these organizations was received in May 2010. Response to this request will be
considered in the EIR and evaluated, along with other alternatives identified during the
preparation of the EIR.

The following is a summary of the comments received since the Draft Recommended Alternative
was presented in November 2010 and staff responses:

Plant operations - The stakeholders recognize the vital need to rebuild the Plant over its long-
range future and are generally comfortable with the technical alternative. However, some groups
voiced concern about timing of the improvements related to odor reduction (some believed these
improvements should go faster, others slower) and costs related to the proposed project for
dewatering of the biosolids.
Staff has analyzed the timing of possible improvements and is recommending a 15-year
timeframe for the major biosolids and odor improvements to allow time for piloting new
technologies, which will reduce the overall risk to the Plant.
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Traffic - Community members had varying opinions about the proposed connection to Dixon
Landing Road through the Plant lands. Some stated it would improve traffic and connections
between Silicon Valley and the East Bay. Others stated that it would increase traffic on SR 237
and through Alviso Village.
The circulation pattern proposed for the Recommended Preferred Land Use Alternative is
designed to prevent traffic from negatively affecting the Alviso Village while increasing access to
the proposed uses. The Dixon Landing Road connection may also help reduce traffic congestion
at the SR 237 and Interstate 880 interchange. A full traffic analysis will be a major component of
the EIR.

Development - A majority of respondents would prefer to retain open space and minimize or
eliminate development on the Plant lands. Reasons included the currently high vacancy rates,
environmental, and traffic impacts.
The economic development projects proposed for the Plant are projected to enhance job growth,
generate revenue, provide for partnerships with educational institutions, and support the
regional growth of the Clean Tech industry. This site provides a unique location due to the large
parcels that will become available as the land needs of the Plant are reduced

Open space - The comments related to economic development projects were often linked to the
concept of preserving open space. Many stakeholders noted that since much of the Valley floor
has been fully built out, any available open space should be saved for future generations.
The majority of the site not used for wastewater treatment purposes is proposed to be dedicated
to habitat protection and open space, including a large area reserved to protect burrowing owl
habitat.

Flooding - Stakeholders, especially those located near the Bay, recognized the flood risk
associated with the Plant lands. Groups were concerned that any new development on the Plant
lands would not only be at risk but would exacerbate the flood risk to Alviso. These flooding
issues, they noted, would only increase with future sea-level rise.
Staff continues to work with the Santa Clara Valley Water District, Army Corps of Engineers,
and California Coastal Conservancy on the South Bay Shoreline Study to ensure flood protection
for the Plant as well as the surrounding lands and Alviso Community. Mitigation for increased
flood risk due to implementation of the Recommended Preferred Alternative, as well as other
land use alternatives, will be addressed as part of the Plant Master Plan EIR.

Consistency with Alviso Master Plan -Some community members involved with the Alviso
Master Plan process asked about whether the proposed development in the Plant Master Plan
would be consistent with the "public/quasi public" land use designation found in the Alviso
Master Plan.
The Recommended Preferred Land Use Alternative has been designed to meet the spirit of and
guidelines in the Alviso Master Plan to protect the small town character of Alviso, including the
location of the burrowing owl area as a buffer and road alignments that will encourage drivers
away from the community. As part o f finalizing the Plant Master Plan following Council
Consideration, the General Plan land use designations for the Plant lands would be revised to be
consistent with land uses in the approved Plant Master Plan.
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Recreation - The stakeholders and environmental groups almost unanimously supported the
proposed trails network and Bay Trail link through the Plant lands. Some expressed concerns
about the trail’s impacts to habitat and the need for ongoing trail maintenance.
Trail connection impacts will be analyzed in the Plant Master Plan EIR.

Coyote Creek- A number of community members questioned the feasibility of moving the
Water District flood control levee along Coyote Creek to create a delta and upland connection
between the Bay and the land. Some believed that this new flow regime could reduce freshwater
flows in Coyote Creek downstream of the Plant lands and negatively impact the adjacent habitat,
while others supported the idea to re-create this environment.
Due to the complexity of the water flow issues in the Coyote Creek area requiring further
analysis and discussion with the Santa Clara Valley Water District and other stakeholders, staff
is recommending that the Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative not show a
levee change at this time, but leave the opportunity open by preserving open space near Coyote
Creek to enable reconsideration of this or other opportunities in the future. As a result, the
levee alignment for Coyote Creek shown in the Recommended Preferred Alternative is the
existing levee and places the discharge of the proposed freshwater wetland to the north rather
than into Coyote Creek.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the City Attorney’s Office, the Budget Office, and is
scheduled to be reported at the April 2011 Treatment Plant Advisory Committee meeting.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This recommendation is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Draft Envision San Joss
2040 General Plan as previously endorsed by the City Council and addresses critical
infrastructure investment.

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION/COST OF PROJECT: $1,400,000

o

SOURCE OF FUNDING: 512 - San Jose/Santa Clara Treatment Plant Capital
Improvement Fund

FISCAL IMPACT: This will be funded through existing funds in the Environmental
Services Department’s 2010-2011 Adopted Operating Budget. No additional funding
appropriation is necessary to approve this request.
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BUDGET REFERENCE

Fund Appn. Appn, RC. Total Amt. For This 2010-2011 Last Budget
# Name Appn. Recommendation Adopted Action

Capital (Date, Ord.
Budget No.)
(Page)

512 4120 Plant 144919 3,535,000 1,400,000 V-179 10/19/2010,
Master 28829
Plan

CEQA

Not a Project, File No. PP10-069 (a) Staff Reports. The proposed action will allow staff and the
consultants to proceed with the analysis of potential environmental impacts of the proposed Plant
Master Plan as required by CEQA.

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

/s/
JOSEPH HORWEDEL, Director
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

For questions, please contact Bhavani Yerrapotu, Division Manager, Technical Services (ESD)
at 945-5321, Jennifer Garnett, Communications Manager (ESD) at 535-8554 or Laurel Prevetti,
Assistant Director (PBCE) at 535-7901.

Attachments:
Attachment A: Input Summary
Attachment B: Preferred Alternative Map
Attachment C: Plant Master Plan Executive Summary
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Section I - Executive Summary

A. PROJECT OVERVIEW
Development of the Plant Master Plan Recommended Preferred Alternative has been a three-year process,
based on the principles of sustainability that included extensive community and stakeholder input and
rigorous technical analysis and review. The purpose of the Plant Master Plan is to ensure the Plant’s
continued role in protecting public health and the environment, while supporting the region’s economy
and creating a new vision for San Jos~’s South Bay shoreline.

Inviting stakeholder and community input on possible new land uses and proposed Plant improvements
has been a key part of the planning process. To date, there have been three phases of public input:

May to November 2009: input was collected on community values for the Plant lands, and this input was
used to develop three land use alternatives;
May to November 2010: input was collected on the three land use alternatives - Back to the Bay, Riparian
Corridor, and Necklace of Lakes. The input was used to refine the alternatives into one Draft
Recommended Alternative
November 2010 to January 2011 : input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was collected and used
to develop the Recommended Preferred Alternative.

This report summarizes the public input on the Draft Recommended Alternative. Summaries of the earlier
two phases of public input can be found at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Reports.

B. PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITIES
Public input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was collected as follows:

Community Advisory Group (CAG) - A group of community members appointed from the Plant’s
eight- city service area has provided consistent input throughout the Plant Master Plan process; this
report reflects the group’s specific input on the Draft Recommended Alternative. Input from members of
the public was also recorded at the regular CAG meetings.

Community workshops - Five community workshops were held in January 2011 across the Plant
service area, attracting more than 180 total participants. Using a comment wall, participants were asked
to write what they liked and what they would change about the alternative, any additional questions or
comments, and what they thought of the workshop itself.

Online interactive map and comment form - In January 2011, an interactive map and comment form
was available at rebuildtheplant.org for participants to review the alternative and provide comments; 25
responses were submitted online.

Tributary partner comments - Comments from the Plant’s co-owner, City of Santa Clara, and the Plant
tributary agencies (City of Milpitas, Cupertino Sanitary District, West Valley Sanitation District, County
Sanitation District 2-3, and Burbank Sanitary District) have been noted during regular project meetings.

Stakeholder meetings and letters - Project staff has and continues to regularly participate in meetings
with stakeholders to collect input on the Draft Recommended Alternative. Some stakeholder groups
have also submitted their input via letters.
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Website comments - Throughout the planning process, general input and comments on the project are
accepted through the inquiry form at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Submit Inquiry/Comments.

PROJECT TIMELINE AND INPUT PROCESS

~,~
Final

Broad Selected Master
’~-~°~ Al[erna|ive Alte[natives Alternative Plan

May Nov     Jan 2009 2010 201I08     08     o9 I I I
Exploratory Workshops Community Workshops & Other Input Oppodunities
with experls and par,’.ners with stakeholders and residents

Multi-Year
|mplemenlalion

Period

Kick-off
The project kicked off in 2008 with a series of three exploratory workshops held with wastewater and land
use planning experts. The outcome was a broad project concept that was introduced at a community
workshop in May 2009.

Phase I - Public Values Input - 2009
A survey was developed to capture input on public values on land uses. Almost 1,500 surveys were
collected from the CAG, public, and stakeholder groups at the May 2009 workshop, on Plant tours, and at
the project website. This input was distributed in the December 7, 2009 Transportation & Environment
Committee memorandum, and can be found as the Community Workshop #1 Summary Report at
rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Reports.

Phase 2 - Land Use Alternatives Input - 2010
Project planners used input from the values survey to inform the development of the three land use
alternatives that were presented to the public in May 2010 (see Appendix A - Land Use Alternatives
Supplement at rebuildthepl~nt.org under Resources-Project Information). Project planners collected this
input at a series of community workshops, via the project website, and from stakeholder and regulatory
groups (see the PMP Land Use Alternatives Input Summary at rebuildtheplent.org under Resources-Reports).
The input helped shape the Draft Recommended Alternative.

Phase 3 - Draft Recommended Alternative Input - January 2011
Public input on the Draft Recommended Alternative was solicited in January 2011 at five community
workshops and via an online interactive map and comment form. The input was used to develop the
Recommended Preferred Alternative. All input collected will be presented to the San Jos6 and Santa Clara
city councils in April 201 I.

Phase 4 - Recommended Preferred Alternative - Council Review, April 2011
The Treatment Plant Advisory Committee and city councils of San Jos~ and Santa Clara will review the
Recommended Preferred Alternative and all public input in April 2011. If the councils approve the
alternative, the project will begin the environmental review process. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
will be prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to evaluate the
environmental effects of the proposed plan. Opportunities for public input on the scope of the
environmental review (e.g., air quality, transportation, noise), as well as the environmental evaluation itself,
are incorporated in the CEQA process.
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Following the EIR and upon council approval, the final plan will direct capital improvements at the Plant
over the next 30 years. It also outlines a land use plan (with categorical uses, not specific proposals) i:or the
Plant’s site.
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Sectior~ ~ = Community Advisory Group

A. OVERVIEW
The Community Advisory Group (CAG) has provided ongoing feedback and a community perspective on the
Plant Master Plan process since 2008. Members represent the eight cities of the Plant service area and were
appointed to reflect a range of backgrounds in education, environment, business, recreation, and
community activism. Details on howthis group was formed, member biographies, and all CAG meeting
summaries can be found at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Community Advisory Group. CAG’s input
on the Draft Recommended Alternative was captured in the November 18, 2010 meeting summary.

B. C,a,G INPUT
Below is an excerpt from the November 18, 2010 CAG Meeting Summary, which provides a snapshot of the
CAG input discussed at the meeting. View the complete summary at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-
Community Advisory Group.

Project Manager Kirsten Struve and Project Planner Matt Krupp presented the draft recommended land use alternative,
which includes the following features as part of a balanced land use plan that incorporates input received throughout
the project:

Economic Development (total 300 acres plus renewable energy field)
~ 20-35 acres of retail at the frontage of Highway 237 for maximum visibility.
¯ 220-235 acres of office and light industrial with a focus on Clean Tech both along the frontage of Highway 237

and in the current biosolids drying area.
45 acres along Highway 237 to allow for a Clean Tech and Water Institute that could be an incubator and
demonstration facility.

Q 60 acres for a renewable energy field, in addition to solar installations near the Plant’s operational area, on roof
tops, and the existing 35-acre waste-to-energy site.
Road connections that would include a link to Dixon Landing Road and a connection from Nortech to Zanker
Road.

Environmental Protection and Restoration
¯ 190 acres of burrowing owl habitat.
~ 250 acres of salt marsh habitat and tidal areas, which also benefit flood protection.
~ Expanded Coyote Creek delta and connection to the Bay.
¯ 225 acres of restored Artesian Slough and additional riparian areas.
~ 60 acres of freshwater wetlands to further polish the Plant’s effluent.
~ Multiple Plant discharge areas to diffuse the Plant’s freshwater impact on the Bay environment.

Recreational Uses
~ 40-acre park with sports fields and connection to restored Artesian Slough, as well as access to retail areas.
o Bay Trail connection, for a total of 16 miles of trails.
Q 50 acres of flexible open space with connection to habitat areas.
o Access to the Plant’s freshwater wetlands for bird watching and hiking (60 acres).
o Opportunities to locate nature and education centers that complement the existing Don Edwards Refuge

Education Center.

In response to a question, staff explained that there is no guarantee that any other odor-emitting facilities in the vicinity
of the Plant will take action to limit the odors that they emit. Kirsten also responded that the total development and
renewable energy acreage in the recommended alternative is approximately the same as the Bacl¢ to the Bay alternative.
Matt explained that the recommended alternative will include a few bridges along with major and minor streets,
although the details on location and quantity of each will be determined according to the development types.
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CAG members raised the concern that new roads in the recommended alternative may become a thoroughfare for traffic
trying to avoid congestion at the Highway 237 and Interstate 880 interchange. Matt explained that any traffic traveling
east or west across the area will be forced south, to either Zanker Road or North 1.st Street to make it less convenient for
traffic trying to cut through the area. CAG members also commented that they want to see "complete streets" used in the
area, meaning streets that include bike trails, pedestrian access, and stormwater treatment.

CAG members also felt that the effect of creating an iconic destination feature on the Plant site, such as a gateway or
other substantial design feature, at the southern entrance to the area would probably lose much of its impact because of
the unattractive truck traffic that regularly passes through there. Matt explained that the details on this topic would be
determined once development occurs. He reiterated that the concept of the alternative is to create something that is
impactful.

Members also stated that besides pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle traffic, the alternative also needs to take into
account kayakers and trains in the area. A CAG member expressed concern about the viewshed at the Plant and
suggested moving development to the back of the site. However, the CAG member acknowledged that the public input
collected showed support for development on the 237 bufferlands.

CAG members asked whether more mixed-use development would better correspond with the San Jos~ Envision 2040
General Plan calls for sustainable development. Matt explained that pedestrian-friendly retail development will be
located at the front of the area along its southern border, while light industrial, generally considered to be assembly and
warehouses, would go at the back. The San Jos~ Envision 2040 General Plan has identified the 237 bufferlands as the
ideal fit for light industrial uses.

CAG members asked how high the buildings would be when the area is developed. Matt explained that the maximum
height of the buildings will be six to eight stories and that this will be limited by the availability of parking structures. He
explained that development would be a mixture of heights rather than a series of uniform structures. CAG members
asked whether the soil was stable enough to sustain such large structures, and if underground parking would be feasible;
Matt responded that the land is "real" land (not bay land or fill), and so the soil is stable; however, the groundwater level
in the area is reasonably high, so underground p~rking is not feasible.

CAG members asked about the green area in the alternative running along beside Highway 237, and Matt explained that
this is a temporary trail that is being renovated and that there are high-tension power lines there that cannot be moved.
Members also asked what can be done with the Cilker land, which is zoned as agricultural or light industrial. Matt
explained that changes to the biosolids area can open up new opportunities for the Cilker property, and that relocating
the levee will not impact the Cilker land. In response to a question, he also said that giving the creek more room on the
Plant lands will not impact the 100-year flood plain. CAG members asked whether there would be a road connecting
McCarthy Ranch Drive and Zanker Road, which Matt answered affirmatively. Members also wanted to know how far
development would be set back from Coyote Creek. Matt estimated the distance was approximately the length of a
soccer field. City of San Jos~ Environmental Services Director John Stuffiebean added that it can be difficult to get a sense
of the large scale of the Plant lands from the maps. He noted that the recreational area would be big enough for six to
seven soccer fields.

CAG members asked how the additional stormwater run-off from new buildings and parking lots to the north of Highway
237 would be managed. Kirsten answered that the slope will carry stromwater run-off towards the restored Artesian
Slough and Coyote Creek. Kirsten explained that, because of the likelihood of sea-level rise, it may become necessary to
pump Plant discharge and run-off up to sea level in the future.

In response to questions, Kirsten explained that the Plant’s outfall channel in the recommended alternative will discharge
into both Coyote Creek upstream from the point at which it becomes brackish or into Artesian Slough. She noted that the
draft recommended alternative allows for further development of the advanced water treatment facility. John explained
that, the recycled water system could use most of the Plant discharge during the summer irrigation season, and during
the rainy season the recycled water could be used to replenish seasonal wetlands. John added that staff will explore
groundwater recharge with recycled water through their agreement with the Santa Clara Valley Water District.

CAG members asked what the acronym "FAR" stood for and Matt defined it as "floor-to-area ratio."
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Members also expressed concern over the cost of maintenance of the parks and recreational centers on the Plant’s land.
Matt explained that the recreational area and parks would be revenue generators, rather than requiring money spent on
them, citing the privately owned Twin Creeks softball fields in Sunnyvale as an example. Matt noted that a future park
and trail system could be maintained by a nonprofit organization as is the case with New York City’s High Line. CAG
members encouraged staff to plan for sufficient park maintenance.

CAG members also encouraged staff to allow for educational uses in the open space that are inclusive of a wide variety of
uses, citing specific users such as model airplane enthusiasts. Matt explained that there is flexibility in the plan when it is
time to develop to that level of detail and that the plan has deliberately set aside open space for future opportunities.
CAG members asked which organizations were expected to operate the proposed institute. Staff responded that no
universities have been approached about this, and CAG members felt that San Joss State University might be interested
and be a good fit.

In response to questions about additional burrowing owl habitat, Matt stated that currently the Plant bufferlands are not
required to provide management of the owl habitat. Therefore, the habitat proposed in the draft land use alternative is a
significant improvement to the current conditions.

Members raised concerns about the impact of Plant discharge on the freshwater marshes of Coyote Creek. Kirsten
answered that the project consultants have created wetlands before based on discharge from other treatment plants,
and expect to be able to direct our Plant discharge to areas up-stream of the brackish and salt water sections of the creek.
CAG members encouraged staff to obtain a biologically based opinion on how to do this and noted that sending water to
Coyote Creek would be less likely to alter habitats than directing the discharge to Artesian Slough, because the Slough
was originally salty.

CAG members commented that the presented alternative was a good compromise and was well thought out; Matt’s
enthusiasm for the CAG’s role in the project was also appreciated. Members also felt that while the recommended
alternative was very good, they would like to see explanation of how reclaimed water will benefit people throughout the
region. In response to questions, Matt clarified that the recommended alternative assumes that odor issues are mitigated.
While CAG members appreciated the design, they noted that an all-environment alternative would have elicited different
responses from CAG and community members. CAG members also expressed concern with the aesthetics of the Highway
237 corridor.

One CAG member also commented that a pulse discharge from the Plant at low tides would be a positive thing. He also
felt that, at Dixon Landing, Coyote Creek is so close to Interstate 880 that the noise generated by the highway may ruin
the experience of the creek. The CAG member also stated that it might be beneficial to extend the transition zone further
so people would get an idea of the creek without being right by Interstate 880. It was suggested that a larger buffer area
around the creek would set it off, and would create an opportunity if there were a future interest in restoring vegetation
there.

Members of the CAG commented that they appreciate that the recommended alternative respects the criteria of the Back
to the Bay alternative, which had the least amount of development. Members also said that the alignment of the
northernmost levee was a very good idea because it allowed for the natural form of the estuary and for the development
of islands that would provide valuable bird habitat. CAG members also said that staff did a great job of incorporating CAG
feedback into the recommended alternative and that they did an outstanding job taking various inputs into the draft
recommended alternative. John commented that the draft recommended alternative is a good opportunity to make the
area a real destination, citing Sacramento Regional’s bufferlands as an example of this. CAG members noted that the
islands planned for the north of the area will provide habitat protected from feral cats.

Matt closed by announcing that the Draft Recommended Land Use Alternative presentation will be posted at
rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Community Advisory Group.
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Section 3 = Community Workshops

Ao OVERVIEW
Five community workshops were held in January 2011 to collect public input on the Draft Recommended
Alternative. Community Advisory Group (CAG) members, tributary agency dignitaries, and other stakeholder
groups were in attendance. The workshops were held at five locations in the Plant service area:
~ Wednesday, January 19 - George Mayne Elementary School (included Spanish-language services)
- Thursday, January 20 - Roosevelt Community Center
e Tuesday, January 2_5- Santa Clara Library
- Thursday, January 27 - Cupertino Community Hall
~ Saturday, January 29- Milpitas City Hall

More than 180 total participants attended the workshops, which included the following:

Project overview-City of San Jos~ Environmental Services Director John Stufflebean delivered a project
overview and presented the Draft Recommended Alternative, followed by a question and answer
session with attendees.

Topic-specific display boards - Project staff hosted display boards that focused on specific elements of the
Draft Recommended Alternative. Participants viewed the display boards at their leisure.

Comment wall- Public input was captured on a large, visible comment wall with four questions:
o What do you like about the Draft Recommended Alternative?
o What would you change?
o Comments/Questions
o What did you think of today’s workshop?

Participants recorded their feedback on sticky notes and used blue dot stickers to indicate when they
liked or agreed with other comments.

B. FINDINGS
A summary of the combined responses from the five workshops is described below by question. The total
number of comments on a specific topic reflects both the initial sticky note and any additional blue dots.
The comments showed that while the public supports the long-range Plant improvements and
environmental uses planned for the Plant lands, a majority would prefer to see more environmental uses
and fewer economic uses, especially given the current economic situation with perceived abundance of
vacant office/retail and industrial space.

What do you like?
This elicited 88 comments (sticky notes and blue dots). The comments reflect an appreciation for the
environmental benefits and open space provided in the plan (38 comments), positive feedback on the
public process (10 comments), admiration for the quality of the plan (8 comments), support for the Plant’s
wastewater operations (6 comments), and support for an interconnected network of trails (5 comments).
Other comments included support for development, energy efficiency, the clean tech institute, nature
museum, recreation, odor reduction efforts, and solar energy.
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What would you change?
This elicited 216 comments. The comments reflect a desire for less development (81 comments) and for
more open space and habitat (71 comments). This question elicited the most comments and showed
consistent themes throughout all five workshops. The majority of these comments were received at the
Santa Clara workshop. Many of the habitat-related comments focused on the desire for additional habitat
for the western burrowing owl. Other comments included: a request for more recreational uses and trails (22
comments) and interim uses; concerns about traffic impacts to Alviso Village and Highway 237 (5
comments); questions about the costs of the Plant’s operational improvements; inquiries about the speed at
which the Plant is addressing odor issues; a desire for more renewable energy projects; concerns over flood
protection in Alviso; requests to better connect the new development to Alviso; requests for health care,
public safety, and educational uses; and a desire to see more sheep and goats on the Plant lands.

Comments/Questions
The "comments/questions" responses mirrored the "what would you change?" responses, but provided
specific recommendations. A specific area of concern was about the proposed connection between Zanker
Road and Dixon Landing Road and the potential impacts to Coyote Creek’s riparian habitat and traffic
through Alviso Village(9 comments).

What did you think of today’s workshop?
This question elicited generally positive responses. Participants were pleased with the level of detail and
style of the workshops and the quality of the presentation.

C. RAW DATA
The following data was collected on the comment walls at the five community workshops and has been
organized by topic area. The number in parenthesis and corresponding blue dots indicate comments that
participants liked or agreed with.

What do you like?
Operational
o Reduced odor, good plan.
¯ Likethe Plant. (1)©
¯ Energy self-sufficiency sounds good, as well as San Jose’s requirement for no net increase in runoff.
¯ Really like Plant design.
¯ I like a more modern, efficient and clean Plant. (2) ~ <~
~ Energy neutrality. (2) ©~3
¯ Detail plans of cost of every part of construction. (I) ~

Environmental
When I look at all this open pris:~ine land I see a diamond in the rough with such potential to be a jewel
of the Bay.

o Burrowing owl habitat- need more!
o Wetlands, riparian enhancement, burrowing owl habitat.
o Burrowing owl preserve. (6) £3 © © ~r5 C~ ~
~ I like all the habitat and environmental uses. Please - more!!! (2) ,:-~ ~’.~
~ Thank you for wetlands, salt marshes, and burrowing owl habitat. (6) .~ © ~_,~ <~ ~ <~
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Owl habitat, wetland restoration. (2) © ©
I like the land set aside for burrowing owl habitat. I like to see all bufferland used for this purpose. (1) 0
Burrowing owl habitat. (2) © ©
Habitat restoration: open water, marshland, riparian woodland, sloughs and creeks, "~seasonal wetlands
(1)0
Concern for the environment and living beings other than the human kind. (2) 0
The environmental stewardship, thank you. (3) 0 (i) 0
I love the attention to environmental and park-oriented land uses. (1)

Economical
Planning for development early! Don’t (wait for) market to come back. Use Plant project as catalyst for
expansion.

¯ Open space, no commercial development.
~ Clean tech center, put emphasis on solar and other alternative energy (wind).
~ Build the water institute and collaborate with other agencies, the private sector and academics. (1) ©
¯ Economic development important to fund environmental projects.

Recreational
¯ .Complete the Bay Trail from Dixon to Alviso.
~ Very nice idea to include the public aspects, especially the trails and nature museum.
, I Iovethe proposed trails!
¯ I like the nature aspect with the center and trails.
~ I want more water recreation boating, kayak, and canoes. (1) 0
- People love to bicycle and walk on levees, bicycle commute also.

Other
~ Good balance of needs and uses!
® Apparent working together with affected surrounding communities.
~ Well-balanced plan to meet many community needs.
~ Balanced approach. I like all 3 objectives.
o I like the process of including public input. (1) ©
~ Thanks! Great overview of the process. Look forward to learning more!
~ Multi-use plan. (1)©
~ Good balance of retail/environment, Appreciate use of solar/alternative technologies.
~ Like the balanced mix of open space and development uses.
~ Inputfrom community. (2)C~0

What would you change?
Operational
o Solar collectors should be deployed only on structures required for Plant operation - other acreage

should be saved for environmental and recreational purpose. (1) .:~
o EIRshould havean alternative for WPCP functional improvementson__oJy_l. (1)¢)
~ Please do not use precious land resources for expansive solar development- solar belongs on built

environment. (2) C~
o All renewable energy on buildings and tanks using open space is a waste of land. (4)
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Please put solar on rooftops and above parking lots (can provide shade). Don’t put solar on land
that hasn’t already been cemented and/or paved over. (1) ©
Solar on rooftops. (3) O O ©
The plan seems to gloss over the odor problem. Even advanced wastewater treatment areas smell
unpleasant. Who wants to shop or dine in the stench? (1) ©
The cost of the Plant is way too high. (1) ©
Expedite odor mitigation. (1) ©
Increase solar energy area at expense of paved areas and use that additional energy to scrub odors and
dry solids? And sell excess solar electricity for income?
Find alternative plans for reducing cost of rebuild/maintenance. (1) ©
Active PG&E participation with finance from PG&E. This can lower cost of rebuilding the Plant, lower
sewage rates.
With remodel, redesign, retrofit of Plant, with lower odor, + 3000 acres is an excellent site for residential
property. This can lower sewage rates.

Environmental
¯ Emphasize open range habitat for environment and walking. (I) ©
, Keep as much open space as possible. Save the buildings 20 yrs. from now.
¯ Present to public on "open space/ecology only" alternative.
¯ More tiger habitat. (I)©
¯ More habitats for owls.
o Please create burrowing owl management plan for permanent and temporary habitat. (I) c~)
o Public lands should be used for the protection and enhancement of public environmentallsocial

resources, not "sold" to developers. (I) ©
¯ You need to save owl habitat land for future mitigation. (3) ~T~ © ©
¯ More owl habitat. (5) O © O © ~3
¯ I think you should increase burrowing owl habitat at the expense of economic development and

consider howto fund management for owls. (e.g. SCV HCP)(1) ~3
¯ "Balance" on a mini scale not appropriate on open/habitat. Create "balance" on regional scale. (1) ©
- Add scenario that returns all bufferlands to environmental restoration. (2) ~’3 ©
¯ Please make sure that salmon and steelhead can migrate and spawn. They are almost gone. (1)
, More owl habitat. Needed for future mitigation (2) © C)

An Appeal to Save Santa Clara County’s Burrowing Owls (6) () © <~ ¢) © (~)(The information below was
submitted to the comment wall)
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"From fields, highways and sidewall< curbs

they are watching.

You may drive past them every day and not even know

they exist.

Yet everyday they emerge from underground

to stand sentinel on the outsldrts of the city.

These are our neighbors, the Western Burrowing Owls

and soon they may be moving out far good..."

Trend; T’ne Fig’~t to $:~ve Sarta Clara County’m
S.an~a Clara Val’-=y Audul:~n So¢i91y, 2010,
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Since 1990, burrowing owls have been completely
eradicated from Napa, iVlarln, Sonoma,

and San Mateo counties., _ _~ ~Only one pair was documented in

Livermore in 1993.

Incorporate the following recommendations in the
WPCP Master Plan:

No commercial development on WPCP (public) land

Preserve the WPCP property for water treatment and for the
protection and enhancement of public environmental resources

Ensure that trails and other recreation-oriented development
are consistent with the ecology and nature of existing and
restored ecosystems
Establish a long term, irrevocable conservation easement on
Burrowing Owl habitat, augmented by a preservation and
enhancement plan for all the grasslands along Highway 237

Manage the grasslands and the proposed Burrowing Owl areas
.~at, guided by Burrowing Owl experts
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The owl population at Mission College was on a
steep decline after construction of the Mercado
Mall and college expansion
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society lobbied the
Mission College Board to take action
The Board agreed to maintain the owl area for
optimum nesting
In July 2009, 1 6 owls were found and bande~l!
There were two adult pairs and 12 babies
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Economical
~ Less R&D.(1)©
~ Please no retail or industrial bldg. until it’s immediately essential. (3) © ~._) ©
o Try to maintain a low elevation of all buildings! No high rise!
~ Parts of North San Jose (e.g. along 1st Street) should be taken out of N. San Jose vision and rezoned

commercial- retail from residential. This income should be used to offset costs of the H20 treatment
plant.
Make all open space lands for refugia and recreation use only- no development- costs of infrastructure
more costly than leaving land as is. (1) ~i)

- No retail or industrial especially along Coyote Creek. (2) C~ ©
- Delete plans for commercial development, roads, and bridges.
~ Iwouldn’t mind less or no retail space on the land.
- I would change entire concept of retail to expansion of California Academy of Sciences! Revenue with a

good purpose for all!
- Please add an option that does not include industrial, retail, and R&D land. (3) © © ,~
¯ No commercial development. (4) 0 © © ©
® This is a silly place for commercial development. No travel roads. (3) ~) L3 ~
¯ No institute. (2) O©
¯ This is precious land. This is not the place to put retail. Put the retail in places that are not prime habitat.

(2) © 0
- Development - for WPCP purpose and needs onl~L. (2) © ©
- No museum, use Don Edwards! Already built, Yes!!! (2) © ~
, Please remove the economic (2.50 -300 acres) development area and replace it with open space. There is

no pressing need and small financial benefit. (2) 43 C~
~ -Want negligible economic development. Reasons: I) affect owls, 2) displacement of H20
(cumulative), 3) jobs on wrong area > increased congestion on 237. (4) © © © ©

¯ More undeveloped spaces. (2) ©©
- Use all bufferlands for mitigation purposes for other development projects throughout the county. (2) ©

©
Retail and R&D should go elsewhere. North San Jose planned mixed-use, higher density- not on Bay
lands. (3) c~ ~ ~

¯ Delete: buildings, Add: bio-fuel agriculture (2) ~ ~-:,
~ Be inventive in the retail. I can’t get excited by another strip mall. Be green, be local, think outside the big

box.
¯ Go slow developing open space. Once it is gone it’s gone. (2) © ©
¯ Minimize the building of new roads and buildings. Maintain open space. (2) © ©
~ Minimize industrial and retail use of space. (I) ~,
~ I wouldn’t put the industrial/R&D piece in a place that would requi~e more roads built- make it more

accessible.
~ Put complete hold on R&D development. This cannot be undone, and in future could be developed in

emergency. Let there be pro©f that development is needed, first. (2) ~’L~ ~
Petition- Against Commercial Development @ Zan ker & Hwy 237 -(11) ¢~ ~i? ~) ~ ,~i’~ ~ ~i~ ~ ~ ’:~ ©(The
information below was submitted to the comment wall)
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PETITION= Against Commercial Development @ Zanker & Hvo~ ~37

We the Citizens of Aivis{J and other citizens of San Jose and beyond the NW corner
of Zanker Road and Hwy 237, we do support the various proposal~ as identified aS
imp~-ovements for the Water Pollution Control Plant as shown in the new proposal.
We ~o not sul~l~ort construction ..of the newly DrOl~osed mai0r .fetal!+ and more
c.ommercial develolimcnt. To use this cnvlronmentally sensitive area [buffer lauds]
i~ totally wrong for tl~e following reasons and explanations provided below:

1. Th~ Alvish Master Plan objeetiv~ completed in 1968 [took 6 years], is
bclng igaored. See Page 6~ which reads: "maintaining small town character." Alviso
is listed in the national Register t~f Historic Places~ and ~he City of San Jose has
l~isted the towel as an Historic District. We the people, do not support the heavy
retail nnd commercial development, with 4 story buildings, and new retail density
~ind more, for thousands of people.

2. This plant was located in the his|orlc Alviso City limits prior to the 1968
Consolidatlon expansion by San Jose. History being lost!

3. Both the town of Alviso and {he S.J. Waste Water Sewage Plant~ still
r~quire flood protection which are not completed~ and this area does not provid~
any 100 year storm event, this is yet to be resolved.

4. Hwy 880’.interchange, Hwy 237~ and Zankc~ Road cannot support the
fieavy traffic which _exists today, this construction cannot b.e mitigated or provide
the needed road systems, it will only compound the Industrial plans, add or.or 32,000
residences on North First Street development will over come the area.. This
p.roposed development violates access to/he Aivtso Community, the existing Water
Pollutlon. Control Plaut, the environmentally approved recycling cenier, and land
fill locatiou wiih hea .vy trucIdng.

5, It is misleading to u~se existing wetlands, and a portion of US Fish &
Wildlife Refuge lands which are already protected, and cannot be used as
mitigation, and exchanged for the heavy commercial densi~, causing poor air
quality, uncontrolh/d traffic cong~tion, ~oo many people, and too much growth.

Recreational
¯ Add trail around pond perimeter. (1)©
- Allow recreation in owl habitat. (1) ©
, Allow RC hobby group onto open fields now.
, Allow electric off-road trails to circle Plant.
~ Uses State park funds to open electric off required motorcycle park. (1
, I’m not sure that the recreational would be used enough to be worthwhile.
o No soccer area, and others like it...It won’t be used.
¯ Public land should be used to enhance the quality of life. Trails, park land, habitat. (3) ©
® Canoe and kayak access. (2) © ©
® Make bicycle under passes that do not silt-up with mud after big rains.
¯ More hiking trails, bike trails. (1) ©
~ Bay water trail stop-over point. (1) ©
o More parks along Milpitas near McCarthy. (1)
o Allow recreation in the owl habitat that would blend in with nature and provide maintenance of the land

and owls. (3) © ~ ©
o Put state parks trails throughout the land so state funds can be used for environmental stewardship of

the land. (2) © ~)

Plant Master Plan - Draft Recommended Alternative Input Summary Page 17 of 80



Other
o Better connectivity with Milpitas/880.
o Widen Zanker (Road) to include bike trails. No Dixon Landing access.
o Consider more improvements to Alviso, flood protection, etc. (1) ©
o Provision for Disaster Management Institute/Ivy League Partnership/BS/MS/PhD under SJSU. (1) ©
o Plan for senior center health/HMO for +65 Yrs.
o First 5 children’s education.
o Plan for public safety institute, fire fighting training center, police training center.

¯ o Balance on a regional rather than project footprint scale.
~ Hospitals/HMO, partnership with Stanford Medical Center.
~ Veteran affairs, health institute, war veterans, federal/CA state/city/county partnership, health - HMO

center.
- Please consider mowing.
~ More goats, fewer sheep. (1) ©
~ Eliminate bridge and road over Dixon Landing. (1) ©
~ Please preserve entire view shed from 237 to the Bay. (4) © © © ©
- Please consider a sustainable "balance" on a regional scale, not a project footprint scale. (2) © ©
o Neighborhood identity? Make neighborhood part of Alviso. (1) ©
o You ask for public input but you start from the premise that there will be commercial development. That

isn’t really wanting public opinion. (2) © ©
~ I would love to see an Ohlone indian cultural center in honor of the original inhabitants. Similar to

Coyote Hills in Fremont.
Active participation with financial finance, from VTA. Light rail and VTA bus at + 3000 acres site.

Comments/Questions
Operational
- Upgrade the sewer Plant- solar panels, trails, wildlife, and no landfills or structures. (1) ©
~ How will this design handle a once in a century super-storm type of flood?
¯ The present 2000 cfs base flow in COE/SCVWD flood project on Coyote Creek is necessary to carry

sediment North of Newby Island to SF Bay.
I would not alter present COE/SCVWD levees on Coyote Creek as design has complex seasonal and
freshwater wetlands mitigation and salt marsh.
Seattle (King County) generates revenue by selling their biosolids to agricultural companies and water to
reclaimed water uses. (1) ©

~ Use thermal process of sledge solids.
~ What about wind power? There are regular afternoon winds here. (1) ~
¯ Can we get a detail cost of the Plant? The actual cost to Milpitas residents. (2) © ~
~ Want to under the cost implications to the average individual Milpitas residents. (1) ©
~ Detail percentage of odor sources and reduction and reduction at stages rebuild.
~ A Concern - Resolve Odors & Biomass Waste disposal before paving over the very land originally

dedicated as an odor barrier (1) © (The information below was submitted to the comment wall)
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Concern - Resolve Odors & Biomass Waste disposal before paving
over the very land originally dedicated as an odor barrier

Iss=ues & Priorities: ~

. Biomass disposal...
.,, transfer to Newby Island (making us a partner it~ their odors) ...............

,.. or ship away "somewhere via train because the tracks are already there"

[] Only a $1,5 million projected annual revenue income

Use 2000 acres to produce up to $100,000,000 in electricity from solar panels...
- Calculation suggests possibility
= Use energy revenue to scrub odors, dry biomass & produce "Silorganite"or.qanic fertilizer
= Local universities could be used for energy balance studies, research, assessments & ideas
. SJ probably unique with extensive available landl What a probleml

Food Cycle: ¯
. Earth to Plants to Us,. to Waste Disposal:~.~,.~af~dreturn.to~Earth

Build a "Silorganite" fertilizer plant?
. Guaranteed perpetual source of free raw material!
[] San Joaquin Valley is ready market for or,qanic fertilizer to preserve the land from inevitable salt

build up from inorganic petroleum/hydro-carbon fertilizers.
Organic fertilizers are good for land & reducing water consumption

(1) don’t require watering in
(2) don’t convert to salt~ rendering I.and useless for agriculture

o Reduces food & energy cycle
. Financial return better than $1.5 million?

Water extraction for biomass drying is energy intensive, but...
= Use solar energy revenue to pay for forced drying processes

Use university(s) to assess drying techniques (ala industrial/commercial laundries)...
Press/compaction
Centrifuge
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A solar energy value calculation for 2000 acres...

1.366
60%

5
250
18%
2000
7O%

43,560
10.76
0.10

kw/sq.m, solar constant (energy from sun. at edge of atmosphere)
reduction sun reaching earth’s surface after passing through atmosphere
hrslday of effective, intense sunlight
sunny days/year
efficiency of solar cells collecting sunlight
acres of land allocated to solar collectors
percent of land covered with solar panels
sq.ft./acre (a conversion factor)
sq.ft/sq.m (~ convers{or~ factoO
value of I kw-hr [Sell? Or Use?)

,000,000,000

100,000,000

27O,000

kw-hrs/yr = !,000,000 MegaWatts/year

annual energy value for 250 sunny days/year

per day averaged over 365 days

Environmental
- Keep as much open land as possible - it’s our gift to future generations.
¯ How much land (in acreage) is suitable for burrowing owl nesting habitat? (I)
, Do not try to jam everyone’s wishes on this property. Keep it in open space. We are losing open space

everywhere. (4) ~3 © 0 ©
¯ I like the expanded Coyote Creek corridor and riparian enhancements and enhanced A-18 terracing.
o Please explain the relationship between the HCP and this plan. (I)
¯ Please consider interim conservation of burrowing owls on all suitable lands on the Plant footprint, until

such time when development occurs. (3) © © 0
Are you willing to reconsider the "economic/social/environmental" paradigm and provide the public
with an "environmental/social" alternative without the economical development? (4) © © © ©
How does the plan mitigate for loss of burrowing owl habitat for the Plant expansion and the proposed
industrial/retail/institute development? (5) (-_~ O © ~, O
The original alternatives were stacked towards economic development. A true open space alternative
was never considered.

- Please develop a preservation and enhancement management plan for burrowing owls. (4) ,~ O © ~,~
o More about wetlands: natural and constructed in the future!? (3) ~,3
° Would like it to be left as natural as possible.
° Indicate on map seasonal wetlands. (1) L~
¯ Why not consider using all bufferland for mitigation purposes? (4) ©
° Follow the land for reconstructed wetlands and sloughs.
- You can build retail anywhere and put solar on any roof; but you can’t find mitigation habitat

everywhere. (2) ~>
® Continue to promote the creation of new marsh areas. (2) ©
¯ Have burrowing owl habitat and grasslands managed by trained environmental specialists. (1)
~ Remember- birds need ground and trees for laying eggs. (3) G~ ©
~ We have lots of wildlife in that area you want to develop more than you know. Where will they go? They

need water and ground. (3) () #)
o An Appeal to Save Santa Clara County’s Burrowing Owls (8) (..h O () (~> () (h (-) ©(see above)
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Economical
0 How does BCDC feel about bayside development?

Public land should not be used for private commercial uses but for public benefits and open space and
ecology.
Is the need for development of light industrial/retail calculated on a regional scale or restricted to San
Jose? (2) © ©
The public was not given the chance to comment on a no commercial development option. They chose
the least commercial development option. Perhaps they wanted no development. Please present that
option. (4) © © © ©
You can’t proposel S, 000-I 7,000 future jobs without being certain. I prefer environmental interest.
Where will you find the land for parks for the expanding population? Don’t put retail and commercial
here. (2) O O
How many potential jobs will be created by the new Plant? Construction and operation, or will jobs be
lost? (2) © (9
No commercial on the side next to Coyote Creek and 880 needs to be wildlife only. (3) O © O

Recreational
® I would like to see bike/pedestrian access paths into and through any industrial and retail development.

(1)0
¯ Use available state funds to create a park with all electric motorbikes/mountain bikes and BMX. (1) 0
~ Allow RC hobby group to use land - they had 7 pairs of owls on 5 acres in Fremont. (1) ©
® Be receptive to seasonal waterfowl hunting in the ponds and shoreline areas.
~ I hope there will not be any "killing" activities like hunting and fishing. (1) ©

Other
~ I would like to see dog friendly areas. A place for dogs to be off leash. (1) ©
~ Little said about transportation. (1) ©
e Water conservation? You better start training grade school kids now! Also teach them how to recycle. (1)

©
The road to Dixon Landing will cause a cut thru to 880 causing a bottleneck - not a good idea. The
shopping area will cause a bottleneck as well as cause water displacement. We have more wildlife than
the whole burrowing owls. Red fox, gray fox, cottontail rabbits, skunks, raccoons, possums, red slider
turtles. (9) 000000000
Please place workshop charts on the website. Thanks. (1) 0
What will happen to the land in landfill when it closes?
How are you planning on keeping citizens informed of upcoming issues? Environmental impact,
development of the area. (2) ©©
Transportation - If powers that be could create a more user-friendly system, we could head off impact
problems. Also, during the next 1 O+ years we are talking about, many people in our aging society will
not be willing - possibly - not able to drive anymore, but they need to get around. Transportation is an
important element in all of this planning. (4)© © 0 ©
Thank you for the robust communication input process. (1) ~~
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What did you think of today’s workshop?
o Well prepared, great graphics! Very helpful, hold more meetings in Alviso!
o The plan seems very carefully and thoughtfully planned. The open space ....who knows. (1) ©
o Lot ofinfo and well presented.

It appears that the plan will be implemented and these meetings will solve nothing. They are just a PR
exercise.
Would be nice if there were more people interested enough to participate. John’s overview presentation
was quite clear. Thanks. (1) ©
Presentation should include total costs of replacement and put that value into perspective relative to
value of current Plant. (1) ©
I really enjoyed talking one-on-one with one of your consultants. Thanks.
Good balanced presentation. Detailed, but not overkill.
Public should be given an alternative for no commercial development, no new roads, and no bridges -
necessary improvements only. (1) 0
Please provide the public with an alternative that has no economic development - only ecological
purposes. (11)©0©00000©©©
Loved workshop, This could be another extension of Academy of Science or Science Friday! (1) ©
What is the urgency in proposing industrial and retail, considering the vacancy levels in both in the area?
(4) 0 0 0 0
You answered questions I had at last workshop. Thanks for listening.
I very much enjoyed the short discussion in liquid and solid waste treatment.
Workshops are not only good but necessary. (5) © O O O O
Well presented informative briefing. Really appreciate the chance to give feedback. (4) O © O O
Good presentation, resource people in attendance very helpful. (4) O O O O
Excellent presentation. (1) O
Enjoyed it very much! Presentation was lively, and boards very informative.
Excellent presentation of how, when, who and why. (3) © O 0
Very good presentation - detail level, educational, facilitation. (1) O
Informative and good level of detail. (1) ©
Good source of information.
Excellent! Very useful and informative! I wish I had known about the previous public workshops. Please
email about these workshops. I have added myself to the mailing list. Please don’t use flyers or door
hangers. They are tossed into the recycling bin. They are bad for the environment.
Very informative and professionally presented.
Great presentation, clear and helpful even with medical event.
Saturday is good.
Well done. Speaker clear and focused. Time used well despite interruption. (I) ©
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Section 4 ~ Online Interactive IVi~p ~nd Comment F~rm

Ao OVERVIEW
An interactive map and comment form was made available online for people who were unable to attend a
workshop. At rebuildtheplant.org, participants could review the project presentation and display boards and
learn about the Draft Recommended Alternative through the interactive map. A comment form was
developed to mirror the workshop comment wall.

B. FINDINGS
The online input option elicited 25 comments. Similar to the workshop comments, a majority of the online
comments received were related to increasing the environmental benefits of the plan, including increasing
the amount of designated burrowingowl habitat.

C. RAW DATA
The following comments were collected from the interactive map and comment form at rebuildtheplant.org.

What do you like about the Draft Recommended Alternative? What would you change?
Operational

The effort to minimize off-site energy use and to reclaim water. More quantitative information about
Plant performance would be helpful in analyzing design. PV Solar is still expensive. One would think that
there would be a more cost effective use of those funds.

, The draft is an exciting proposal. Will there be bike paths, or will bikes be allowed on the trails? My only
concern will be odor control. If sewage odor from the Plant is not contained, it will spoil the effort and all
the money invested will be wasted. Nobody wants to spend time out there holding their noses. If it is
not possible to suppress odors from the Plant, it’s best not to pour money into improvements for the
public who will be turned off by any smells.
I would change the retail development to very little. For one, I would not utilize retail myself next to a
sewage treatment plant. Two, this operation must concentrate not on retail, but on an upgraded sewage
control plant and recycling facility, etc., instead of shopping and retail. We have lived in Santa Clara
County for 14 years. The county needs a new and better WPCP. Third, the operation is next to a
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE. This fact does not merit a shopping center. It is a nature preserve and
should be used for related. Also, we understood that the public last year favored a plan with less retail.
Public opinion should come first on public land.

Environmental
¯ I like the nature museum, the owl habitat and the Artesian Slough. We need more open space. I would

make sure that from highway 237 you could still see land that is not developed, it is restful and restores
drivers, especially seeing sheep and goats. Many people have commented favorably about the sheep
and goats. There is too great a block of developed area.

o l’m in favor of rapid implementation of long term, irrevocable conservation easement on burrowing owl
habitat, augmented by an interim preservation and enhancement burrowing owl plan for land that is
designated to be developed, until such time that the land is developed in the future.

o I would like the WPCP to make itself a very proactive entity in the area of modern conservation by
making easements, areas, and zones for wildlife considering they are between the two major riparian
areas in our county. The Coyote Creek and the Guadalupe River are major corridors for wildlife. I expect
our political bodies to protect the environment and not just support the needs of businesses. We are
out of balance and need to protect the little wild areas that are left, even if they are in the vicinity of our
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WPCP. I can only hope you can protect the last areas for the burrowing owls on our property.
Make sure the experts in the Audubon Society and the Sierra Club are given their weight when making
your decisions.
1) For the amount of freshwater output the finishing wetland appears too small. Is that area based on
calculations to ensure any remaining Ioadings are sequestered? I doubt it because I now see a "main
effluent release" straight out Artesian Slough just like before. Please don’t miss this opportunity to end
your South Bay marshes study by (a) not discharging into a dead-end slough (discharge through a
freshwater delta created in Pond A18 straight into Coyote Creek) and (b) by reducing the possibility for
habitat conversions. So I renew my recommendation to Kirsten Struve to make the Plant’s "delta" as
large as it can possibly be! This would ensure the effluent is as clean as possible once it reaches the Bay
and restore as much freshwater riparian wetlands as possible, which are one of the most endangered
habitats in the region. If you need confirmation of that contact Beth Hunning atthe SFBJV; she has her
eye on all the regional habitats.
2) Nature museum - Alviso does not need three environmental education centers, but what would be
useful and probably quite popular is a historical museum, documenting the region’s changes and
educating the public on our past mistakes and accomplishments. You can’t know where you’re going, if
you don’t know where you’ve been...
I would like to see wider riparian areas restored along Artesian Slough and more freshwater wetlands,
including willow groves established at the discharge. This is one of the very few areas left in the area for
riparian restoration to occur. Likewise, riparian habitat along Coyote Creek could be enhanced rather
than developed for R&D. Would be worthwhile to find out what local people may want in a "nature
museum" since this area already has 2 environmental education centers.
Please stop excluding the Environmental Alternative proposed by environmental groups, and to allow
the public consideration of this one alternative that best preserves the environment by excluding
unnecessary development that is unrelated to water treatment, leaving the remainder the land as
natural and restored habitat
The Committee for Green Foothills continues to support the "Environmental Alternative" as part of the
planning process, described in the jointly-signed letter of June 29, 201 O, recopied below:

June28,2010

Matt Krupp, Project Planner
Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan
Santa Clara San Jose Water Pollution Control Plant

Re: Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Alternatives

Dear Mr. Krupp,

We submit this position on the Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Alternatives on behalf of Santa Clara Valley
Audubon Society, Committee for Green Foothills, Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club, Greenbelt Alliance, Save The Bay,
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, Santa Clara County Creeks Coalition, Santa Clara Valley Chapter of the California
Native PlantSociety, San Francisco Baykeeper, and the thousands of individuals we represent.

In May 2010, after a three-year effort, the planning team for the San Jose-Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP)
revealed three land use alternatives for the Plant Master Plan. While we appreciate the attempt to provide alternatives, the
alternatives are so similar that they fail to provide an adequate range of alternatives for good planning. The proposed
alternatives consist of the same elements at various proportions. We argue that the three presented alternatives fail to
analyze an adequate range of possibilities for the treatment plant land, and fall short of the excellent planning we all hope
for. All three alternatives inherently provide the same option - significant development unrelated to the water treatment
purpose of the plant, and significant development unrelated to the current and historical ecology of the Bay, the land and
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nature in the area.

Proper planning requires the development of a truly different alternative. We urge planners to return to the drawing table
and create an "Environment, Ecology and Water Alternative" that would allow developed land uses solely for development
addressing the water treatment purpose of the plant. All other land uses should be based on the existing environment, view-
sheds, ecology, connectivity, the historic Bay ecology and environment, and recreational uses consistent with the ecology
andthe nature of the land and its restoration.

Asking the public to select one of the three proposed alternatives channels the input by survey participants to a
predetermined set of very similar outcomes. The undersigned organizations request that the planning team develop the
fourth "Environment, Ecology and Water Alternative"and offer it to the public for review.

Respectfully,
Brian A. Schmidt, Committee for Green Foothills, et. al.

Please stop excluding from consideration an Environmental Alternative that keeps the land in its current
use of waste water treatment and natural habitat without unnecessary, unrelated development. This
area is too near a national wildlife refuge and would impact Bay habitats. There are wastelands and
empty spaces within the surrounding and contributing cities that could use renovation and new
development, and many abandoned buildings. Stop wasting land and spreading out for every profitable
venture. Most of the profit would go to the owners and builders. You can, and likely will, hire anyone you
want and at the wages you want while our precious natural Bay side resources would disappear. There
are not "eight jobs" for every resident, as we heard at a recent public hearing at Santa Clara City Library
(Jan. 25, 201 I). These residents have diverse qualifications and may not want to work for your proposed
commercial enterprises, or perhaps you would import them from other states. Our lands and waste
water treatment plant and Bay habitats come first!
Not adequate land devoted to environmental purposes and Burrowing Owl habitat. The property is near
Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge and wildlife preservation should be of the highest priority.
I do not like anything about the draft recommended alternative. As a resident of San Jose I am extremely
dismayed at the substantial amount of developed area of this plan. It is disgraceful. There is so much
developed land in San Jose and adjacent areas already. There are many alternatives to develop other
already developed areas of San Jose. This land should be left as open space for the residents of San Jose
and also for the diminishing wildlife of our area, buildings can be put anywhere, wildlife and recreation
for people are more sustainable alternatives and it is more beneficial to everyone. This plan was
obviously recommended and suited to developers with San Jose residents and wildlife left as a second
option.
I believe the WPCP lands should be kept for the public. This Master Plan process takes a regional public
asset and by design asks the public to chop it up into other future uses. It reminds me of Solomon being
asked to cut the baby in half. The design of the planning process is a "taking" from open space by a
multitude of new users. The bottom of the San Francisco Bay north of 237 is a vital ecological transition
zone. We have sea level rise, population growth, and technology change in our future. We don’t even
know what the workplace of the future will look like. There are those who say students and workers will
be working and learning out of their homes. We must not ’lock in’ planned uses at this time. There is no
need to do this now. Ongoing stewardship of these lands should take an environmental and ecological
point of view. You must present an "Environment, Ecology and Water Alternative" if this planning
process must go forward. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
I like enhancement to the habitats, and the improvements that are needed for the Water Pollution
Control Plant to function. I like a burrowing owl preserve. I do not like ANY development that is not
directly necessary for the Plant. With so much economic vacancy in all the communities in the South Bay,
there is no urgency to allocate land and lease it to developers - redevelopment of blighted areas should
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come before any destruction of the last large open space in the South Bay. The bufferland should
be dedicated to environmental restoration, ecology, and the preservation of burrowing owls in our
county.
I would include an environmentally superior alternative that would minimize the development footprint
and allow for land restoration of the historic Bay ecology and low impact recreational uses.
I understand and appreciate the need to upgrade the Plant. I do not believe that any of the bufferlands
should be used for economic development purposes such as R&D/Industrial, Retail or an Institute. I
attended one of the workshops and was surprised how little economic benefit accrued with the draft
alternative. The citizens in the area will be much better served by keeping the bufferlands in open space
to support wildlife with low-intensity hiking trails. We should consider ourselves lucky that such a
wonderful piece of land near the Bay is still undeveloped. Rather than look for the next development
opportunity, we should count our blessings and protect that land as wildlife habitat. None of the three
alternatives, from which the Draft Recommended Alternative was derived, contained the 100% open-
space alternative that many people have spoken in favor of. The deck was stacked towards economic
development by providing three alternatives that all had a major emphasis on economic development.
With so much empty office space and a work force that more and more looks for alternatives like
telecommuting, it doesn’t make sense to continue to pave over the few existing open areas with
industrial and retail space. If more industry and retail is needed, then look at redeveloping existing
paved-over areas using more efficient and wise current planning principles.

Economical
Q Please consider an alternative without any commercial development or retail space at all. There is

already too much development in this area of the Bay and we need to protect and restore any remaining
wetlands that we can.
I would not build extensive - or any- retail development on this proposed site. Retailers need to realize
that in order for a business to be attractive - it needs both space AND environment. Disturbing the
environment, including the national wildlife refuge near the proposed retail space is silly and
unattractive, and it will not entice customers, unless they are "crazy." Who wants all building and no
nature? Nature should be dominant - and for a successful business, too.

Recreational
I love it!!! I like the trails and recreation areas. It seems like a great place to take families. I’m wondering if
there would be public restrooms easily accessible and if there is going to be playground equipment for
younger children. Would there be a parking lot close to the recreation area?
I am not clear in this plan if there is any water access for water-sports (kite surfing, windsurfing, kayaking)
in the area?
Hello, I need to see "recreation" be used for soccer/lacrosse fields, including a stadium course, preferably
with lights. My kids’ teams struggle to find space every season. There are very few places to hold
tournaments, which are the most fun. If there are fields, I will be supportive of this. (And you should
contact the local leagues if you want their support - they have a huge number of people in their
networks).

~ I most like the trails and the way the development is kept away from the water. I would like to see a
better trail connection to the Coyote Creektrail on the south end, and some buffer or screen obscuring
the R&D/Industrial development from Coyote Creek.

o I strongly support continuous trail access that completes a gap in the Bay Trail and connects to the
existing local trail network. I encourage the project planners to designate a dedicated burrowing owl
preserve to protect this local population of birds.
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Other
o I like the nature museum, owl habitat, trails, and waste-to-energy areas. I would like to see a playground

bythe nature museum with clean bathrooms and recycled water area. Tennis court.)The retail area
looks ver~ small and it’s at the opposite end of the museum. It might be better to have the two aligned.
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Section 5 = Co=Owner and Tributary Partner

Ao OVERVIEW
Between November 2010 to January 2011, staff presented the Draft Recommended Alternative to the Plant
co-owner, City of Santa Clara, and tributary agency staff and elected officials as follows:

November 19, 2010 - Treatment Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) special session on the Draft
Recommended Alternative (technical and land use components). View the complete meeting minutes at
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/esd/PDFs/TPAC-minutes-special-meeting-pmp_ 11- l O.pdf

The following is an excerpt from the meeting minutes:

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION
A. Revenue Generation Potential: Committee members discussed how to maximize revenue generation from
the land: destination retail, renewable energy, economic analysis numbers seem conservative and low.
B. Sewer Rate impacts: Committee members suggested that the plan should show what elements will be paid
for by sewer rates vs. other funding sources that would need to pay for trails, environmental restoration,
parks, etc. Committee members also discussed interest in bonding.
C. Transportation: Committee members discussed the potential need and expense to upgrade the
Zanker/Highway 237 interchange
D. Odors: committee members sought additional information about the odor impacts of the Plant, how they
can be best resolved, and an understanding of these odors in relationship to other nearby odor sources.
E. Sea Level Rise: committee members were concerned about-ensuring protection from sea level rise
F. Overall plan: committee members voiced support for the overall plan
G. Follow up: Staffwill provide an update on the progress in addressing odor issues at the January TPAC
meeting

PUBLIC COMMENT
A. David Wall submitted a speaker card for a variety of subjects.
B. Dean Stanford spoke about a park on Plaut lands.
C. Dennis Martin spoke on behalf of McCarthy regarding dewatering and odor issues.
D. Noel Eberhardt spoke about open field space on the Plant lands

December 9, 2010 - A memo on the Draft Recommended Alternative was submitted to TPAC. View the
following online:

Plant Master Plan Update Memorandum from Mayor Reed and Council members Chu and Nguyen
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/20101214/20 I01214_0701 att.pdf

Plant Master Plan Update Memorandum from Lee Price, City Clerk
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/20101214/20 I01214_070 l a.pdf

Review of the Milpitas Guiding Principles for San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
Master Plan Reconstruction and Land Use Alternatives from John Stufflebean, Environmental
Services Director
h ttp://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerl(/Agen d~/20101214/20101214_0701 b.pdf

Treatment Plant Advisory Committee Recommendation to San Jose City Council
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/20101214/2010121 4_ 021002110701 b.pdf
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Januan] 11,2011 - Santa Clara City Council presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative. View the
following online:

Complete memorandum
http://sireweb.santaclaraca.gov/cache/2/vtrmO4ucvhaur4buvesgzqbo/5 5000802282011040515103.PDF

Presentation slides
http://sireweb.santadaraca.gov/cache/2/vtrmO4ucvhuur4buvesgzqbo/5 5000902282011040707415.PDF

Topic s of interest included energy self sufficiency, sea level rise, water supply in the area, and use of
biosolids at the landfill.

January 18, 2011 - Milpitas City Council presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative. View the
complete meeting minutes at http://www.ci.milpitus.cu.gov/_pdfs/council/2011/01181 I/minutes.pdf
The following is an excerpt from the meeting minutes:

Councilmember Polanski asked Mr. Stuffiebean what was the plan’s timeline for the economic development section, and he
replied over 30 years. Vice Mayor McHugh was hoping the business case would be stronger than suggested. He was
concerned with odor control ongoing issues, as not state of the art. There might be economic incentive for lands close by the
plant to deal with odors. He strongly supported efforts to expedite the reduction ofloaown odors. The costs for improvements
would impact ratepayers, he noted, and hoped that ratepayers, could accept that. Mayor Esteves asked about the lands in a
flood zone and how that was dealt with. Mr. Stuffiebean noted all surrounding the plant were levees to protect the plant
where no one wanted flooding. There would be future pumping of the end f~esh water product, and the distribution could be
moved to different locations (not necessarily all of it flowing to the bay). The Mayor inquired about funding issues for this
Master Plan. When he asked how Milpitas would handle it, Vice Mayor McHugh responded via rate increases. City Manager
Williams commented staff was working with the City of San Jose about various funding mechanisms and approaches for
financing implementation of the Plant Master Plan, with an analysis expected to be ready in the late summer. Possible
resources could include rate increases, pay-as-you-go plan or even a possible bond issue. Mr. Williams further responded to
the Mayor on issues of traffic impacts, noted in the EIR segment of the plan, including required mitigations. Mayor Esteves
invited the public to address the City Council. Robert Marini, Milpitas resident, commented on the issue of how to pay for the
plant upgrade. It would cost $8,400 per person in Milpitas. He felt officials marginalized the right to vote, where residents
must overcome 8500 votes to increase taxes. He sought a change on how to vote these issues, since they would put people out
of their homes. Joey McCarthy, representing McCarthy Ranch, stated his family and company had been suffering from odors
since the 1950s. He came to express concerns they continued to have about ongoing problem odors. He’d submitted letters
that displayed that the community was concerned about the odors and wanted those to be stopped. He asked,who isn’t doing
their job here? He felt some of the comments don’t make sense. McCarthy Ranch had hired its own consultants who believed
the odor could be controlled over four to five years at a cost estimate of $140-150 million to address the problem
immediately, not over the next thirty years. Mayor Esteves made some further comments in response to Mr. McCarthy.
Motion: to receive report on the Water Pollution Control Plant proposed Master Plan, and encourage representatives from the
City of San Jose to do all possible to expedite handling of odor problems, and to contact colleagues on other City Councils to
move up odor solutions

January 26, 2011 - West Valley Sanitation Board presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative.
Topics of interest included understanding project linkages to current pilot program, use of excess digester
capacity, costs to the residents, and odor mitigation for future uses. No meeting minutes were available for
this report.

Februa~/2, 2011 - Cupertino Sanitary District Board presentation on the Draft Recommended Alternative.
Topics of interest included recovery of energy and nutrients, prioritization of drivers, type of development,
concern about costs. No meeting minutes were available for this report.
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The project team continues to meet with the tributary partners regularly. All tributary partner
recommendations will be considered and incorporated into the Plan where appropriate.
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Section 6 = Stakeholder Meetings and Letters

Ao OVERVIEW
Project staff has regularly participated (and continues to) in meetings with partners, resource agencies, and
stakeholders, and conducted special meetings to collect specific input on the Draft Recommended
Alternative. Some stakeholder groups also submitted their input via letters on specific recommendations for
future land use decisions. The project team met with six groups and received eight letters (included in
Section 6 - C. Letters).

Stakeholder meetings were held with:
Q December 1,2010 - City of San Jos~ Parks Commission
Q December 7, 2010 - Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, burrowing owl subcommittee
o December 9, 2010 - Resource agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and

Game, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration)
December 17, 2010 - Environmental non-profit organizations (Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society,
Citizen’s Committee to Complete the Refuge, Committee for Green Foothills, California Native Plant
Society)

= January 11,2011 -Alviso Collaborative
~ Ongoing coordination - Santa Clara Valley Water District/Shoreline Study agencies

Stakeholder letters were received from:
Environmental non-profit organizations - Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, Committee for Green
Foothills, Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club, Greenbelt Alliance, Save The Bay, Citizens Committee
to Complete the Refuge, Santa Clara County Creeks Coalition, Santa Clara Valley Chapter of the California
Native Plant Society, San Francisco Baykeeper

~ San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory
. Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge
, California Native Plants Society
¯ Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (USFWS)
¯ LibbyLucas
~ LonnieGross
Q RobertW. Gross Ph.D.

Bo FINDINGS
The stakeholder comments received during meetings and through letters outlined these groups’
preferences and concerns with specific land uses highlighted in the Draft Recommended Alternative.

While most of the comment letters received focused on specific issues or preferences, the letter from the
environmental non-profit groups was unique in that it requested the evaluation of an additional alternative
that emphasized environment, ecology, and water elements only. A similar letter from these organizations
was received in May 2010. Response to this request will be considered in the EIR and evaluated, along with
other alternatives identified during the preparation of the EIR. Staff also met with regulatory and resource
agencies to obtain input on the Draft Recommended Alternative.

The recommendations provided by these stakeholders and agencies will be considered and incorporated
into the Plan where appropriate.
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Specific land use comments from stakeholders include:
o Plant operations -The stakeholders recognize the vital need to rebuild the Plant over its long-range

future and are generally comfortable with the technical alternative. However, some groups voiced
concern about timing of the improvements related to odor reduction (some believed these
improvements should go faster, others slower) and costs related to the proposed project for dewatering
of the biosolids.

Traffic- Groups had varying opinions about the proposed connection to Dixon Landing Road through
the Plant lands. Some stated it would improve traffic and connections between Silicon Valley and the
East Bay. Others stated that it would increase traffic on Highway 237 and through Alviso Village.

Development- A majority of respondents would prefer to retain open space and minimize or eliminate
development on the Plant lands. Reasons included the currently high vacancy rates, environmental, and
traffic impacts.

Open space -The comments related to economic development projects were often linked to the
concept of preserving open space. Many stakeholders noted that since much of the Valley floor has been
fully built out, any available open space should be saved for future generations.

Flooding - Stakeholders, especially those located near the Bay, recognized the flood risk associated with
the Plant lands. Groups were concerned that any new development on the Plant lands would not only
be at risk but would exacerbate the flood riskto Alviso. These flooding issues, they noted, would only
increase with future sea-level rise.

Consistency with Alviso Master Plan -Some community members involved with the Alviso Master Plan
process asked about whether the proposed development i6 the Plant Master Plan would be consistent
with the "public/quasi public" land use designation found in the Alviso Master Plan.

Recreation -The stakeholders and environmental groups almost unanimously supported the proposed
trails network and Bay Trail link through the Plant lands. Some expressed concerns about the trail’s
impacts to habitat and the need for ongoing trail maintenance.

Coyote Creek- A number of community members questioned the feasibility of moving the Water District
flood control levee along Coyote Creek to create a delta and upland connection between the Bay and
the land. Some believed that this new flow regime could reduce freshwater flows in Coyote Creek
downstream of the Plant lands and negatively impact the adjacent habitat, while others supported the
idea to re-create this environment.
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C.LETTERS

January 29, 2010

John Stuftlebean, Director
City of San Jose Enviromnental Services Depatlment

Matt Krupp and Kirsten Struve, Project Planners
Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan
Santa Clara - San Jose Water Pollution Control Plant

Re: XYater Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Recommended Alternative

Dear Director Smffiebean, Mr. I~’upp and Ms. Struve,

On behalf of Sama Clara Valley Audubon Society, Conunittee for Green Foothills, Loma Prieta
Chapter of the Sierra Club, Greenbelt Alliance, Save The Bay, Citizens Committee to Complete
the Refuge, Santa Clara County (?reeks Coalition, Santa Clara Valley Chapter of the California
Native Plant Society, San Francisco Baykeeper, and the thousands of individuals we represent,
we reiterate our position that the public deserves to be presented with an alternative that would
allocate all of the buffer lands of the Water Pollution Control Plant to uses that preserve and
e~hance the value of the land’s natural resources.

Durhag the public process of Spring 2010, our nine environmental organizations sent a letter to
the ~VPCP plalming team. In that letter, we asked the team to present the public with an
"Envholmaent, Ecology and Water Alternative" that would allow developed land uses solely for
development that is directly required to ad&ess the water treatment purpose of the plant. We
asked for an alternative in which all other land uses should be based on the existing environment,
view-sheds, ecology, the lfistoric Bay ecology and envh’omnent, and recreational uses consistent
with the ecology and the nature of the land and its restoration. This requested alternative has yet
to be presented to the public.

We recognize that in the CmTently Recommended Alternative for the Master Plan, planners
incorporated expansive salt marshes and riparian habitats, and hMuded a 190-acre dedicated
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bin:rowing owl habitat. However, the Recommended Alternative retains hundreds of acres of
commercial, industrial and educational development, new roads and bridges, and energy fields -
all of which would consume precious public open space. We reiterate our request that the public
be allowed to examine an alternative that is focused on environmental land uses, with no
economic development.

Planners and decision makers explain that the reconvnended Master Plan balances economic,
social and environmental objectives. We maintain that to be sustainable and justifiable,
growth must be considered in a regional context and balanced on a regional scale, not on a
project footprint scale. We continue to argue that public land should be used for the
protection and enhancelnent of public environmental resources, and not sacrificed for
private benefit.

We ask that:

1. The reconnnendation of the Master Plan nmst requh’e that the resulting EIR present to the
public the enviromnental alternative that we asked for in June 2010 and again in this letter. This
alternative would allmv developed land uses exclusively for the needs of the Water
Pollution Control Plant, and focus all other uses on the ecology, viewsheds and historical
connotations of the South Bay enviromnent. Co~mectivity, trails and other recreation-oriented
development should be consistent with the ecology and nature of existing and restored
ecosystems.

2. The grasslands along Highway 237 form an ilnportant wildlife conidor extending fiom Coyote
Creelc’s riparian areas across the property. The grasslands also comprise a rare refuge for plants
and wildlife in the face of sea level rise, and provide one of the last viable burrowh~g owl
habitats in the south bay. We urge the City of San Jose and its plmming team to allocate the
entire grassland area to environmental enhancement.

3. At this time of recession, with pervasive vacancy of industrial and retail space throughout the
South Bay, growth must be considered in a regional context and balanced on a regional scale and
not on a project footprint scale, and redevelopment of blighted areas should precede the
development of open space. We argue that there is no urgency to the allocation of undeveloped
public land to economic uses, but there is a great and urgent need to protect public open space
and declining, tlu’eatened habitats and species.

Respectfi.dly,

Shani Kleinhaus
Enviromnental Advocate
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society

Brian A. Schmidt
Legislative Advocate
Connnittee tbr Green Foothills
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Charles G. Schafer
Chair, Executive Committee
Loma Prieta Chapter Siel~ra Club

7r’ d’ CLUB

Eileen P. McLaughlin
Advocate, San Jose Shoreline
Citizens Conmaittee to Complete the Refuge

Michele Beasley
Senior Field Representative, South Bay
Greenbelt Alliance

GREENBELT ALLIANCI~

Mondy Lariz
Director
Santa Clara County Creeks Coalition

Stephen Kaaight
Political Director
Save The Bay

Kevin Bryant
Chapter Council Chair
California Native Plant Society

Ian Wren
Staff Scientist
San Francisco Bayk~,p~r,

BA¥!(£EPER 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY

BIRD OBSERVATORY

Januat3, 14, 2011

Kirsten Strove
City of San Josd
Environlnental Services
200 East Santa Clara Street, 10th Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

RE: Letter of Intent - SFBBO

Dear Ms. Struve,

The San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (SFBBO) is a nonprofit organization dedicated to the
conservation of birds and their habitats. SFBBO was founded in 1981 under the guidance of
Professor Richard Mewaldt of San Jose State University, and quickly became the authority on
the birds of the South San Francisco Bay. In 1999, SFBBO joined forces with a neighboring
organization, the Coyote Creek Riparian Station and acquired theh" long-term bird banding
station. Operating since 1982 on Reach 2 of Coyote Creek, this banding station now the Coyote
(?reek Field Station, is adjacent to San Jos~iSanta Clara Wastewater Treatment Plant.

The research and lnonitoring conducted by SFBBO’s science programs contributes to land
management decisions that address conservation challenges of concern to resource agencies,
policymakers, and California citizens. Our science programs include key projects such as our
long-tem~ avian population study at Coyote Creek Field Station, the Snm~3, Plover Recovery
Program, the Avian Disease Prevention Program, our long-term research and monitoring of the
Calitbrnia Gull population, and studies of colonial waterbirds.

We also actively provide opportunities :tbr the conmmnity to be directly involved in the natx~ra!
history and science of the San Francisco Bay Area by expanding their appreciation lbr the local
environment. SFBBO has a team of 100 long-standing, dedicated volunteers who greatly
enhance the reach of our science. We provide internships ibr undergraduates in envh’omnental
science programs and support graduate students tln’ough collaboration, financial support, and
data sharing. Additionally, we offer field trips, classes, and workshops for our more than 600
members, as well as the public.

Today, SFFBO tlnives as a non-profit organization with 11 full-time and part-thne staff
members. For 26 years, our offices were located in the town of Alviso, California, in the heart of
the Sonth San Francisco Bay. In 2006, we moved fi’om onr home h~ the Bayside Calmery to the

524 Valley Way Milpitas, CA 95035 [] t 408.946.6548 f 408,946.9279 ¯ www.sfbbo.org
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:SAN FRANCISCO BAY

BIRD OBSERVATORY

Sobrato Center for Nonprofits, in Milpitas, California. Yet, we contim~e to look for opportm~ities
to relocate SFBBO to Alviso, to be closer to the habitats in which we work.

The rebuilding the San JosS/Santa Clara Wastexvater Treatment Plant, xvith the potential for a
Nature Center and other on-site facilities, offers a unique chance for our nonprofit to relocate to
a facility in the heart of Alviso, on the edge of the some of the most magnificent marshes and
bird habitat in the count17. Therefore, we would like you and your staff to consider including
SFBBO as a partner in the future of the plant, with SFBBO’s offices being located at either
proposed Nature Center or other on-site facilities. SFBBO’s presence would enhance both
Alviso’s and the Plant’s draw as a regional center of eeotourism as SFBBO facilities would
include an information center with a natural history libra,% avian musemn, pnblic wallcs and
activities, and education opportunities.

We would be happy to speak with you further about SFBBO and the potential opportunities a
collaboration could offer. We sincerely hope you will consider SFBBO in the future of the
proposed Nature Center, and look forward to speaking with you soon.

Shacerely,

Jill Demers,
Executive Director

Patricia Rouzer,
Board of Dh’ectors, Past-Chair
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CITIZENS COMMITTEE TO COMPLETE THE REFUGE

453 Yelmessee Lane, Palo Mr0, CA 94306    Tel 650 493-5540    Fax 650 494-7640    xx~x~v.CCCRRefi~ge.0rg

January 30, 2011

Matt I<2mpp
Proiect Pla,mer, Plant Master Plan
City of San Jose
200 E. Santa Clara Street, l0a~ Floor
San Jose, CA 95113

RE: Comments, WPCP Draft Final Recommended Master Plan

Dear Matt:

On behalf of the Citizens Committee to Complete the Refllge (CCCR) and myself, I thank you and
the proiect staff for this oppormnit3.~ to comment on the XVPCP Master Plan. In addition I am vex3,
pleased to have been a participant on the Proiect’s Community Adviso,y G~oup over fl~e last
years.

In this letter I provide comments specific to the Draft Final Master Plan (Plan), t2u:st hltroduced last
November 18m.

Plant Operations and Open Space Alternative: CCCR is a cosigner of letters submitted in June
2010 and JanuatT 2011, representing a widely held view among local envixomnental organizations.
The tTu:st letter was written because the alternatives arid suta-ey format utilized hi the 2010 comment
period provided no open space alternative and excluded measurement of public interest hi such an
altematlve. The actions we requested have not occurred to date.

\’~’l~e these letters arise from groups of related purpose, the issue is held more broadly tha,1 witl~l
that sphere. At the January 19ill workshop, an attendee spoke up, raising the same concerns about
an alternative and file survey. I spoke with her later, thiMdng she might be a member of one of the
g,’oups. She was not associated with any of them nor had she seen the group letter. She was an
individual who had drawn the vetT same conclusions. How many people are llke her?

Our recommendation is about an actual alternative and not a "no proiect alternative." It would
include the ftdl footpch~t of an improved Plant and associated operations (Zanke~ dtT digesters,
Advanced \Vater Treatment Plant, Plant buffer and land resets-e for furore needs) while setting all
other lands aside for wildlife habitat and corridors, seasonal wetland protection, t’estoration of
historic wate~ cha,mels, rese~-e for sea level rise as a wilctlife refugia, envixonmentally-sensitive Plant
outt:all and public open space, viewscapes, aud recreation. It would limit development to that which
is necessarT to support a,net~ities like a nature center, public art and public access. It would be an
alter,mtive that avoids exacerbation of traffic congestion mid exponential increase in greenhouse
gases. Its water focus can improve flood p~otection, protect water quality, fisheries and at risk
species and help secure the long term vitality of the San Fxancisco Bay ecosystem. It could present a
place rich in reasons that will attract people to come, explore and enioy.
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The 5[aster Plan ptoposes that economic development be pem~itted on 300 acres of the Plant lands
and that a very sig~fificant network of roads would be created throughout the properD~, subdividing
it ~ to serve those .300 ac~es. Doing so has impacts, not all of which have been considered.

The open nature of these lands provides a ~’a~’e wiktlife corridor stretchhlg from the ~parian area on
Coyote Creek (a wildlife coMdor itself) across the east-west breadth of Plant lands to the edges of
Mviso. If developed, habitats and foraging ranges are fragmented and isolated~ impacth~3 species
su,~;ival, diversity and balance. Raze too are shorelh~e lands so suited as t’efugia t-or wetlai~d wildlife,
species flint will have no option than to retreat iMand as sea-level-~ise (SLR) proceeds. \Vith SLR,
what is upland now, even inside lm.’ees, may well progress to seasonM wetlands, suited for species
~et,’eatitN to higher" grou,~d.

Development will ~flso introduce surface runoff, concentrating freshwater and contanmlents h~
sensitive chammls and wetlands, hnpacts that alter habitats a,td, with climate change, greater threats
due to increased frequency and severity of major storm events. Fhlally, for one species, the
bt~c~’owh~g owl, the Plant g~asslands are p~ime habitat. This owl is under gt’eat tl~ceat of beh~g pushed
out of tile CountT enti~el)5 as recognized h~ the Santa Clara Counts, Habitat Conseta~ation Plan. Tf
developed these valuable lands and all tile wildlife that need them will be gone.

Notably the 1998 Mviso Master Plan that includes the \VPCP lands has a substantial section on
Envkonmental P~otection that identifies wfl~fe habitat as an important commuM~’ value.
Adc~fiona~y, h~ regaMs to storm runoff potenfia~y produced by new dexmlopment it states: "This is
e.~ecia]~), critical i~_~.’ia’o ,,’hem ,~mq~’m(9, e~ter the m~a~" creeks aud bq)’la,& more dire,’@ ,~thoz~tflltmtio,
be,{’fits ga,,,,’e/i,g lo,wr distam’es bqb,a reacbi, g the Bq),"

Concerns we t’aise heze have been understood as sig,~ificant issues for quite some thne.

Action 1.: The Em~ko,~mental Impact Report (EIR) for file Master Plan must include an
open space alter’native, as described above. We suggest, although not required by the
C,-flifomia Envicomnental Quality Act (CEQA), that studies hlclude a storey measuring
public support to this Alternative.

Tile Plant footprh~t has been designed to Mclude lands that provide for Plant expansion after tile 30
?’ear period of this pmposM. _As we believe that the primatT purpose of these lands are to setMce the
communitT, this land ~eserve is an appropriate action. We would likely support a g~eatec land reserve
should it be seen as appropriate.

This Maste~: Plan h~cludes a schedule of reviews at five yea~: h~te,~-als. In those reviews we believe it
will he important to include potential or evident hnpacts from SLR. One action that may become
necessatT is acquisition of property for satellite t~:eatment facilities as alternatives or supplements to
Plant operations at file current site. Along a sho,’elh~e particularly, impacts of SLR will need to be
evaluated continuously as science advances and as impacts become evident.

Action 2: The Master Plan shotfld speci~, its process for plantM~g for beyond 30 years,
actions demonstrathlg resiliency to changh~g global clhnate impacts and ~especting the multi-
billion dolla~ public iuvestment.
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Bay Wetlands and Freshwater Hydrolog-y: The Plan has provided ,nuch improved proposals for
wetland values from Pond AI8 through to the riparian zones along lower Coyote Creek. That
co,3cept offers the potential of providing sig~ificant mitigation, recreati,~g zones of historic and rare
habitats that do not necessarily e~st witl~in the Refuge. Additionally it is good to see that the
proposal acts to protect and recreate the l~istoric character of the buffer lands such the e.xisting
seasonal wetlands and restored flow for the upper portons of,4_rtesia,a Slough.

One obse~-~ation that needs expla,~ation in the ~[aster Plan are broad vista changes that SLR may
well intro&~ce. The tiered marsh scenarios h~ the Plan presentations de,nonstrate how the shoreline
would change as sea level rises. ~t does not provide the broader vista and strong ]~elihood that by
the time Pond Al 8 and the Coyote Creek Estuary are changed and restored, all that may be visible
to visitors may be ponds and channels.

Action 3: The Master Plan should provide a broad view of l~kely changes i,1 pa,~oramic vista
before and after projected sea level rise.

We look t’otward to contributh~g to the environmental processes ahead to help ensure that the best
of what is feasible is the result. _At the same we recogt~ize that the proposal’s elements have great
comple:,zlty. Upon release of the EIR’s Notice of Preparation, we will respond x~dth detailed
comments on a broader range of these elements. I,~ these comments we do find it suitable to note a
few of these complexities.

It is understood and should be expressed by the Plan publicly, that completion of both the South
Bay Shoreline Study and subsequent levee construction by the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) w~ll be central to all of the Pond A18, SCS.’~X~D easement and Coyote Creek modifications
proposed. That US~-~CE process will have to address certain concerns mentioned below while the
rate of progress of the study and construction will need to be a factor in defining the Project’s
phased timelines.

We believe the expm~ded Coyote Creek Esma,T or floodplain in the Master Plan provides a
landscape concept that offers exceptional opportunities hlcluding the oppormt~ity to evaluate a set
of sigi~ificant factors through the EIR process.

> SCVWD Conset~-ation Easement and Salt Marsh Ha,~est Mouse (SMHM) Mitigation _Area:
This area is hnmediately downstream of a,~d adjacent to the expanded flows suggested by the
Master Plan. _As an e_xisting mitigation created to protect the endangered, federally-listed SMHM,
any changes on adjoit~ing lands, or changes to lands withhl the mitigation easement, will require
sig,~ificant, compensatmT mitigation actions. It is also possible that there may be impact t’mdk~gs
that cannot be mitigated.

~> Coyote Creek Hydrolo~-: Currently the mahx flow of Coyote Creek hypasses the proposed
EsmarT area and follows a route around the £~r side of the Newby Island Land6~l and Recycle,y
properties vd~le a second chmmel adjoh~h~g Plant lands is available only for flood control bypass
purposes. The proposal suggests maior flow changes converting the bypass cl~annel to a new
fork at the mouth of the Creek. These graphic representations imply dramatic changes to loca!
hydrolo~ that will demand extensive assessment. In an era when climate change suggests both
h~creased frequency and sevedtT of maior storm events and rish~g sea level, conceptually tl~is
change may provide improved flood control benefit but that too is only co,~}ecture pending only
the most rigorous hydrologic assessment.
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)" Restoration of Pond AIS: Given the pond’s adiacency to the Don Edwards San Francisco
Bay National Wildlife Refuge (Ret~ge) and the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Proiect
(SBSPRP), the proposed resto,’atio,~ and breaching of tl~is pond is a uaiquely, well placed
proposal. \Ve note also that Pond AI8 lies ftdly withh~ the Congressio,~ally-autho~ized
expansion boundazy of the Refuge, a smms that would permit the Plant to secure an agreement
with the Refuge, placing management in well qualified hands. Experience acquired by the Refuge
a,xd its parmers tl~cough the SBSPRP shoNd be utilized to develop the most effective restoration
plan, incorporating a broad la,~dscape view that will be complementa13~ to the wetland habitats
e.-dsting and emerging on adjoit~h~g Re~ge lands.

Action 4: Expectations shotdd be set that the Pond A18/Coyote Creek outcome will require
very complex and lengthy regulatory and e,~vh’on,nental review and is heavily dependent o,~ the
timeline of the South Bay Shoreline Study and its associated flood control plan and construction.

On the re.nah~g available lands, rougldy 630 acres, the Master Plan proposes multiple water
elements and associated surface water drainage. Protection of the seasonal wetlands and recreation
of historic flow i’n upper A~tesian Slough may also promote the reappearance of multiple rare plant
species flint H.T. HaJ_a;ey Associates identified as suited to habitats on Plant lands even if not
currently present. Possibly too, proposed channels and freshwater wetlands proposed nearer to
Coyote Creek coNd promote similar resMts.

Reviewh~g the effluent release and site drahmge plans, Effluent Release #3 drew our attention.
Oddly, it is described as releasing effluent into a "Seasonal Riparian Corridor" in what is now Pond
A18. Based on its location and proposed exposure to tidal waters, the natural and preferred habitat
likely is a highly desirable ma,’sh transition zone to upland. Salt water conditions ~dxea@ e_,dst there
and breacl~g to Coyote Creek and SLR will keep it that way. Any other habitat would requke the
expense of constant landscape maintenance and probable impacts on adioh~ing natural habitats.

More importantly, we do not believe that there should be any effluent release point into Pond AI 8
wetlands. These are considered waters of the Bay and, as such, fresh water outfivll at the proposed
location is inappropriate. Such an outflow would surely h~terfere with Pond restora6on. It is
worthwl~ile too to recog~ize that its suggested location appears to be on the downstream edge of the
SMHM mitigation, a habitat that requkes and is improved by salt water. If Pond AI8 is breached as
currently proposed, tid:~i forces would unacceptably hnpel effluent into the ,nitigation area. There
can be no acceptable basis for effluent release at this location.

Additionally, site &ainage charts show surfi~ce runoff routed into d~e same outfa!l, introduch~g
contamh~ants ctkectly hxto sensitive Bay habitats and lands apparently intended, tl~:ough restoration,
to provide for multiple endangered species. It is hlconsiste,~t with desit’ed outcomes.

W151e it is possible that the proposed freshwater wetland near Coyote Creek could become an
excellent addition to these lands, examples given of sinSlar wetlands elsewhere do ,~ot necessa "~ily
predict success locally. As tl~is wetland would use Plant effluent, it is possible that chemical
components carried in these waters ,nay be ~ncompatil)le with native soils and plants. The freshwater
wetland will reclt~t’e pilot testing before any installation could be considered.
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FMally, the Mastez" Plan calls for pzogressively greater recycling of effluent, a goal we support as the
most effective zeduction of impacts on the Bay a,~d its habitats. That goal is also the higher and
p~iori~ focus of the Master Plan and counter to proposing three ontlets.

Action g: Delete Effluent Release ,#3 from the Master Plan and reroute surface
drainage.

Trails and Cross-jurisdictional Access: As I have mentioned previously in ved3al conunents, the
Master Plan projects that tile levee will cross the Refuge along Pond AI 6 and that tile San Francisco
Bay Trail will follow the levee across Axtesian Slough from Plant Lands and through the Re~lge.

The Master Plan ca,mot iusti~ placement of this Tx’ail crosshlg the slough into the Refuge or
conthming a!ong the levee (or other t~a~) through the Re~ge. Federal iu~sdiction controls these
decisions and, h~ the case of a NafionM W~d~fe Re~ge, is fi~y dependent on Refuge fin~ngs of a
w~d~t~ compatib~, detem~afion. Refuges a~e the o~y fede~al lands where w~d~t~ come ~st,
ahead of any desired pubic use. We a~e we~ awa~e too that Re~ge budgets do not p~ovide for
m~tenance of t~a~s that suft)~ wea~ and tea~ pdma~y due to t~a~ use com~ecfing to poh~ts beyond
the Refuge. We do not tl~ it would be acceptable fo~ cyc~st-commute~s to wl~z along Re~ge
t~a~s on thek ~vay to and from ~vo~k. On that same Re~ge tra~ I have been distracted by a Momma
avocet p~otecfing he~ cNck by p~etenc~ng to have a broken wing and been poop-bombed by an
acct~ate and p~otective Fo~steFs tern, bofl~ examples of w~d~fe-human contScts. It is not a place
fo~ the Bay T~.

Another trail that will need ErR attention is the one proposed to parallel Coyote Creek. That
addition would place trails on both sides of the Creek, a practice generally avoided in order to lh~it
public use impacts on the creek as a clean water resot~ce and as disturbance to wildlife and habitats.
\Virile the experience of walking thxough habitats is enjoyable, as suggested bvthe Plan layout, doing
so h~ urban areas h~volves Ngh usage and b~h~gs high impacts. As mitigation areas eMst along the
waterway, requixements of new mitigation due to increased disturbance may dictate better choices
for trails h~tersecth~g with Coyote Creek.

Action 6: Remove graphic representations that take trails across jurisdictional lines onto the
Reti~ge and, perhaps, onto any other lands where m~ils are suggested only and oflLer
jurisdictions may apply. Clearly identify wildlife-sensitive locations to guide best trail route
locations.

Road Access to DLxon Landing Road: We oppose inclusion of file road and bridge that would
connect Plant lands to Dkxon Landing Road. Its Mclusion is an apparent appeal to businesses that
n~ght consider locating on sites on the &Fghag beds and sludge ponds. That N~ted purpose ignores
the ~act that fl~e d~ix’e~s and their Gamins a~e ~oute-saxa0". Imagh~e the Gareth’S (~ecfions, ~oufing
soutN~ound 880 drivers across the Plm~t’s road as the shortest way to G~eat America Pa~knvay and
the new 49e~ star’urn, and home again.

It is even worse from envi~omnenta! and cost perspectives. The bridge location is aligned dixectly
next to or above the SMHM nfitigation easement, a t~act that, mh~imally, will drive construction costs
up substantially. It too would require ongoing mitigation for traffic noise, lights, road zunoff and
e~Nssions released. The proposed Coyote Creek Esmatz- would reqt~e a vet3~ long bridge and
numerous support columns impacth~g environmentally sensitive terrain. Altogether, it would be
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exttaordinadly expensive proiect benefithlg ve~7 limited development. This access road is simply a
bad idea.

Action 7: Remove the road and bridge to Dixon Landing Road from the ~raster Plan.

Aesthetics and Economics:

Associated with tiffs p~oiect, San Jose has lfixed a p,on~h~ent public a~tist to create a public art plan
that will ensure that die Plant lands become go-to lands/’or personal enioyment. Unformnateb~, the
proposals of the Plan propose to hide it all behind development. No matter how designed and
landscaped, offices, ~etail stores and eight story buildhlgs still look like what they are. Putting them
there is to lose the viewshed f~o,n Route 237. The Draft Plan proposes a sadly iNaiscule viewshed
that is an h~sNt to what it could he. Blh~k and you will miss it.

These lands are San Jose’s o,~y wh~dow on the shoreline. D~:iving along 237, the otfly simila~
location is in Sutm~ale, dedicated as pa,:k and open space. I tl~,fi,: beyond to file driving experience
of the vast expanses that relieve the commute along the northern half of Route 280 o~: along 680 as
it heads away from the Valley floo~c. On these ~:oads, visitors in nay company express ,rice sm:p~ise
and pleasure wlfile silent on those topics on l~ghways hi San Jose.

In San F~:ancisco, the Great Highway, the Embarcadero mid causeways hi the Marina district, allow
such ~:espite. Repeatedly that city’s ~esidents, employers and visitors cite those views as impo,’tant to
why flley love being fllere. But witlM1 file largest cig~ hi the Bay .~ea, is there a major roadway that
provides any aesthetic@ pleashlg vistas? Is there no axvareness among leade~:s of how the shnplest
eve~Tday pleast~ces entice and sustain a commttnity.)

It is clear that development hlte~ests place high value on the buffe~ lands along 237. Noneflleless,
current computations of revenue at ,had build-out are described by ESD Dkector Jolm Smftlebean
as %aot alot," although in the black. All file more reason to cons,de," the value of leaving the 237
border lands undeveloped, allowhxg a viewscape across the grasslands of a Plant artistically et~iched,
its structures perhaps e,~llvened with colo~ and pattern amidst natural and enhanced landscaping.
That viewscape would signal come !tither oppo~m,fities to passing comnmte,’s and the xegion’s
visitors.

Action 8: The loss of the aesflletic wflue of refreshhlg viewscape nmst be actively
conside,’ed as a negative impact of any development placed on Plant lands along Route 237.

Odor considerations: P~esentations of odo~c co,npldnt locations ush~g data from the Bay Axea Air
Quality Control District had a st ’~k2ng gap. The,’e were no complaints recorded on Plant lands but
~videly dispe~sed downwind. That’s easily explahxed because odor was part of the purpose of the
buffe~ lands and tolerated. _Although Plant staff can provide extensive qualitative hfformation, the
gap J:ep~esents ,ran-existent documentation of odor patterns fo~: la,lds now being considered for
vetT different uses.

Staff has ,’epo~ted that there are new odor" studies undmavay. It is hoped that those smdles will be
adequate to the decisions ahead such as the p~io~:itization of plant improvements and the degree and
fi,ning of odor impact on different sectors of the available lands and commu,fities beyond.
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There has heen cliscussion of accelerath~g actions h~ o~de," to moze qt~ckly ~’educe odo~ impact on
downwind neighhors. \X;]~ile that is a worthy ohjective, we caution that it must be pursued hi halance
with factors like costs and technologies. The $2.2 BiRion cost borne by the enti~’e se~-ice area will be
a sig,~ificant l~it to all residents and businesses. Given too that some of the technologies are veU new
o," in flux, speed may cost more than more disciplined action. In the case of fundhlg, it is possihle
that the portions of the service area that are odor-impacted might willing to consider helph~g to
unde,w,ite costs incurred soMy due to accele,’ation.

Action 9: Ensure that odor studies acquixe sufficie.~t, appropriate data for use in evaluating
hnpacts evet3"where on Plant lands a,~cl that any plans to accelerate odin" control
implementation follow thorough review including cost and teclmolo~, issues.

Renewable energ’y: As the largest consume~ of ene~ in Sa,lJose, there is no question that the
Plant has a siglfiticant obligation to pursue enerD~ actions that grow xxqfl~ the Plant and are
sustainahle. It is dear that the~e is a Plant commim~ent to upgrades that improve efficiency and also
to all processes that produce and reuse methane. _As odor control actions of current facilities will
add to the enea’gy hu~den, efficiency and methane recapture xvill only become more important. We
praise those "best practices."

We also encourage ,enewable energy technologies within the Plant opm’ations a~eas, whe~eve~
placement is st5table fo~ the sho~t oz long tem~ and as long as the method is no threat to wdd~t~,
such as may occu~ with wh~d m~bh~e structures. Sola~ can take advantage of any flat surface o~
paved space, incluc~ng pa~ng a~eas. AdNfiona~y, it is hoped that ~ke h~sta~afions a~e negotiated in
land leases with SCX~X~ and Zai~er Waste.

Beyond those developed lands, we have sigMficant concern about large scale use of open fields for
ene,’gT generation m~d more so if that generation were to exceed the energy requirements of the
Plant. We understand the Plant will partner with co,nme~cid enerD~ husJnesses, such that those
pamle~s accrue the tax b~eaks associated with renewable ener~~ p~ojects. In such partne,sl~ips, the
agreement must stipulate that the Plant is the sole end-customer It is a concerti then that the Plant
n~ight commit to such p~ojects well before the ene,D, is ~equired when the Plant wotfld get no
benefit. O,~ these publicb~ owned lands, that outcome is not acceptahle.

It is ou~ greatest concern that large capacity, ,enewable ener~." h~stallations will impact the habitat
and w~c~fe values of these lands with don~o impact to adjoh~g w~d lands, impacts that are xve~
~own to occur h~ la~’ge solar h~st~ations. Sustainable" has multiple ~aces.

Action 10: The Plan must focus renewable ener~ p~io~ities on processes and placements
on and in Plant operations and associated lands, f~t’s t and foremost.

Jobs, Traffic and Regional Impact: As expected revenues are un-exceptional, the primary
econon~ic obiective is descrihed as jobs. Figures have been provided estimating 17,000 iobs at full
huild-out, 30 or more years from now. It is frightening and depressh~g to envision Addhg that many
commuters coming to this site.

About 20 )-ears ago I worked next to Route 237 and, during the lunch horn’, would sometimes run
across the l~ighway to walk h~ the shorelands heyond. _At that thne, before widening, it was a decent
shortcut if not the safest. But those conditions are long past. The point is that traffic on 237 has
jumped astronomically sh~ce then as did the t,affic demands on the intex’section with Route 880.

Page 7 of 8

Plant Master Plan - Draft Recommended Alternative Input Summary Page 44 of 80



Even during tile exte,~ded, current recession, that hltersection remains a traffic tffghtmare impacting
commutes hi all directions.

Worse, ,leither X,~A nor Regional transit has plans or fimds to add major se~ices to tlfi~ corridor.
As n long-time area resident, 3 ~ow it is not reasonable to tl~k that significant new mass
transportation corridors wffi be created to sez~m tlss site. 5[eanwl~e the cost of gas is not forcing
people out of thek" velficles but instead h~to velfcles less dependent on gnso~ne. With independence
ingrained h~ America’s psyche, one can anticipate that roads w~ be carrying much greater traffic
flows in 30 years than today. How possibly can the Plan conskler addh~g 17,000 commuters to that
picmreP

Concentrating thousands of jobs at tiffs site simply cmmot be justified.

Action 11: Economic viabilit3.~ of any development must be measured against local
conditions like traffic congestion.

In sumn~azT, timse comments raise some point’s that we believe need attention h~ the final Master
Plan and others that look fo,~vard to thorough environmental review. Our orga~ization plans to be a
full parfcipant in the CEQ_A_ proces% providhlg any inforn~ation to which we have access and asking
for studies or other actions as the process will reqlfire. It is our belief that this participation can help
shape fl~e best restflt for file Plant, file lands, and tile greater comnm,ffD~.

CCC1K is a 501 (c)(3) nonprofit corporation, frilly volunteer-run, that has invested decades on behalf
of the Refuge. Our founders were the citizen-leaders behind tile Congressional legislatio,~ that
created this first urban Refuge h~ the counttT and the First Refuge to reqlti~’e environmental
education. Today e,~vironmental education is one of file "big sLY’ public uses for all Na6ond
\Vildlife Refuges wlffle our Refuge is the largest among all urban Refuges. As we work toxxmrd adding
new lands to the Refuge, we act to protect our dwindlhlg wetlands, existh~g Refuge lmlds, and tile
wildlife and habitats that need them.

Once again, we ve~T much appreciate tile public process that was part of creation of tlfis Master
Plan. If you have questions about any of these conlments, please call 408-257-7599 or e-ma~l.
w~dlifes tewards@ao!.com.

Eileen P. McLaugl~lhl
Member-at-Large, Master Plan Commutfft3.~ Adviso,y Group
Citizens Comn~ttee to Complete tile Refi~ge

CC: Flore~ce LaRiviere, Chair, CCCR
Cari,~ High, Vice-ChaLt’, CCCR
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Dear Matt Krupp,

Tiqe Santa Clara Valley Cl~apter of the California Native Plant Society continues to join other environmental agencies of Santa Clara
County in their support of Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society’s letter of concern in regards allocation of Santa Clara San Jose Water
Pollution Control Plant buffer lands for open space uses.

In particular we would urge that the environmental impact report study the feasibility of restoring vernal pools to the south
western portion of these lands where the high water table and hydric soils tend to duplicate the habitat which has been found so
successful for vernal pool restoration in the East Bay’s Warm Springs area.
As saline tidal influences return to wetlands in tl]ese buffer lands we might anticipate that Bird’s Beak could be found to appear as it
has in the LaRiviere Marsh in the National Wildlife Refuge in Newark. Also we would ask for species protection of existing enclaves of
Congdon’s Tarplant.

In the eventual efforts to reclaim the biosolids lagoons and in restoration of these uplands, there might be a consideration of
revegetation with plants that would have a capbility of binding up residual metals in the soils. In any scenario for future biological
remedial action please ensure that species of selected plants are native to Coyote Creek’s watershed, and that selection is appropriate
for freshwater, saline or seasonal wetlands.

On this last matter we have serious concerns with the workshop presented environmental alternative plan which shows elimination of
existing COE/SCVWD Coyote Creek flood control levees, alteration of Coyote Creek’s channel to a braided channel and major
diversion of Coyote Creek flows to south of Newby Island.

This ’environmental’ alternative impacts considerable acreage of mitigation wetlands that are outside of lands owned by tl)e Santa Clara
San Jose Water Control Treatment Plant, and alters the integrity of freshwater, seasonal and salt marsh wetlands that were mandated
mitigation habitat for endangered species of California Clapper Rail and Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse. (Reference Permit No. 15962S49,
15336S 12, 15336S12A, 20178S 12, 20178S 12A, and Letters of Modification 15336S 12B, 15962S49A, 15336S 12C, 15962SS49B ).

It should also be noted that the COE/SCVWD flood control project maintains a grade control haul road which assures that up to 2000
cfs freshwater flow is retained in-channel to transport flood waters and sediment four miles in natural vegetated channel around north of
Newby Island to Soutl~ San Francisco Bay. This sediment load is essential to wetlands restoration mitigation projects in Warm Springs
and in three Island Ponds of the Salt Pond Restoration project. San Jose’s WPCP proposed design diverts flows south of Newby Island
whicl~ would critically impact protected anadromous steelhead runs as well as deposit sediment loads prematurely.

The conversion of Pond A-18 to tidal marsh, as sllown in the WPCP proposed environmental alternative plan does not appear to
consider San Jose’s original intention to use 860 acres of pond to absorb recycled water outflow from WPCP and diminish conversion
of South Say salt marshes to degraded brackish marsh. In light of tile importance of restoring integrity to salt marsh vegetation in South
Bay, with reduction of invasives, not only for superior habitat for resident endangered species and waterfowl of tl~e Refuge, but for
natural benefits viable in sustainable marshes, it would seen] to place a mixing pond scenario at a higher priority alternative.

The 790 acres of buffer lands and 800 acres of sludge ponds offer the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara an ideal opporlunity to create
an inspiring interface with San Francisco Bay for residents to enjoy in perpetuity. We would like to assist an effort to restore this region
to a semblance of its historic open space landscape.

Thank you for consideration of our concerns.

Sincerely,

Arvind Kumar, President

Santa Clara Valley Chapter, California Native Plant Society

3921 East Bayshore Blvd, Palo Alto CA 94303
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

San Francisco Bay National WildliFe Refuge Complex
9500 Thornton Avenue

Newark, California 94560-0524

Mr. Matt Krupp
SanJose/Sauta Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
700Los Esteros.Road
SanJose, CA 95134

January 27, 2011

Subject: Comments regarding the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
Master Plan

Dear Mr. Krupp:

The Don Edwards San Francisco BayNational Wildlife Refi~ge (Refi~ge) appreciates the
opportunity to review the land use alternatives for the proposed San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant Master Plan (Master Plan). As an adjacent Im~downer, we contltme to be
interested in eommenth~g on the proposed Master Plan and fl~e potentlal effects of the project on
our Environmental Education Center, which is adjacent to the Master Plan footprint. Because the
proposed Master Plan has potential effects to listed species and their habitats, and other native
wildlife that are present within and near the project site, we recommend the folio,wing be
thoroughly evaluated as pm~ of the Environmental Impact Report.

Retctll Space and Light Industrial Areas. We conlhme to have concerns I’egarding the
impacts that may result frown the research and development, retail, and light industrial
areas. While these areas are concentrated in the southern part of the project area near
other developed areas, their proximity to the Coyote Creek riparian corridor is still a
concern, Riparian habitat is limited in the region. There should be a wider buffer area
between the development and the riparian corridor. The Coyote Creek riparian area
supports a variety of bird species, and there is a banding station along the creek. Any
change to the riparian area should support at least supper! existing bird populations. We
also remain concerned about the traffic volumes that will increase as a result of the plan,
The addition era new road to connect Zanker Road ~o Dixon Landing will increase
dramatically as commuters will discover this shortcut to avoid the 880 and 237 merge.
The road should not be cmmected if there are no plans to expand or enhance safety on
Zanker Road, especially in light of increased vehicle Mps generated by the expansion of
the Zanker Materials Recycling Facility.

Riparian Habitat. Riparian habitat is one of the most limited types of habitat presently
in the Bay area, and is important for migratory birds and other species. We recognize
that riparian habitat has been expanded under the recommended alternative, however, we
still have concerns about its proximity to plmmed development areas. The design of
these development areas should not result in adverse effects to these riparian areas.
Lighting mid noise impacts could also affect species after construction is complete and

’NAM IRICA



Mr. Matt Krupp                                                             2

the project is occupied, I,ights should be designed witl~ wildlife species in mind using
appropriate wavelength lighl sources that are shaded to direct lights away fi’om riparian
areas. Any runoff entering lhe riparitm area may also potentially decrease the quality of
the rlparian habitat, including water quality.

D’atts; Pttblic Access’. Human disturbance along any of the trails will increase
disturbance mid predation to native wildlife and habital. We recommend installing
signage to educate the public about these habitats in order to deter trespass, degradation,
and disturbance. Also, part of the new trail system shows a connection of the Bay trail
crossing the ka-tesian slough and then cormeeting with the Refuge trail next to the
Environmental Education Center (BEC). This new connection should be analyzed for
wildlife and human disturbance and how it relates to the EEC programs.

Trash Containmenl and Predator Management. Nuisance species (e.g., feraleats, rats,
ravens, crows, and gulls) are frequently attracted ~o waste associated with the activities
resulting fi’om the development of facilities and ]nfi’astmcture. We recommend that a
refuse contaimnent plan and predator management plan be developed to deter nuisance
species from the area and prevent them fi’om feeding on trash. We would also like to
review this plan in order to coordinate our efforts in the adjacent wetlands areas.

Futto’e Plant Foolpri,~l and the l’lZasle-to-Energ)’ Area. We are concerned about the
indirect impacts that future phmt footprint operalions in this area m!ght have on
neighboring wildlife habitat. We hope activities in this atca are passive and properly
fenced or covered so they do not attract nuisance species such as gulls, rodents, and
invasive plants. What activities will be conducted at the Waste-to-Energy area?

Sea Level Rise. We recommend you evaluate the potential for the project to preclude the
landward transgression of the marsh in the face of sea level rise which may result in the
’eventual elimination of adjacent salt marsh and the loss of an important buffer to coastal
flooding.

Thank you for considering our suggestions and recommendations. Please keep us informed of
the planning process, espedally all t’ulure opportunities to provide comments. If you have any
questions, please eontael me or Winnie Chan, Refuge Planner, at 510-792-0222.

Sincerely,

Erie Mruz
Refuge Manager
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge

Scott Wilson, California Department Fish and Game
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Matt Krupp, Project Planner
City of San Jose, 10 th floor
200 East Santa Clara Street, Sail Jose, CA 95113
matt. kr~sanjoseca.go__~v

RE: San Jose Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan Land Use

Dear Matt Krupp,

In regards this initial scoping phase of the City of San Jose’s planning process for the lands in and
around the San Jose Water Pollution Control Plant in Alviso, I would like to comment on environmental
constraints that I believe need to be more carefully considered in this land use proposal.

First, it might be important to note that the City of San Jose is deficient in parkland for its residential
density and that should be a major consideration in assessing the future uses of this 1600 acres of
open space, plus the 860 acres of waterfowl Iiabitat of Pond A-18. Other South Bay communities of
Mountain View, Palo Alto and Sunnyvale all have wetland preserves as their recreational window to
San Francisco Bay and its wildlife.
This plan offers an irresistible chance for citizens of San Jose and Santa Clara to enjoy similar
opportunities.

The interface with Coyote Creek as illustrated in the Hargraves plan proposes setback to flood control
levees and diverting recycled water into a braided creek channel that subsequently flows partially south
of Newby Island. Such a plan would critically alter geomorphology of Coyote Creek, and baseflow
sediment transport capacity and capability to the four miles of Coyote Creek that extend north of
Newby Island. This sediment is supplying.wetland revegetation sites at Warm Springs and in the three
islands units of salt pond restoration.
To alter this regimen and the tidal prism of water circulation in South Bay may impact salt pond
restoration efforts throughout the National Wildlife Refuge.

The COE and Santa Clara Valley Water District Coyote Creek flood control project defined acreage of
salt marsh, freshwater and seasonal wetlands specifically mandated to mitigate for that genre of habitat
impacted by their project in these reaches of Coyote Creek adjacent to the WPCP sludge ponds. To
alter this calibre of successful revegetation as well as flow regimen of the creek would be
environmentally counterproductive.

The present established flood control levees are providing upland refugia for endangered species such
as the Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse and California Clapper Rail and to move such levees adjacent to
development and recreation trails would permanently destroy this critical habitat. At present the base
flow in Coyote Creek of up to 2000 cfs (as maintained by the haul road grade control) that extends
north of Newby Island is sufficient inducement to attract historic steelhead runs to enter the system and
migrate to spawning grounds in Upper Penitencia Creek. All these endangered species beneficial
instream uses will be degraded if not eliminated by your Hargraves designed wetlands complex. Please
reevaluate this entire Coyote Creek interface.

It is essential that the Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse has some continuity of wildlife corridor from Edens
Landing and along eastern shore to Coyote Creek around the southern shore of San Francisco Bay, up
to Chicago Marsh and the Alviso Slough pond area to sustain diversity in its mouse gene pool. To
divert routine Coyote Creek flows through present 55 acre Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse would critically
bisect this migratory route. Please do not extend tile WPCP proposed plan to disrupt flood control
levees and critical habitat capability.
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It might be a far more realistic design to shift such a creation and/or augmentation of wetlands by the
use of recycled water inboard to outflow into Gray Goose/Artesian Slough, as long as it does not
impact Burrowing Owl preserve habitat or the vernal pool hydric soils region.

As the biosolid lagoons/sludge ponds are dredged it might be feasible to establish a water feature that
could support recreation activities. This would be entirely separate from Coyote Creek, and its
levees. The drainage would ultimately be to Pond A-18. (Such a feature is not feasible in Pond A-18
itself as it is too shallow?). What could be especially appealing would be a competitive rowing lake as
has been designed at Redwood Shores. Such a recreational element for school crews is sorely needed
in Santa Clara County.

I would like to comment further in regards wetlands vegetation and vernal pools but as need to acquire
data, will do so later in the week. Thank you for any consideration that you may be able to give these
concerns.

Libby Lucas, 174 Yerba Santa Ave., Los Altos, CA 94022

Plant Master Plan - Draft Recommended Alternative Input Summary Page 50 of 80



LONNIE ~.~OSS

March 4t~, .2011

Ms. Laurel Prevetfi - Assistant Plannh~. g Director
City of San Jose Planuing Department

Fax: 408.292.6055

RE: San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plan proposed commercial industrial
development on existing buffer lands Zoned: Public Qusai-Publio

Dear Laurel:

i have taken the liberty, to send you several documents, and information that I felt would
assist you in knowing why community members found it necessary to take the route as
described in the petition as attached. We fe~l tlmt portions of the n~wlyprepared Master
Plan for the proposed expansion of the $J/SC Water Pollution. Control Plant are in
conflict with the.Alviso Master Plan that the community of Alviso assembled, along with
your long term guidance The plant improvements as proposed are necessary

......"~m~.pSo..v~..m_._e_n..ts: ..and are wan’anted ~d ~ needect

P0rtioos of the plan are not acceptabl~ to the Atviso C0mmunltyat large, and beyond. I
would like to submit the attached documents to you for review and,understanding of our
Positions .which are based on our 6 year planning study, of the Histo~e Alviso, and the
suee~sful building of the great Alviso Master Plan.

Richard Santos, a former member the A1vis0 Master Plan Task Force, is now the
Director for the Sanla Clara Valley .Water District, as well as a Master Plan member of
the San Jose 20/40 Plan, and has expressed to this gro~ oi~inions ~tc., that relate to the
same enclosed materials. City . Council Membem in the group, recommended that the
issues be dealt with through the City of San Jb.se Planning departments.

As a partioipant working with the SC.VWD Alviso Water Collaborafive~ for Lower
Gtmdalupe, and former Alviso Master Plan Member, I have attempted to personally
communicate that portions of the newly proposed master plan conflicts, when it proposes
heavy development land uses, unproteeteA, buffer lands usage, a major new road way.
which will overwhelm the historic town of Alviso,.and is in conflict with Our Alviso
Maister Plan. I have also referred to the Alviso Master Plan, need to know, in the
meetings that I attended with the SJ/SG Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan .......
members, recommending that it be read in order tO understand it.

Offices located in the Alvsio National Historic District
The Union Warehouse 1850 ca 1200 Hope Street # 55

Alviso, CA 95002.0055
The/fax: 408o263,4170
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Laurel, thanking you in advanc~ for your att~ation and support, and also your past
1carlo’ship, and und~mtanding when working with the community of Alviso.

Sincerely, .......

Ce: SJ City Council Kansen Chu District 4
Santa Clara Valley Water District Director Richard Santos District 4
Santa Clara Valley Water District A~viso Water Collaborative- Lower Guadalupe

W / attachments
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PETITION- Against Commercial Development @ Zanker & Hwy 237

We the’Citizens of Alvlso and other citizens of San Jose and beyond the NW comer
of Zanker Road and Hwy 237, we do support the various proposals as identified as
improvements for the Water Pollution Control Plant as shown in the new proposal.
We do ~no.t snpport construction of the newly proposed major_ re~’.d, and more
commercial develol~ment. To .use this environmentally sensitive area [buffer lands]
is totally, wrong for the following reaso, ns and explanations provided below:

1. The Alviso Master Plan objectives completed in 1968 [took 6 years]; is
¯ being ignored. See Page 6, which reads: "maintaining small town character." Alviso
is listed in the national Register of Historic Places, and .the City of San Jose has
listed the tow~ as an Historic District. We the people, do not support the heavy
retail and commercial development, with 4 story buildings, and new retail density
and mo~e, for thousands of people.

2’. This plant was located in the historic Alviso City limits prior to the 1968
Consolidation expansion by San Jose. History being IostI

3. Both the town of Alviso and the S.J. Waste Water Sewage Plant, still
require .flood protection which are not eomple.[.ed, and this area does not provide
any 100 yea~ ~torm event, this is yet to be resolved.

4. Hwy 880:interehange~ Hwy 237, and Zanker Road cannot support the
heavy t~affi¢ which exists today, this construction eanndt be mitigated or provide
the needed road systems, it will 0nly compound the industrial plans, add ov~er 32,000
residene.es on North-First SWeet development ..will over come the area~. This
propos .e~l development violates access to the Alviso Community, the existing Water
Pollutioh. Control Plant, the environmentally approved recycling center, and land
fill location with heavy trucking..

5. It is misleading to use existing wetlands, and a portion of US Fish &
Wildlife Refilge lands which are already proteeted~ and cannot be used as
mitigation, and exchanged for the heavy commercial density, causing poor air
quality, uncontrolled traffic congestion, too many people, and rob much growth.

2.

3,

NAME City or ADDRESS [optionall E-MAIL
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RWG & ASSOCIATES
Robert W. Gr~ss PhiD.
SCVWD Director (ret)

March 77h, 2011

Mr. Joseph Horwedel, Director
.: City of San Jose Plamaing, Building,&_ Code Enforc~ment
¯ 200 EaSt SanlaClara Street - City Hall 3r~ Floor Tower
San Jose, CA 95113

REi Opposition to the proposed commercial/industrial development on
the S~I/SCWPCP buffer lands on the NW Corner of Zanker and Hw3’ 237

Dear Joe:

I am fully aware.that t.hero has b~n no E,I,R. [or a E.I.Sl US Corps. of Englneers may be
required] has not been distributed at this time. i have attended numerous meetings on the
above aging waste water facilities, which I fully support new construction of modem
sciences,- required infrashaxetttres, public education, and purificatibn problems have b~n
increasing logarithmically frgm toxins, plmmaaeeuticals, and new detected virus.

The purpbse of this transmittal is to advise, and review the environmental constraints of
the development outside, ttealment p!mat, should "be e.lkninated,. Th’ose additio.nal
Unrelated eommerciaYindustda~ proposed projects in my pr6fossional opinion, cannot be
mitigated, let alone the costly in~astruetures cannot be justified .under the best of
conditions. It is also.my opinion, that. focus should be on the treatmo.nt plaa.~t .........

In 1993, the Sam Jose City Council appointed a special Task Force formulated the
Alviso Master Plan, under the direction of San Jose Council member Marjofie
Mathews, and Laurel Prevetti, [senior staff from the San Jose Plamaing Department],
taking six years to complete and was adopted, by San Jose CiW Cotmoil. The Alvisso
Master Plan should continue to be followed as written by the Task Force members.

Offices. located in ate Alviso National Historic District
The Union Warehouse 1850 ca

1200 Hope S.tree.t. # 55
. Alviso, CA 95002.,0055

Tel/fax: 408.263.4170
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-2 of 3-

The Santa Clara Valley Water District in 2004 formed the Alviso Water
Collaborative/Task Force made up of community leaders to address water issues, also
how they relate to other ~tures and services, which proteots the National Histori~
Alviso District from uncontrolled growth, The City of San Jose had previously.
completed the Alviso Master Plan.

Waier issues, yet to be resolved’-

Water recycling requires a continuation of extensive public ~ucation.
Potable ftaure water supply shortages, requiting conservation.
Both short term and long (e~an stream malntainenee eosts~ a~d are the~e fu~d~
available in the near future water funding?
Public trail impacts with increased invasion into wetlands, wildlife habitat areas for
birds, and fisheries, and who, or whom will be responsible for policing, the toxie
dumping into waters, or ~e responses required.in case of emergencies?
Governing Federal, State,. County, and local regulations in streams, rivers, and
wetland protection have long term impacts, and are -yet to be resolved for 2,600 acres?
Over topping the levees, flooding from lower Gua .dglupe, Coyote, and the San
Francisco Bay, are areas still subject to FEMA requirements, which have cause for
concern over all buildings, roads, and other inffash’acmres in North S~n" Jose.

As a professional in the water industry for nearly 30 years, it is my opinion that t!~ waste
water treatment facility move as soon as possible, however, I oppose any development
outside the foot print of the existing and new plant operations.     ’ ’

The we.flands etc., should become, part bf the Don Edwards San Franoiseo National
Wildlife R~fuge controlled by the United States Fish & Wildlife Service. The "Buffer..
Lands" along Hwy 237, shouid as remain public quasi lands, and not part of any type of
heavy commercial/industrial development in a sensitive environmental region ofSanta
Clam Valley, planning of those should be independent of the SJ/SC WPCP...

In closing, these lands should be changed with the ..gentlest means, not deslroy the
environment, open space, and other natural resouroes.              ¯

~
~ctfully submitted,

w/attachments
-3 of 3-
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Supervisor Dave Cortese
San Jose Mayor - Chuck Reed
San Jose Council member Kansen Chu
Santa Clara City Council
Milpitas City CounCil
Santa Cla~ Valley Water Dislrict - DirectorRichard Santos
Santa Clam Valley Water District - Independent Monitoring Committee for

Measure "B" Bonds ..... -.
City of 85 Environmental Services Department - Director ~[ohn Stufflebea~
Santa Clara Valley Water District Alviso Wa~er Collaborative
Save the Bay - David Lewis
Committee for Gre~n Foothills - Brian A, Sehmidt
Sierra Club - Charles G. Sehafer
SJ Shoreline Committee to Complete the Refuge - Elleen P. MeLaughlin
South Bay Greenbelt Allianee, Miehele Beasley
Santa Clara County Creeks-Coalition -Mondy Lariz
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society - Shani KleintmuS
Santa ClaraVall~ California Native Plant Society - Kevkt Bryant

¯ Santa Clara-Valley Open Space Authority - Hon, Clysta Seney [former]
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June 28, 2010

Matt Krupp, Proje_.t Planner
Water Pollution Conl~l Plant Master Plan
Santa Clara San Jbse Water Pollution Control Plant

Re: Water Pollution Control Plant Master P!an Altemativea

We ~ub.mit this position on tim Water Polltition Control Plant Master Phn Alternatives on behal~
of Santa Clara Valley Audubon So~ay, Committee forGreen FoothilLs, Loma Prieta Chapter of
the Sierra Club, Greenbelt Alliance, Save The Bay, Citizens Committeeto Complete th~ Refuge,
Santa Clara County Creeks Coalition, Santa CLara Valley chapter of the California Native Plant
Society, and the thousands of individuals we represent.

Proper planning requires tho d~velopment of a truly different alternatiVe. We urge plamaers to
retttm to the drawing tab!e and create an ’~nvironment, Eeologyand Water Alternative" that
would allow d~veloped land uses so!ely fordevelopment addressing the water treatment pttrposo
of the p!ant. AlI other had uses should be based on the existing environment, view-sheds,

¯ ecology, connectivity, t!a~ historic Bay ecology and’environment,’and iecrealiona! uses’dousistdnt
with the ecology and the nature of the land and its restoration.

Page
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Asking the public to select One of the three proposext alternatives ehaun~ls the intmt by survey
parti~ipams to a predetermined set of very similar outcomes. The undersigned organizations
request that the planning t.eam develop the fourth "Environment, Ecology and Water Alternative"
and offer it to the public for review.

Br~an A. Sohmidt
Legislative Advocate
~Santa CNa County

CO~HITTEE FOR
GREEN FOOTHILL~; SAVE  AY

Ch~l~ G. Schaf~r

PdetaClmptor Siesta Club

Eileen P. McLaughlin.
Advocate, San lose Shoreline
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge

¯ E - ’~

Miehele Beasley
’ .-."Senior Field Representative, South Bay

C-~e~nbelt Alliance

Mondy Lariz
Dimc, tor
Santa Clara County Creeks-Coalition

GREENBELT ALLIANCE
Open ~F~c~s & V~bran! Places
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Kevin Bryant
Chapter Cotmofl Chair
Santa Clara Valley Chapter
Callfomla Natiw Plant Sode.ty

@’

Hon. Clysta Soney                ..
Former Director, Distric[ 3
Santa Clara County Open S.pa~ Authority

CC:.
John Stufflebean, Dkoctor             " ..
City of J0s~.En ".vkonmental S~rlces Department
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Section 7 = Website Con r e  s

Ao OVERVIEW
Throughout the Plant Master Plan process, input and comments are accepted through the inquiry form at
rebuildtheplc~nt.org under Get Involved-Submit Inquiry/Comments. About 15 comments were received
between November 2010 and January 2011. The project team responded to each inquiry via email.

B. RAW DATA
The comments received through the website inquiry form are listed below:

Just visited your web site at www.piersystem.com and tried to find something about how the treatment
plant collects gas to run the generators and couldn’t find anything.
Years ago I took a tour of the plant and saw several large generators that ran off of, I believe, methane,
that was created as a byproduct of the treatment process. I would like to know if the plant is still doing
this.
Also, as a PR item, it would be really good to addthis info to your web site as I assume it is more
environmentally than running nuclear, oil, or coal fired electrical generating plants. What do you think?
One more item. Does one have to accept cookies to submit a comment? If so, there is nothing written
anywhere that this is a requirement. My computer rejects all cookies!
When upgrading the land around the water treatment plant. Please provide a bike trail that will allow a
short commute around the bay from Dixon Landing to Lafayette St. Thank you for your time.
Read about 40 acres of sport fields. Tried to open the site map. Not allowed. Wish to know what type of
sports fields and when that would be constructed. Where can I look at a site map?
Please allow quiet gliders to use open spaces. They are very gentle on the land and are a great way to
support future and past engineers and their recreation.
I live very close to the area under consideration for redevelopment at the Water Pollution Control plant.
I have enjoyed seeing the sheep and goats clean the weeds out, as have many others. I hope that you
seriously consider leaving some open land for wildlife. It would also be great to have native planted
gardens of some size, not itty bitty things, but like at Ulistac Park. We have enough development, we are
destroying our last open space as it is. People need open space for the ease of their souls.
Regarding the planned construction at the water pollution plant on Los Esteros Road, we would like to
know how to contact the contractors who will be responsible for this project. I had spoken to a
gentleman from Planning/Dev. Dept. about one month (I have misplaced his name and phone number)
and the website address he gave me was not valid.
City of San Jose:
I watched the video and noticed a typo. Burrowing Owl. It says Borrowing Owl on the left side of the
image. Interesting video. I learned a lot about the plant and challenges ahead. The one that looks like a
showstopper is rising sea levels. Don’t see a solution for that. I guess all you can do is keep that in mind
and try to keep your buildings as far as possible inland. Alviso is in dire straits if this rising sea level threat
comes to pass. I’m all in favor of the new methods you propose. Greenhouses look like they’ll really
reduce the footprint. As far as commercial uses, I’m not crazy about it, especially if this place is going to
be threatened with inundation. Good luck.

o I have a fantastic program already designed and ready to be implemented that I would like to present to
present to key decision makers. It involves sustainable permaculture but not in a way that has ever been
conceived of before. It’s practical and it can work. Who can I meet with regarding this?

o As a resident of the Alviso area, I am excited about the retail (area is current poorly served) and the new
transport connections between 1 st And Zanker that are shown on all the 3 land use options proposed.
Like many commenters I am concerned about additional traffic impact on 237, so I hope one of the
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options that places the light industrial closer to 880 and allows site traffic to come directly from
Dixon Landing will be selected.
That sounds great. Is there any count of the number of burrowing owls on this land? I know they like
open land with no visual blockage and that they use ground squirrel holes for nesting and that they are
very site specific. Therefore, I hope that the parcel dedicated to them is not used for temporary storage
of materials, or degraded, or changed by planting as that will seriously affect their population. I used to
ban birds at the Coyote Creek Riparian Station, therefore know a little about birds. You know that would
be another good thing to arrange, a banding and census of the burrowing owl population as an on-
going activity to report to the Fish and Wildlife Department.
I had hoped to see info on this site about the plant control system this would be info on the central
system make as well as related infrastructure like PLCs etc Perhaps you can just send me a relevant point
of contact. Thanks.
The master plan should include only development for uses of the Water Pollution Control Plant Stop
giving our public land away for commercial industrial uses. All other land use should be for habitat
restoration, view shed preservation, Burrowing Owl habitat conservation, and trails for walkers and
cyclists, with connectivity to existing bay trails.
Please make this area a place to hike, sit, enjoy -jobs are good, but so is life, nature is life. We need more
placed to relax in this hectic world and the plants and animals need more places to live, orwe won’t live.
Save our Shorelines!!!!!
The Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) should be configured to minimize impacts on natural
resources, and should allow for maximum creation and restoration of wetlands and riparian habitat, and
for habitat for the burrowing owl. Development projects in both the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara
have a history of destruction of burrowing owl habitat, without adequate mitigation. This public land
offers a rare opportunity to enhance and protect sensitive resources, an opportunity that should not be
squandered in favor of commercial development.
REF." Jan-29th 2010/Meeting presentation at Milpitas-Barbara Lee Sr Center:
Comments/please include these additional comments apart from my comments listedcduring my visit
to The Meeting/Meeting with Master plan Design engineer:

Comments One:/Suggestion One:
Implement Labs 21 energy efficiency guidelines listed by DOe and EPA and Implement Green labs=Safe
Labs program for The high Tech/Clean Tech/Water Institute:
REQUEST TO START ASAP SUBMISSION OF GRANTS/GRANTS DOCUMENTATION TO DOE/ EPA/REQUEST
EQUIVALENT STATE-CA-STATE AND LOCAL CITY_+STAKE HOLDER CITYS AND SANTA CLARA COUNTY
JOINT FINANCIAL REVIEW/ RISK MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF THE PROJECTS

FINANCIAL INVESTMENTS/PARTICIPATION BY ALL STAKE HOLDERS AND THE VC-INVESTORS +ANGEL
INVESTORS AT STANFORD UNIVERSITY/STANFORD SOCIETY OF WOMEN ENGINEERS+SVEC=SILICON
VALLEY ENGINEERING COUNCIL/ALL MEMBER SOCIETYS ACTIVE PARTICIPATION FOR ABOVE PROJECTS
WEBSITE:
www.svec.orq www.svlg.org

Plan for Global Outreach for Financial investments and PPP Partnerships under White House Initiatives
for AAPl=asiam american pacific islander Entrepreneurship Projects:

DEVELOPMENT OF PPP=PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS FOR NEXT GEN/21sT CENTURY PROJECTS: at San
Jose Zanker road:
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http://www.labs21 century.gov/pdf/factsheet partners.pdf
THE LABS=21 pROJECTS AT SAN JOSE/SILICVON VALLEY ANDGUJARAT STATE=INDIA: PILOT PROJECTS:
http://www.labsafetvinstitute.org/aboutus.html

The Laboratory Safety Institute (LSI) was founded in 1978 by Dr. James A. Kaufman to provide safety
training for secondary school science teachers. Today, LSI has grown to become "An International
Center forHealth, Safety and Environmental Affairs."
The People: Staff, Board of Directors, Instructors, Marketing & Sales Representatives
The Place: Map/Directions to LSI Teaching Learning and Practicing Science Safely means that before you
do an experiment, demonstration or activity...
o YOU KNOW the hazards.
o YOU KNOW the worst things that could happen.
o YOU KNOW what to do and how to do it if they should happen.
o YOU KNOW and use the prudent practices, protective facilities, and protective equipment needed
to minimize the risks.
There is more to lab safety than just labs. Our lives are filled with hazards. When we Teach, Learn, and
Practice Science Safely students and employees...

Plant Master Plan - Draft Recommended Alternative Input Summary Page 62 of 80



Appendix A = Interactive Map and PDF

The Draft Recommended Alternative interactive map and PDF provides an overview of the alternative and
its unique features and specific elements. The interactive map and PDF is available at rebuildtheplant.org
under Resources-Project Information.
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Appe.dix 6 = Media (:overage

The Plant Master Plan workshops in January 2011 were covered in local print and online media outlets as a
result of a series of editorial board meetings held by project staff prior to the community workshops. View
all media coverage at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Media Coverage.

The Mercury News- January 14, 2011
Sewage treatment plant rebuild, land use studied

o The MercuryNews- January 19, 2011
Public workshops on modernization plans for San Jose sewage plant

® Milpitas Post- January 19, 2011
Milpitas to foot $168 million for sewage plant upgrades

MilpitasPatch.com - January 19, 2011
new sewage Plant could control odors

CupertinoPatch.com- January 24, 2011
Wastewater plant seeks massive makeover

San Francisco Chronide Peninsula blog via Peninsula Press - January 25,2011
Sewage fumes from San Jose plant waft into Milpitas

Milpitas Post- January 26, 2011
Council grills area’s largest smell generators

Milpitas Post - January 26, 2011
Reduce odors (letter to editor)

MilpitasPatch.com- January 31,2011
Public Comment Workshop for Wastewater Plant Attracts Large Turnout

® Milpitas Post- January 31,2011
Milpitas must hang tough on vital aspects of sewage treatment plan
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Appendix C - Publicity

Community workshop publicity was distributed through multiple communication channels, including print
and email advertisements, flyers, emails, websites, newsletter articles, television bulletins, and a direct mail
postcard.

Advertisements
Print advertisements ran in the following publications:
¯ V-Fimes - January 14
~ The Mercury News- January 12, 16, 19, and 23
~ Milpitas Post- January 14, 21, and 28
¯ Silicon Valley CommunityNewspapers

Los Gatos, Saratoga -January 4, 11, 18
Cupertino, Almaden, Cambrian, Rose Garden, Willow Glen, Campbell -January 7, 14, 21

~ ElObservador- January 14
~ Silicon Valley/San ,lose Business.loumal - January 14

Email advertisements were sent to The Mercury News subscribers of targeted communities in coordination
with each workshop location:
¯ Alviso, Roosevelt- January 13, 18
. Santa Clara-January 18,24
~ Cupertino-January20,25
¯ Milpitas - January 21,27
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As we sustafnably rebuild our agln g wastewater treatment
plant, w can consider new land uses on Its 2,600-acre
shoreline site. Attend a t~vrkshop to comment on the
draft land u~e plan that lndudes: te~reatfan, a clean tech
center, researd] institute, Jobs-based development, trails,
habitat areas, retail, and mot&

eOO-8.~
George Mayne Elementaq/* ~_,30North First Street, SanJos6
Se~do~ en es~affot e~t,-,rdu ~’spo~e$ en es~ talter,

¯                    6.-00 ~ 8.-00 p.m.
Roosevelt Commun’~3/Center ¯ ~-~I East Santa Clara Street, ~n Jos~_’
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Workshop flyers were distributed alone and with the Plant awareness campaign kiosk at local events and
point-of-service counters, including:
~ Cupertino CityHall
o Cupertino Senior Center
o Cupertino Sports Center
¯ Don Edwards San Francisco National Wildlife Refuge
~ Martin Luther King library
~ Quinlan Community Center (Cupertino)
~ San Jos~ City Hall lobby
~ San Jos~ Environmental Services Department
~ San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
¯ Santa Clara County libraries (Campbell, Cupertino, Milpitas, Saratoga)
¯ Santa Clara Library lobbies
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As we sustainably rebuild our aging wastewater treatment
plant, we can consider new land uses on its 2,600-acre shoreline
site. Attend a workshop to comment on the draft land use plan
that includes: recreation, a clean tech center, research institute,
jobs-based development, trails, habitat areas, retail, and more.

George Mayne Elementary ¯ 5030 North First Street, San Jos~
Servicios en espa~ol estardn disponibles en este taller.

_ _ ,,:ii, . 6:00-8:00 p,m,
Roosevelt Community Center ¯ 901 East Santa Clara Street, San Jos~

Salqta Clara Library ¯ 2635 Homegtead Road, Santa Clara

¯ , ’~,~ ._~ i ~ " 6:00-8:00p.m.
Cupertino Community Hall ¯ 10350Torre Avenue, Cupertino

Barbara Lee Senior Center ¯ 4o North Milpitas Boulevard, Milpitas

~ -
Plant Mas~er Plan

SAN JOSE/
SANTA CLARA

WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL PLANT

Serving the cities of San Jos~, Santa Clara,
Milpitas, Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos,

Mon~e Sereno, and Saratoga

To request an accommodation under
the Americans with Disabilities Act, call

408-S3S-]500. Spanish, Vietnamese, and
Chinese-language services are available

upon request. City of San Jos~- cornrnitted
to open and honest government.

~ Printed on recycled paper.

8O



Workshop information was emailed to stakeholder groups through various list serves:
o Alviso Collaborative
o AlvisoTask Force
o Baykeeper
~ Bayside R/C Club
o Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) Silicon Valley
~ Clean Water Action
o Friendsofthe Estuary Board
o Neighborhood Development Center/Strong Neighborhoods Initiative list serves
~ Plant Master Plan stakeholders
o Plant tour participants
~ San Jos~ councilmember newsletters for districts 1,3, 4, and 9
~ San Jos~ Employee News list serve
® San Jos~ Environmental Services Department employees
¯ San Jos~ General Plan/Envision 2040
¯ San Jos~ Green Vision list serve
¯ Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative list serve
¯ South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Program
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Plant Master Plan Workshops in January 2011
See the future of our South Bay Shoreline
As we sustainably rebuild our aging wastewater treatment plant, we can consider new land uses

on its ~,600-acre shoreline site. Attend a workshop to comment on the draft land use plan that

includes: recreation, a clean tech center, research institute, jobs-based development, trails, habitat

areas, retail, and more.

Wednesday, January 19 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.

Geor.qe Mayne Elementary School, 5030 North 1st St., San Jos~

Thursday, January 20 = 6:00-8:00 p.m.

Roosevelt Community Center, 901 E. Santa Clara St., San Jos~

Tuesday, January 25 - 5:30-7:30 p.m.

Santa Clara Library, 2635 Homestead Rd., Santa Clara

Thursday, January 27 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.

Cupertino Community Hall, 10350 Torre Ave.. Cupertino

Saturday, January 29 - 9:30-11:30 a.m.

Barbara Lee Senior Center, 40 N. Milpitas Blvd., Milpitas

Plant ~.4.aster Plan

,’7/\ rq     ,.

~ONT~OL ~"LANT
Se~ing the cities of San

Jos~, Santa Clara,

Milpitas, Cupe~ino,

Campbell, Los Gatos,

Monte Sereno, and

Learn more at rebuildtheplant.or~g or call 408-945-5182.
Saratoga

Let’s create a special destination to benefit our region for decades to come

View this document online
San Jose
City of San Jos~, CA Plant Master Plan (PMP~ Site

Visit this link to unsubscribe
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You may click here to remove yoreself from future mailings and/or change your preferences for receiving aaxy mailings fiom us.
To review or update the contact information we have on file for you, please click here.

.,~--.~j

Plant Master PLan Community Workshop
Le~,n about the laa’gest regional plmu~Ig project mid sub,nit yore" co~muents on the draft reconuuended
l~xd use ~temative at a two4xom" workshop. Rebuil~ig the aghig Sm~ Jose.~S~xta Cl~a Water Pollution
Control Plait ~d adopthig new treatment tedmologies ~ows us to consider new uses for the 2,600-
a~e Plait site. Usbig the pub~cs input, these were refined hao one drat~ teconnn~tded ~temafive wldch
wBl be the subiect of pubic review ~d comment at the !~m~y 2011 workshops. ~e &aft fltemative
will ~so be presented to San ~os ~d S~aa Cl~a city commons h~ December 2010 ~d I~mm3’ 2011.
Input from the Jmm~2 workshops wiB be considered to ~’eate a fm~ reconnnended l~d use ~temative
that is proiected t~r completion b~ sprh~g 2011. ~fis fin~ reconnn~ded !~d use ~temative is slated for
~eview by lhe S~ Jos ~d Santa Cl~’a city com~cils bx Ap~fl 2011 ; if approved: it wN proceed tlnough
lhe envkomn~t~ hnpact assessment process. For more int~nnation, visit x~av.reb~dthepl~t_org or
~ (408) 975-2606. If you w~a to attend the workshop, please RSVP tt~e al/endance of ~y com~cB
member or staffto Krlsten Yas~awa at 975-2606 so we can h~clude you h~ o~ meetbxg h~lroducfions.

Wednesday. Ia,maxy 19, 2011
6:00 p_ni. - 8:00 p.Ui.
George Ma)sie Eleanenta~3, School - 5030 Noith F~st Street:
Sp~fidi sel%’ices ~ld bl/bnnafion w~ be av~able.

Thursday: J’~maty 20, 2011
6:00 p.ni. - ~:00 p.m.
Roosevelt Conuntufity center - 901 East Santa Cl~’a Street: San los

Tuesday~ Iaauary 25= 2011
5:30 gin. - 7:30 pro.
Santa Clara Libraw - 2635 Homestead Road, Sallta

Thm’sday= hnuaxy 27, 2011
6:00 p_in. - 8:00 p.nl.
Cuperthlo C Olll!lllU!it y H all: 103 $ 0 Ton-e Aveuue, Cupeltlno

Saturday, Januaa3" 29:2011
9:30 a.nl. - !1:30 a.nl.
Barbaxa Lee ~enlor Cemer - 40 No,all Milphas Boulevard° .Milphas

Plant Master Plan - Draft Recommended Alternative Input Summary Page 71 of 80



SAM’S
CORNER

RESPONDINO TO
YOUR CONCERNS

NEIGHBORHOOD BY
NEIGHBORHOOD

COIVlFIUNITY
SPOTLIGHT

SAVE THE

DATE

~lant Master Plan Workshop
Thut~da~,~ Jatmat’.v 2~ 20J]
b’:O0 co 8:00p.m.

"r}ze Ci~, is rebuilding iu aging ~vastewater treamae~t plan~ a~d co~sid~ri:~g new
lax~d uses on d~e 2,600 acre s}~oreline si~e. A~te~td a works!~op ~o comment o=~
&’aft land use pla~ that htclud~s: recreation, a ¢lea~ ~ech c~tea-, reseaa’e]~ h~sd~ate,
jobs-based dev~opme~zg ~a’ails, habita~ areas and more. For more i~ormadon, or
a list of workshops, dick here.
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Councilmember Kansen Chu San Jose City Hall I 200 East Santa Clara Street 18th Floor I San Jose, CA 95113
tel. (408) 535-4904 1 fax (408) 292-6459 I distrlct4~sanioseca.gov I www.sanjoseca.gov/district4

Plant Master Plan
Community Meetings

a~end a January

Wednesday, January 19,201t

6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Geor.qe Mayne Elementaw School
5030 North First Street
Alviso, CA 95002

OR

Thursday, January 20, 2011

6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Roosevelt Community Center
901 East Santa Clam Street
San Jose, CA 95116

For more infomlation, visitwww.rebuildtheplant.or.qor call (408) 975-2606.
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District 9 News

January/February, 2011

DISTRICT 9 NEWS

January

Thursday, 1/27 Plant Master Plan Community Workshop
Cupertino Community Hall @6:00 PM-8:00 PM

Friday, 1/28 La Raza Roundtable
Center for Training & Careers @5:30 PM--7:00 PM

Saturday, 1/29 Plant Master Plan Community Workshop
Milpitas City Hall @9:30 AM-11:30 AM
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Websites
Workshop information and/or visual web-button were posted to various websites:
¯ City of SanJos~
¯ City of Santa Clara
¯ City of Milpitas
¯ San Jos~ Councilmember Kansen Chu’s District 4 site
¯ Plant Master Plan project site
¯ San Jos~ Environmental Services Department
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Rebuilding Our Wastewater Treatment Plant
San _lose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant
Posted Date: 12/21/2010 1:00 PH

As we sustainably rebuild our aging wastewater treatment
plant, we can consider new land uses on its 2,600-acre
shoreline site. Attend a workshop to comment on the draft
land use plan that includes: recreation, a clean tech center,
research institute, jobs-based development, trails, habitat
areas, retail, and more.

¯ Wednesday, 3anuaw lg - 6;00 - 8:00 p.m.
George Nayne Elementary ¯ 5030 North First Street, San
3os~
Servidos en espai~o! estar~n dispon~b/es en este rafter.

¯ Thursday, 3anumry 20 - 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Roosevelt Community Center ¯ 901 East Santa Clara
Street, San 3os~

¯ Tuesd~y, aanuary 25 - 5:30 - 7:30 p.rn,
Santa Clara Libraw ¯ 2635 Homestead Road, Santa Clara

¯ Thursday, 3a~uaW 27 - 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Cupertino Community Hall ¯ 10350 Torte Avenue, Cupertino

¯Saturday, aanuary 29 - 9:30 - 11:30 a,m,
Barbara Lee Senior Center ¯ 40 North Nilpitas Boulevard, Nilpitas

Plant Master Plan

Workshop fiver.
Learn more at rebui!,JLllec.lsrd:.oro ~ or call (408) 945-5182.

Free viewers are required I~or some efthe aL-tached documents.
They can be downloaded by clicking on the icons below.
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Television bulletins
A workshop information slide was developed to air on select channels.
¯ City of Cupertino cable access channel
¯ City of Milpitas cable access channel
¯ City of Santa Clara cable access channel

Geo rge Mayne Elemelltary ¯ Servicios en espn~ol estor6n disponibles en este t~ller.

¯6:o0-8:0o p.m.
Roosevelt Community Center

Santa Clara Eibrary

Cupertino Community Hall

Barbara Lee Senior Center

5:30-7:30 p.m.

-~6:00-8:00 p.m.

9:30-11:30a,m.

SAN JOSE/SANTA CLARA
~VATER POLLUTION
CONTROL PLANT

Sewing thecitiesofSanJos#, Sal)t~ Clara,
Milpitos, Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos,

Monte Sereno, ~nd Saratoga
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Direct mail
A postcard announcing the community workshops was sent to residents in Alviso, North San Jos~, and
Milpitas.

As we sustainably rebuild our aging wastewater
treatment plant, we can consider new land
uses on its 2,600-acre shoreline site.

of our South Bay Shoreline
Attend a workshop to comment on the draft land use plan
that includes: recreation, a clean tech center, research institute,
jobs-based development, trails, habitat areas, retail, and more.

George Mayne Elernelltary ¯ SD30 North Flrst Street, San Jos~
S~lcios en espa~ol estar~n disponibl~s en este tall~r.

Roosevelt Community Center , 901 East Santa Clara S~E San Jos~

Santa Clara Libra~ ¯ 2635 H~mestead Road, San~ Clara

Cupertino CommuniW Hall ¯ 10350Torm Awnu~,Cupertlno

Barbara Lee Senior Center ¯ 40 North Milpltas Boul~vard, Mllpitas

Learn more at rebuildtheplant.org or call (408) 945-5182

,1~ ~ ~VATE~ POLLUTION
~ CONTROL PLANT

SANJ.OSE

200E. Santa Clara St,, 10th Floor
San Jos~. CA 95113-1905

Pmso~ed
Standard

U.S.Postage
PAID

SanJos~ CA
PetmltNo.S02 j
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Door hanger                                                                                                               ~,~,t~,~,~,~_~
Per request by the City of Milpitas, a door hanger announcing the community workshops was distributed to
all residents and businesses in Milpitas.

As we sustainably rebuild our aging wastewater treatment
plant, we can consider new land uses on its 2,600-acre shoreline
site. Attend a workshop to comment on the draft land use plan
that includes: recreation, a clean tech center, research institute,
jobs-based development, trails, habitat areas, retail, and more.

Saturday, January 29 - 9:30 - 11:3[} a.m.
Barbara Lee Senior Center. 40 Nor[h Mi!pilas Boulevard, Milpitas

’.. _: ’. !_~ : -6:00-8:00p.m,
George Mayne Elementary ¯ 5o3o North First Street, San Jes~
5ervidos en espafiol estar~n dlsponlbles en este ~aller.

"!i~,~’, ...., ’ .~ - 6:00- 8:00 p.m.
Roosevelt Community Center ¯ 901 East Santa Cla~ Streab San JQs~

"(~,~ ¯ ~ ¯ ~          -5:30-7:30p.m.
Santa Clara Libra~ ¯ 2035 Homestead Road, Santa Clara

." ..: - 6:00- 8:00 p.m.
Cupertino Community Hall ¯ 1o35oTorre Avenue,

Learn moreat ~~bnild~h _~Im L,:, ,T~ orcall (408) 945-.5182

SANTA C LAI’,A
\~,/ATEi~. POLLUTION

To reqLles~ an accommotlation under the Americans with Disabilities
(all .10~-S35-3500, ~p~nish, Wetnamese. and (hinese-I.~n(juac.le services

a~e a,~a~lable upon ~equest. CIW of San 3as# - ~mmmir~ed to
~pen and Ilonest government.
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A-I-FACHMENT B: Preferred Alternative Map

~ ISLANI~



Retail
Office / R&D
Combined Industrial / Commercial
Lil~ht Industrial
Institute
Renewable Energy Field

Roads

16 acres
23 acres
21 acres
158 acres
45 acres
60 acres
64 acres

Freshwater Wetland 60 acres

Owl Habitat 180 acres

Riparian Habitat 170 acres

Marsh / Mudflats 780 acres

Trails 16 miles

Recreation (community park and athletic facility) 40 acres

Education Center / Nature Museum

Flexible Space
Easements
Waste-to-Energy Facility Parcel

300 acres
37 acres
99 acres
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EXECUTIVE
Summary

1: Purpose of the  
      Plant Master  Plan
The Plant Master Plan (PMP) development has 
been a three-year process based on the principles 
of sustainability. The purpose is to develop a cen-
tral planning document to guide improvements to 
the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control 
Plant (WPCP or Plant) over the next 30 years 
(through the year 2040). The Master Plan covers 
the facilities, processes, and land uses within the 
2,684-acre boundary of the Plant, including the 
former salt pond A18.

The Master Plan does not address the sanitary 
sewer collection system, stormwater collection, wa-
ter efficiency programs, or any area outside of the 
Plant’s property. It does, however, consider several 

external factors potentially impacting planned waste-
water treatment capacity, level of treatment, and 
selected technologies. These factors include: commu-
nity concerns regarding adjacent land uses; potential 
impacts of upstream stormwater diversion; recycled 
water demand; water conservation; upstream source 
reductions; and climate change, among others.

The Master Plan is a comprehensive planning docu-
ment that incorporates the values of the broader 
community and the public, and includes: 

An overall vision for the future, which includes  •
the goals and objectives to achieve that vision.

Identification and development of future projects,  •
estimated costs, and establishment of the need and 
timing of:

repair/replacement of aging infrastructure; –

new facilities to accommodate planned  –
growth; and

new facilities to meet existing and future regu- –
latory requirements.

An Implementation Plan, including a Capital  •
Improvement Plan (CIP), schedule, and cash flow 
analysis. 

A long-range Land Use Plan that balances eco- •
nomic development, environmental restoration, 
and recreational opportunities.

The Plant’s future operations both determine the 
space available on the Plant lands for new uses and 
what uses will complement the Plant’s operations. 

The WPCP serves 1.4 million people in eight communities 

in the South Bay.

Existing uses on the Plant’s 2,684-acre site.

sj311f30-7897.ai    rev 3/10/11

Pond A18
(860 Acres)

Biosolids
(770 Acres)

Bufferlands
(790 Acres)

Operations
(180 Acres)

sj311f19-7897    rev 3/11/11

Santa Clara
14%

San José
66%

Milpitas
8%

Cupertino
4%

Saratoga
2%

Los Gatos
2%Monte Sereno

Campbell
3%

SJ/SC WPCP
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The Plant’s potential to provide clean water, excess 
heat, and low-cost energy makes the Plant lands an 
optimal site for industrial development. The Plant 
lands’ proximity to the San Francisco Bay and loca-
tion between the Guadalupe River and Coyote Creek 
provides the region with a rare opportunity to create 
and protect threatened habitats and connect the re-
gional trail system. The Plant Master Plan provides a 
blueprint for how these very different uses can thrive 
on the Plant lands while protecting the Plant’s waste-
water treatment operations, one of the region’s most 
vital infrastructure assets valued at over $3 billion. 

2: Plant Master Plan Process
The master plan process generally consisted of five 
phases: 1) defining the major goals, objectives, and 
master planning requirements including existing 
background setting and anticipated future needs; 2) 
brainstorming a wide range of solutions, and identify-
ing conceptual alternatives, with screening to select 
viable alternatives; 3) developing viable alternatives; 
4) evaluating viable alternatives; and 5) developing 
the recommended program. These five phases were 
incorporated into an overall alternatives develop-
ment process. The environmental documentation 
associated with the completion of this Plant Master 
Plan will be completed in early 2013.

Stakeholder input was integral in 
shaping the direction of the Master 
Plan and its outcomes throughout the 
planning process. The stakeholders in-
cluded the San José City Council, the 
City of Santa Clara and the tributary 
agencies, nearby communities, partici-
pating agencies, a Plant Master Plan 
Steering and Executive Committee, 
an independent Technical Advisory 
Group (TAG), and a Community 
Advisory Group (CAG).

Internal Stakeholders
The project kicked off in 2008 with a 
series of meetings with staff and tech-
nical experts in wastewater, natural 
systems, and innovative land uses, to 
explore the entire range of possibilities for the Plant 
and the Plant lands. These concepts developed in a 
brainstorming workshop helped establish the overall 
goals and objectives for the Plan. The specific tech-
nologies and land uses were filtered through a fatal 
flaw analysis and the overall City of San José and re-
gional land use goals. These foundational workshops 
allowed staff to begin the community engagement 
process with viable operational and land use concepts 
to ensure the highest quality input.  

Alternative 

development 

process.

sj311f4-7897.ai     rev 3/16/11

“All” Alternatives
• ESA Habitat
• Wetlands
• Commercial & Retail 

Development
• Trails & Access
• Sport Fields

“All” Alternatives
• Projected Flows & Loads
• Regulatory Requirements
• Repair and Rehabilitation 

(or Rehab) Needs

• Technical
• Economic

• Technical
• Economic
• Environmental
• Social

• Consensus
• Insight
• Recommendations

“Space Footprint” reserved 
for Treatment process

• Economic
• Environmental
• Social

Broad
Concepts

Three Viable 
Alternatives

Recommended
Alternative 

Preferred
Alternative

Viable
Technical

Alternatives

Viable
Land Use

Alternatives

Costs And 
Compatibility 

Evaluation
Sustainability

Evaluation
Management

Decision

Data
Analysis

Brainstorming

2008 2009 2010 2011 2013
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Community Meeting

Community Advisory Group and Stakeholder Engagement

Community Meeting Community Meeting

“Fatal Flaw”  Technical Screening 

Criteria

Feasible at large-scale facility. •

Cannot significantly expand  •

current process footprint.

Cannot reduce system reliability. •

Must have the ability to meet  •

future regulatory requirements.

Good neighbor/public value. •

Must be able to mitigate odor  •

impacts.

Available buffer must be able to  •

mitigate aesthetic impacts.
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to identify the appropriate size and location of differ-
ent land uses, and also discussed the impact of tech-
nical issues, such as odor and biosolids options.

Technical Advisory Group (TAG) 
Experts from the wastewater industry met at three 
key milestones of the Plan’s development to both 
help direct the consultant team towards new, innova-
tive technologies and approaches, and also to review 
the consultant team’s work and assumptions. The 
TAG recommended analysis of upstream interven-
tion, resource recovery, and greater emphasis on odor 
control.

Agency Coordination  
Project staff have sought input from regulators who 
oversee Plant operations and lands throughout the 
project. These agencies include: US Fish and Wildlife 

Service, US Army Corps of Engineers, 
EPA, CA Department of Fish and 
Game, State Coastal Conservancy, 
Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission, SF Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District.

Community Meetings
Inviting stakeholder and community input on possi-
ble new land uses and proposed Plant improvements 
has been a key part of the planning process. To date, 
there have been three phases of public input:

May to November 2009, input was collected on  •
community values for the Plant lands, and this 
input was used to develop three land use alterna-
tives; 

May to November 2010, input was collected on  •
the three land use alternatives – Back to the Bay, 
Riparian Corridor, and Necklace of Lakes. The input 
was used to refine the alternatives into one Draft 
Recommended Alternative; and

November 2010 to January 2011, input on the  •
Draft Recommended Alternative was collected 
and used to develop the Recommended Preferred 
Alternative. 

City staff has prepared Input Summary Reports that 
include all comments received and are available at 
www.rebuildtheplant.org.

Community Advisory Group (CAG) 
The CAG was formed in Fall 2008 to provide con-
sistent community perspective throughout the Plant 
Master Plan development. CAG members bring 
expertise in education, environment, business, rec-
reation, and community activism, and represent the 
Plant’s tributary cities. The CAG met over 20 times 

Community Advisory Group.

One of three TAG meetings in process.



V:\Client80\SanJose\7897\sj311\Indd\Sj311ExecSum.indd     rev 3/17/11
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY4 

3: Plant Master Plan Goals and Objectives
The following goals were developed based on principles of sustainability.

Objectives

The following 15 objectives guided the development of the recommended alternatives:

Allow for complementary economic development,  •
that enhances job growth, generates revenue, pro-
vides for partnerships with educational institutions, 
and supports the regional growth of the Clean Tech 
industry. 

Locate economic development on Plant lands to  •
maximize viability and visibility.

Protect the small-town character of the Alviso Vil- •
lage.

Allow for complementary recreational uses, includ- •
ing interconnected trails to the Bay, environmental 
education, and addressing regional recreational 
needs. 

In partnership with other agencies, protect, en- •
hance, and/or restore habitat, including upland 
areas, wetlands, and riparian vegetation near creeks. 

Allow for Pond A18 to provide water quality, eco- •
system benefits, and flood control benefits.

Promote access to recreational, educational, and  •
economic development uses by improving transpor-
tation connections through the Plant lands. 

In partnership with other agencies, protect the  •
Plant from flooding and risks associated with sea 
level rise.

Protect the environment, public health, and safety  •
through reliable wastewater treatment that can 
accommodate population growth and meet foresee-
able future regulations. 

Maximize the long-range efficient use of the Plant’s  •
existing facilities and reduce the footprint of the 
existing biosolids treatment area. 

Maintain cost-effective Plant operations and com- •
petitive sewer rates through enhanced operations, 
flexibility, and rigorous evaluation of new technolo-
gies. 

Reduce visual, noise, and odor impacts from Plant  •
operations to neighboring land uses to the extent 
practicable. 

Promote additional resource recovery from Plant  •
operations by supporting recycled water produc-
tion, increasing biogas production, and diversifying 
biosolids reuse options. 

Pursue energy self sufficiency and reduced green- •
house gas emissions by promoting renewable 
energy generation, increased energy efficiency, and 
enclosed biosolids processing. 

Allow for the beneficial use of Plant effluent  •
through multiple effluent release points and cre-
ation of freshwater habitats. 
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4: Anticipated Future Needs/
Project Triggers 
In the first phase of the process, the project team 
investigated the existing background setting and 
anticipated future needs. For the Plant’s operations 
this involved analysis of over 10,000 process data 
points, 30-year population projections, condition of 
existing facilities, and emerging regulations. Unlike 
other typical master plans, the analysis showed that 

this Master Plan is not flow driven. In addition, the 
analysis yielded the following project triggers.

Critical Condition • : risk of failure of a vital facility 
or process requires repairs/rehabilitation.

Regulatory Requirement • : future regulatory re-
quirements require adjustments or new processes.

Economic Benefit • : opportunities to save operating 
costs, including energy.

Improved Performance Benefit • : process improve-
ments to increase reliability and reduce risks.

Policy Decision • : improvements based on policy 
direction.

5: Major Benefits of the Plan

Addresses Aging Infrastructure
The Plant was built in 1956 to treat the wastewater 
from food canneries and raw sewage from residents 
and businesses that was being dumped directly into 
the Bay. Major upgrades in the 1960s and 1970s, in 
response to water quality regulations, helped make 
the Plant’s discharge even cleaner. Today, much of 
the infrastructure at the Plant is more than 30 years 
old, well beyond its design life. The Plant Master 
Plan began after an asset study found $1 billion in 
infrastructure needs just to rebuild the existing Plant 
facilities, without looking at future needs and tech-
nology upgrades.

The facilities will be rebuilt to provide more efficient 
and cost-effective treatment by utilizing new tech-
nologies and maximizing the use of the existing infra-
structure where possible. 

Light blue indicates projected 55-inch sea-level rise.
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WPCP

Nearly 50 percent of the Plant facilities are over 

30 years old.
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Improves Treated Water Quality

Improved Nutrient Removal - Nitrogen is a natural 
part of our environment, but too much nitrogen (in 
the form of nitrates and ammonia) in a body of water 
may cause the marine habitat to degrade. Much of 
the nitrogen in the wastewater is already removed in 
the secondary treatment process. The Plant current-
ly meets permit requirements for nitrogen removal. 
Denitrification filters are an effective technology in 
removing total nitrogen that can be added in the fu-
ture if limits become more stringent.

Ability to Handle Peak Flows - Even though un-
treated rainwater flows directly to the Bay through 
stormdrains, the flows to the Plant increase signifi-
cantly during storm events. The Plant has already 
invested in a wet weather reliability project that 
provides for storage of raw sewage when needed. 
The Plant Master Plan recommends improving this 
storage basin as well as expanding the headworks 
and adding additional storage to handle increased 
seasonal flows.

Additional Discharge Points - The Plant cur-
rently discharges to the Bay at one location 
– Artesian Slough. In the past, this discharge 
was thought to convert salt marsh to freshwa-
ter marsh. The Plant was therefore required to 
maintain summer discharge flows below 120 
million gallons per day. To better distribute the 
Plant’s constant supply of freshwater into the 
South Bay, three discharge points are proposed:

Restored Artesian Slough riparian area; •

Freshwater wetlands discharging to the Bay;  •
and

Wet-weather overflow to the Bay. •

Freshwater wetlands are an important habitat in 
the South Bay. Restoring a transition from salt 

to brackish to freshwater marsh was identified as a 
significant opportunity in the Baylands Ecosystem 
Habitat Goals Project developed by scientists for the 
Bay Area in 1999.  

Addressing Contaminants of Emerging Concern 
- Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CECs) are 
pollutants not currently regulated or included in rou-
tine monitoring but may be regulated in the future. 
Ultraviolet disinfection in combination with peroxide 
has been shown to neutralize CECs and is recom-
mended as one of the potential technologies to be 
evaluated for future implementation.

Turns Wastewater into Usable Energy, 
Byproducts, and Recycled Water
Biogas - The Plant already produces biogas and 
utilizes landfill gas (both are methane sources) to 
generate electricity, which would be generated in 
the future by gas turbine generators and fuel cells. 
Alternative energy technologies, like solar, are being 

UV technology 

is gaining wide 

acceptance in 

the wastewater 

industry.
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2.2 MW
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Potential 
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WPCP 
Power 

Demand

Power Generation 
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Pilot programs, experimental small scale ver-

sions of a full-scale project,  help the Plant 

make sure that the proposed technology is 

appropriate before beginning a major capital 

investment.  These programs may also help 

grow the economy and produce cleantech 

jobs by promoting new technologies in Silicon 

Valley.

Improved 

technology and 

additional feedstock 

will help the Plant 

generate most of 

the power needed to 

meet its demand.
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considered to help the Plant become fully energy self 
sufficient and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Biosolids - Major changes include:   

Improving the digesters’ mixing technology will  •
increase methane production. It is possible to en-
hance the methane production in the digesters by 
adding fats, oils, and grease (FOG) and food waste 
to the digesters.

The Plant currently sends all of its dried biosolids  •
to a nearby landfill as “alternative daily cover.” 
Creating more disposition options for biosolids, 
like composting or land application through the 
use of new dewatering and drying technology, will 
allow the Plant to produce a usable product for 
agriculture.

New technologies also enable the use of biosolids  •
as a fuel source in a waste-to-energy facility.

Recycled Water - The Plant currently recycles 
about 10 percent of its flow for use by industrial and 

landscaping customers in San José, Santa Clara, and 
Milpitas as part of the South Bay Water Recycling 
program. In partnership with the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District, an Advanced Water Treatment 
Facility (AWTF) is being constructed to further im-
prove the quality of recycled water and provide for 
additional applications. The Plant Master Plan re-
serves land for expansion of this facility in the future.

Addresses Odors to be a Good Neighbor 
To reduce odors in the region, the Plant has both 
changed its operational practices and is also planning 
to participate in a regional odor study with neighbor-
ing facilities. Furthermore, the Plant Master Plan pro-
poses to cover and ventilate selected process tanks as 
they are repaired or replaced, and to treat the air to 
further reduce odors. The most significant odor con-
trol modifications will include converting the lagoons 
and drying beds to mechanical dewatering and dry-
ing. As a result, the biosolids processing area reduces 
from approximately 500 to 200 acres. This is the larg-
est individual project over the next 30 years, and will 
enable the proposed land uses.
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Phasing out the existing biosolids lagoons and drying 

beds will reduce off-site odor impacts.

Over a 100 miles 

of recycled water 

“purple” pipes have 

been installed in the 

service area.

Biosolids dewatering and drying transition.
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6: Implementation Plan/Costs 
The Plant Master Plan proposes a $2.2 billion (annu-
al escalation at 2 percent) 30-year capital improve-
ment program (CIP) that includes improvements to 
every process area of the Plant, adds odor control to 
impacted processes, relocates and reduces the biosol-
ids dewatering and drying process, and addresses fu-
ture regulations. A detailed implementation plan and 
cost breakdown is presented at the end this executive 
summary.

The Plant’s technical alternatives will be funded by 
ratepayers over the 30 years through a combination 
of rate increases and bonds. Plant staff will continue 
to aggressively pursue federal and state grants, but 
this revenue stream cannot be guaranteed. Projected 
rate increases will be determined by each partner 
agency based on their own rate structure require-
ments. Bonding options will also be analyzed.

7: Land Use Alternative  
The Plant Master Plan reserves approximately 400 
acres for Plant operations which includes space for 
potential processes needed beyond 2040 and appro-
priate buffer to neighboring uses.

The land use plan utilizes the land not used for pro-
cess treatment needs. All of the potential land uses 
will require their own funding sources.

Economic Uses  
The Plant lands provide a unique opportunity to 
build and grow new industries for the region. About 
300 acres are allocated to a mix of retail, office, 
and light industrial uses. These proposed develop-
ments can provide over 17,000 jobs, and can gener-
ate revenue for the Plant and its partner agencies. 
The Plant Master Plan also includes 45 acres along 

Approximately $1.4 billion will be spent on repair and 

rehabilitation of the existing facilities.

The Plant Master Plan team confirmed which of the 

existing treatment processes would be retained. 

Consequently, critical repair and replacement needs to 

these processes would need to be completed regardless 

of whether the Plant Master Plan is ultimately adopted.

sj311f7-7897.ai  rev 3/16/11
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Biosolids
Transition

$370

30-Year Capital Improvement Plan 
at 2% Escalation ($ Million)

Rehabilitation
and Repair

$1,390

Odor
$70

Recommended future 

land use: clean tech 

manufacturing.

Recommended future 

land use: institute.
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Highway 237 to allow for a clean tech and water in-
stitute that could be an incubator and demonstration 
facility for water-related technologies. This presents 
a significant opportunity to develop a public-private 
partnership.

The type and extent of development will be depen-
dent on market demand, and build-out of the area 
is not expected until the end of the planning period 
(2040).

Recreational Uses  

The improved site circulation plan, when coupled 
with a proposed 16 miles of trails, will allow unprec-
edented access to the Bay and connect a vital seg-
ment of the Bay Trail linking Sunnyvale to Fremont 
through Alviso and the Plant. 

These trails will link existing and proposed educa-
tional areas, including: Don Edwards San Francisco 
Bay National Wildlife Refuge Education Center (ex-
isting), a 40-acre park with ball fields (proposed), the 
clean-tech water institute (proposed), nature mu-
seum (proposed), and a boardwalk nature trail (pro-
posed). These recreational uses have been planned 
with input from the regional parks departments.

Environmental Uses  
The recreational areas also connect enhanced and 
restored areas of the Plant lands. The Plan proposes 
habitat for the endangered California Clapper Rail 
and the Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse along with the 
Western Burrowing Owl, a species of special concern. 
The habitats along the Bay, open water, mudflats, 
and marsh, could provide additional protection 
from the threat of sea-level rise. These land uses 

have been carefully 
planned with input 
from resource agen-
cies, the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District, 
the Don Edwards San 
Francisco Bay Wildlife 
Refuge, and the Army 
Corps of Engineers.  

Recommended future land use: mud flats/marsh.

Recommended future land use: parks.

Recommended future land use: riparian habitat.

Recommended future land use: owl habitat.
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Improving Circulation Around and 
Through the Plant Lands 

The Plant Master Plan proposes connecting Nortech 
Drive to Zanker Road. This road is proposed to be 
extended north to Dixon Landing Road. An ad-
ditional connection between Zanker Road and 
McCarthy Boulevard (partially on Plant lands) would 
also increase access opportunities. These road con-
nections would also provide bicycle and pedestrian 
access.

Projected annual revenue at build-out.

sj311f8-7897.ai     rev 3/8/11
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Land use plan 

enhances site 

circulation.

8: Economic benefits of the 
Proposed Land Use Alternatives
The development of the Plant lands under the Plan is 
contingent on market demand. In addition to market 
demand, phasing of the development and avail-
ability of land will depend on the infrastructure 
improvements at the Plant to control odors and 
change the solids processing technologies.

At build-out, the positive fiscal impact is project-
ed to be $1.1 million based on property and sales 
tax revenue, with substantial additional benefit 
to Santa Clara County and local School Districts. 
The annual projected ground lease revenue at 
build-out is projected to be $10.5 million. The 
timing of infrastructure capital investment pre-
cedes the development of the land and potential 
resulting revenues. Therefore, revenues at build- 
out have the potential to offset future operating 
and maintenance costs for the Plant but do not 
offset the capital investment included in the 
Plant Master Plan. 

The economic analysis showed that the total eco-
nomic impact of this development, considering 
construction and permanent economic activity, is 
approximately $16.5 billion, a substantial benefit to 
the region.
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Carbon footprint is expected to reduce by 

approximately 20 percent over the 30-year 

planning period.

9: A Sustainable Plan
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20%±
Reduction

A master plan program of this size and complexity will 

require regular updates, including a review of basic 

planning assumptions and planning triggers used to 

develop the 30-year implementation plan.

Operational:

Defines the future footprint of the Plant. •

Provides for reliable wastewater treatment service for the next   •
30 years.

Reduces odor emission sources. •

Protects the Plant from sea-level rise.  •

Economical:

Allows for 300 acres of cleantech, environmentally sustainable  •
development.

Provides revenue opportunities for the Plant, City of San José,  •
and its tributary partners.

Includes large parcels for future job growth.  •

Environmental:

Creates over 1,200 acres of protected habitat. •

Re-establishes a connection between Coyote Creek and the  •
Bay.

Restores Artesian Slough creating new riparian habitat.  •

Reduces the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.  •

Social:

Connects the Bay Trail and south Bay trail system (over 10  •
miles of new trails).

Creates space for a regional park with multiple ball fields. •

Provides flexible space for future recreational opportunities. •

Photos by Robert Dawson, San José Public Art.
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CITY OF ~

SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALEEY

COUNCIL AGENDA: 4-19-11
ITEM: -/. ~)

Memorandum
TO: HONORABLE MAYOR

AND CITY COUNCIL

SUBJECT: SEE BELOW

Approve

FROM: John Stufflebean

Date

DATE: 03-28-11

SUBJECT: SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY EMERGENCY PORT ACCESS
PROJECT STUDY

RECOMMENDATION

Accept the Final Report on the "Feasibility Assessment for the Creation of a South San
Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access," to be submitted to the Department of Commerce,
Economic Development Administration by the San Jose Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce
before the April 29, 2011 deadline.

OUTCOME

The outcome of this action will be submittal of the feasibility study to the Department of
Commerce in compliance with the requirements of the grant funding.

BACKGROUND

In 2009, the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) and San Jose Silicon Valley Chamber of
Commerce (Chamber) applied for grant funding from the Department of Commerce, Economic
Development Administration (EDA) in the amount of $180,000, with a local match of $180,000,
to fund a feasibility study for a South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access in Alviso that
would also analyze the potential for new economic development opportunities in the area.

The Chamber managed the study and compliance with the grant requirements. The local match
of $180,000 was provided by the City of San Jos6, the District, and Santa Clara County ($60,000
each), under an Agreement approved by the City Manager. The Chamber engaged a consultant,
AECOM, to complete the study and administered a Technical Advisory Group of interested
community members and agency staff to guide this process. Environmental Services
Department staff provided input in the study and Technical Advisory Group.
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ANALYSIS

As detailed in the attached Executive Summary of the feasibility report, the feasibility study was
performed in three phases: Preliminary Screening, Alternatives Refinement and Benefit Cost
Analysis:

Preliminary Screening
The feasibility study began with a preliminary screening of possible options and presentation of
those options, which were then presented at a public workshop in July 2010. The five options
considered were:

¯ Entertainment Waterfront: use the project to support development of land uses that take
advantage of San Jos~’s shoreline and enhance the Bay Trail and waterfront experience
by increasing visual access to the Bay and appropriate setbacks and other improvements
for future trail development

¯ Emergency Port: limit the project to a small port facility for emergency services only
¯ Expanded Marina: develop a larger marina with access during high and low tides
¯ Ferry Service: develop a large port facility to accommodate regular ferry service
° Bulk Port: develop a large port facility that accommodates container shipments

Preliminary screening evaluated the minimum physical, environmental, and economic
requirements for each of these concepts as detailed in the attached Feasibility Report. Based on
the size requirements and need for extensive dredging in a sensitive Bay environment and urban
wildlife refuge, and the limited economic benefits compared to other public transit and
transportation option, the ferry and bulk port options were eliminated from further analysis.

Alternatives Refinement                                                  ’
A more detailed engineering assessment was perfdrmed for the entertainment waterfront,
emergency port, and expanded marina options. The primary constraint identified was the need
for costly dredging needed to operate a marina or an emergency port that can accommodate
barges. Dredging activity must comply with extensive regulatory requirements and include a
means of disposal of potentially contaminated sediments. The Alternatives Refinement process
identified use of hovercraft as an option that merited further analysis. A public workshop held in
Alviso in December, 2010, presented these findings to about 30 community members, including
Alviso residents, Water District Board members, and environmental group representatives. The
community was generally supportive of the study process and findings.

Benefit Cost Analysis
For the third phase, the two most promising concepts, hovercraft emergency port and
entertainment waterfront, were analyzed as part of this study and based on this preliminary
analysis were found to have a positive benefit-cost ratio. A public meeting was held in Alviso in
February, 2011, to present the findings of this analysis. The meeting was attended by about 15
community members, Water District Board members, and environmental group representatives.

.Hovercraft Emergency Port:
The scale of the hdvercraft emergency port facility could vary considerably in size, ranging from
a small facility to accommodate a regional hovercraft network, to a larger, more expensive
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storage facility to accommodate operation of a local hovercraft. An emergency port in Alviso
could become part of a regional network to provide redundant access for first response personnel
and evacuation services. The analysis found that currently there are 20,000 residents and 51,000
employees within a one-hour walk of the proposed port location, not considering future growth
in North San Jos~. This port could provide additional emergency services to this population
during a maj or event.

Entertainment Waterfront:
The development of an entertainment waterfront is envisioned to support as much as 83,000
square feet of destination restaurant development. Some uncertainties exist with respect to the
construction of this type of development near the levees in Alviso, requiring further analysis.
The development could capitalize on San Josd’s bay frontage and provide an amenity to the local
community and the region in the future.

Next Steps:
In compliance with the grant requirements, the Chamber must submit the final feasibility report
to the EDA by April 29, 2011. The Cost-Sharing Agreement with the Chamber, Water District,
and County states that approval of the deliverables of the study "does not constitute concurrence
with the content of the deliverable," nor does approval mean "commitment to support, fund,
approve, or otherwise undertake any further actions related to the Project."

Staff believes the feasibility study resulted in a reasonable first analysis of possible opportunities
in the future when the economic climate and fiscal situation have improved. The report includes
information on potential next steps, possible funding sources and partners that could assist in
implementing these concepts. Additional analysis would also be needed with respect to the
costs of the access improvements to the site. The full report will be available in April 2011 and
will be submitted by the Chamber to the EDA.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

~]Criterion 1" Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Website Posting)

Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E.mail
and Website Posting)

Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

This action does not meet any of the criteria above. The Chamber formed a Technical Advisory
Group that met at maj or milestones throughout the study and was made up of interested



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
3-28-11
Subject: Port Study
Page 4

community members and agency stakeholders. In addition, the Chamber hosted three public
workshops.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the Office of Economic Development, Planning, Building,
and Code Enforcement Department, Emergency Services, Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood
Services, the City Attorney’ s Office and is scheduled to be reported at the April 2011 Treatment
Plant Advisory Committee meeting.

POLICY ALIGNMENT

The feasibility study is in alignment with the Plant Master Plan process to improve the Shoreline
of San Josd and potentially provide additional public access.

Not a Project, File No. PP10-069 (a) Staff Reports.

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

Please feel free to contact myself or Kirsten Struve of our office at 945-5180 if you have any
further questions or comments.

Attachment:
Final Report Executive Summary: South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access Study
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The South San Francisco Bay 
Emergency Port Access Study was 
initiated to evaluate the development of 
an emergency port and a a range of 
concepts in Alviso that leverage its 
connection to the Bay. The study 
specifically examined the physical, 
environmental and economic practicality 
of both water-based and landside 
alternatives.
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The community of Alviso is located at the northern edge of San José, on the southernmost portion of the 
San Francisco Bay (Figure 1). Established in 1848 as one of the West Coast’s first ports, Alviso shipped 
agricultural, mining and lumber products from the Santa Clara Valley until the advent of the railroad 
several decades later. Steeped in history, Alviso contains a National Historic District with buildings that 
date back to the 19th century. 

Introduction

Today, the community occupies about 2,840 acres along the eastern bank of Alviso Slough and maintains 
a small-town feel, with only 2,300 residents (Figure 2). Although historically used for navigation, 
recreational boating and public access, sediment accumulation and vegetation encroachment over the 
last 25 years have led to a gradual decline in the channel width and overall depth of Alviso Slough, limiting 
use of the waterway (Figure 3). Several projects—notably the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (SCVWD’s) 
Alviso Slough Restoration Project and the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project—are underway to 
restore tidal conditions and improve the aesthetics of Alviso Slough. 

Figure 1. South San Francisco Bay, California 

Source: AECOM

 5

In
tr

od
uc

ti
on



Led by the San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce and SCVWD, this study received grant funding 
from the US Department of Commerce, Economic Development Agency, with matching support from 
SCVWD, the City of San José and Santa Clara County. A Technical Advisory Committee with representatives 
from agencies and organizations in the South San Francisco Bay provided guidance throughout the 
project. Three public workshops gave community stakeholders opportunities to provide feedback on key 
findings throughout the study.

Alviso’s proximity to the San Francisco Bay and small population make it unique within the highly urbanized 
San José metropolitan area. This uniqueness also presents opportunities, for both the community and the 
greater region. The South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access Study was initiated to evaluate the 
development of a range of concepts in Alviso that leverage its connection to the Bay. The study specifically 
examined the physical, environmental and economic practicality of both water-based and landside 
alternatives. The study identified two possible concepts that would benefit Alviso and the South Bay while 
retaining the community’s unique character. An emergency port, served by a hovercraft, would expand the 
South Bay’s capacity to respond to a major earthquake or other disaster by using the Bay as an additional 
access point. A waterfront destination with restaurants, retail and improved access to the Bay would 
attract residents from the surrounding area and provide economic development for Alviso. These two 
concepts recognize the need to protect the environment surrounding a National Wildlife Refuge in an 
urban setting.

Figure 2. Alviso, California

Source: AECOM
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Figure 3. Alviso Slough, 1939-2004

 Source: H.T. Harvey & Associates

AN EMERGENCY PORT, served by a hovercraft, would expand 
the South Bay’s capacity to respond to a major earthquake or 
other disaster by using the Bay as an additional access point. 
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PUBLIC WORKSHOP: March 2, 2011

Scenario Testing
The three phases conducted as part of the 
feasibility analysis include the following: 

1. Preliminary Screening

2. Alternatives Refinement 

3. Economic Analysis 

Analysis began with a preliminary screening of five 
alternative concepts: Cargo Port, Emergency Port, 
Ferry Terminal, Entertainment Waterfront and 
Recreation Marina. Subsequent levels of 
evaluation identified two concepts considered 
most feasible: Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront. Figure 4 illustrates this 
approach. 

Methodology

Figure 4. Feasibility Study Methodology

This feasibility study evaluated an emergency port and a range of alternative 
concepts to identify the most promising for Alviso. The analysis occurred in 
three phases, with each phase delving into more detail than the last. The 
result was a narrowing of the range of alternatives concepts to those 
considered to be most promising. 

Preliminary Screening: Five Alternative Concepts

Alternatives Refinement

Economic Analysis:
Final Recommendations

1

2

3

Cargo Port

PUBLIC WORKSHOP: July 21, 2010

PUBLIC WORKSHOP: December 2, 2010

Emergency Port Entertainment 
WaterfrontFerry Terminal Recreation 

Marina

Emergency Port Entertainment 
Waterfront

Recreation 
Marina

Emergency Port

Emergency Port

Entertainment 
Waterfront

Entertainment 
Waterfront

Recreation 
Marina

Cargo Port Emergency Port Entertainment 
WaterfrontFerry Terminal Recreation 

Marina
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Preliminary Screening
Preliminary screening evaluated the minimum physical, environmental and economic requirements for 
each of the five alternative concepts. Physical parameters included channel dimensions, landside 
facilities, transportation and access, as illustrated in Table 1. Environmental parameters hinged on the 
potential for environmental impacts, such as to water quality, wetlands and wildlife, and the necessary 
regulatory approvals. 

Table 1. Physical Parameters

Emergency Port Cargo Port Ferry Terminal
Entertainment 

Waterfront Recreation Marina

Physical Dimensions

• Varies with vessel
• Regional standards
• -8 ft depth (MLLW)
• 100 ft channel 

width
• 150 ft turning basin
• Maintained channel

• -35 ft depth (MLLW)
• 40 ft berth depth
• 600 ft berth length
• 900 ft turning basin 

• -10 ft depth (MLLW)
• 150 ft channel 

width
• 250 ft turning basin
• 110 ft x 42 ft float

• 150 ft width 
• 600 ft 

waterfrontage

• -8 ft depth (MLLW)
• 75 ft width

Landside Facilities

• Staging areas for 
evacuation + goods

• Survivor shelter + 
care

• Facility storage
• Backup power + 

fresh water

• 10 acre footprint
• 100,000 sq ft 

storage 
• 40,000 sq ft wharf 
• Loading space
• Land use buffer 
• Utilities

• 4,200 sq ft terminal 
• Passenger loading
• TOD within 2/3 mile
• Utilities

• 75,000 sq ft retail, 
entertainment + 
restaurant

• Adjacent 
residential, hotel, 
marina

• Utilities

• 80-100% water 
area

• Boathouse with dry 
storage for 4-5 
boats per berth

• Utilities

Transportation + Access

• Availability of roads 
+ alternate routes 

• Proximity to priority 
routes for reopening

• Travel time 
• Alternative 

transportation

• 40,000 sq ft 
parking 

• Proximity to freeway 
• Proximity to rail 

• 60,000 sq ft 
parking

• Intermodal linkages 
to landside transit

• 120,000 sq ft 
parking

• Access to regional 
roadway system

• 0.5 - 0.6 parking 
spaces per berth

Source: AECOM, Noble Consultants Inc.
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 A WATERFRONT DESTINATION with restaurants, retail and 
improved access to the Bay would attract residents from the 
surrounding area and provide economic development for Alviso. 

Economic parameters depended primarily on the market area (or service area, in the case of an 
emergency port) for each alternative concept. Figure 5 illustrates the market area for the Entertainment 
Waterfront concept, defined as the area within a 10-minute drive of Alivso, which is likely to contain the 
primary users of the retail offerings proposed for the Alviso waterfront. Preliminary screening of the 
physical requirements and environmental constraints identified three concepts for further evaluation: 
Emergency Port, Recreation Marina and Entertainment Waterfront.

Figure 5. Entertainment Waterfront Market Area

Source: AECOM

Approximate 10 Minute Drive
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Benefit-Cost Analysis
The final phase of analysis evaluated the present value of the total public investments versus the present 
value of the overall economic benefits of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront 
concepts to the South Bay. This phase also entailed additional refinement of the two alternative concepts. 
Evaluation of the Emergency Hovercraft Port concept estimated the increased capacity for emergency 
response in the event of a major disaster, such as a catastrophic earthquake, relative to the required 
capital and operational expenses. For the Entertainment Waterfront concept, the analysis compared both 
the direct fiscal benefit to the City of San Jose and the estimated economic injection in direct earnings to 
Santa Clara County against the public costs to prepare the property for development and to make open 
space improvements to the waterfront. The analysis estimated the net present value of the two concepts 
over the long term and determined the overall benefit-cost ratio (benefits divided by costs) of each. 

Table 2. Required Dredging and Vegetation Removal

Alternatives Refinement
Refinement of the three alternative concepts included a more detailed engineering review of the physical 
requirements. This phase of the analysis focused on the physical configuration of the Emergency Port, 
Recreation Marina and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. Given the limited depth of Alviso Slough and 
its distance to the Bay (approximately 4.5-miles), most water-based concepts would require considerable 
dredging. The alternatives refinement phase considered a range of options within both the Emergency Port 
and Recreation Marina concepts in order to identify the dredging needs for different types of watercraft. 
Table 2 illustrates requirements for channel dimensions, initial and maintenance dredging, vegetation 
removal and mitigation for five options. The extensive dredging required for each option, coupled with the 
potential for contaminated sediments (which may require disposal in off-site landfills), carry high costs. 
This, combined with the challenges associated with permitting new dredging projects, rendered these 
concepts infeasible. However, an Emergency Port served by a hovercraft and the Entertainment Waterfront 
rose to the top as two concepts that would not require dredging. To the extent that the South Bay Salt 
Ponds Restoration Project results in self-scouring of Alviso Slough, the development of a marina may 
become feasible in the long-term. Based on preliminary modeling of the slough post-restoration, one-time 
and ongoing dredging would still be required to achieve a minimum low tide depth of minus six feet. 

Concept Emergency Port Recreation Marina

Option
Emergency 

Craft Ferry Barge
Recreational 

Craft

Reduced 
Recreational 

Craft

Required Channel Dimensions

Depth x width (ft, MLLW) -6 x 100 -10 x 100 -12 x 120 -8 x 100 -6 x 80

Initial Dredge Volumes

Veg removal area (ac) 15 27 41 21 9

Veg removal volume (cy) 48,000 86,400 131,200 67,200 28,800

Sediment removal volume (cy) 630,000 1,370,000 2,140,000 980,000 430,000

Mitigation (ac) 30 54 82 42 18

Maintenance Dredge Volumes

Sediment removal volume (cy) 84,000 87,000 104,000 87,000 67,000

Source: AECOM, Noble Consultants Inc., PWA ESA, Inc.
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Figure 6. Emergency Hovercraft Port Conceptual Plan

Source: AECOM
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The benefit-cost analysis found that both the Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront concepts would create a net benefit for the South 
Bay. Both concepts have a benefit-cost ratio above 1.0, indicating that the 
benefits outweigh the public investment costs. 

Feasible Scenarios

contribute to redundancy of emergency response 
in the South Bay, increasing the area’s capacity for 
emergency response. The Emergency Hovercraft 
Port concept would serve the population closest to 
the Bay and complement the area’s existing 
emergency network (e.g., San José International 
Airport, hospitals) and the Water Emergency 
Transportation Authority, which oversees 
emergency response on the Bay. Figure 6 
illustrates a conceptual plan for the Emergency 
Hovercraft Port concept. Figure 7 and Figure 8 
present before and after simulations of the staging 
and loading areas.

The primary objective of the Emergency Hovercraft 
Port concept is to allow for the transport (import 
and export) of people, goods and/or emergency 
supplies following a catastrophic event, such as a 
major earthquake. The Emergency Hovercraft Port 
concept would serve primarily as an access point 
for first response personnel (e.g., police, fire and 
medical services). The concept would also provide 
limited “recovery transportation” via a ferry 
between Alviso and San Francisco following the 
initial first response period. The Emergency 
Hovercraft Port concept also considers an optional 
long-term ferry that would involve regular use of a 
hovercraft to and from Alviso. The concept would 

Emergency Hovercraft Port 
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Figure 7. Emergency Hovercraft Port Staging Area

Source: AECOM

Before

After
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Figure 8. Emergency Hovercraft Port Loading Area

Source: AECOM

Before

After
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The Emergency Hovercraft Port concept would 
have net benefits for the South Bay, increasing its 
capacity for emergency response and recovery 
following a major disaster. The benefit-cost 
analysis assumed no dredging or other 
modifications to Alviso Slough. The benefits of the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port derive from the 
replacement value and continuity premium of 
emergency response personnel and 
transportation, according to guidance developed 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA). The present value of the total benefits 
over 30 years (the period for predicting the risk of 
a major earthquake) range from approximately 
$10.5 to $33.8 million. The Emergency Hovercraft 

Port concept entails relatively low levels of public 
investment, the highest cost associated with 
purchase of a hovercraft. The total costs of capital 
investment, annual operations and emergency 
operations would range from approximately $2.6 to 
$15.5 million, varying primarily with the size of the 
hovercraft and extent of new construction. For 
example, a hovercraft could use the existing boat 
launch and parking area at the Alviso Marina 
County Park or a newly constructed landing pad 
and storage facility. The benefit-cost ratio is 
between 2.2 and 4.0, signifying a net benefit to 
the region. Table 3 provides additional detail on 
the overall benefits and costs of the Emergency 
Hovercraft Port concept. 

Table 3. Emergency Hovercraft Port Benefit-Cost Summary, 2011-2040

Alviso Emergency Hovercraft Port (30 yrs) Low High

Total Benefits $10,531,000 $33,789,00

Total Costs $2,628,000 $15,510,000

Benefit-Cost Ratio 4.0 2.2

Source: AECOM

THE EMERGENCY HOVERCRAFT PORT CONCEPT would have 
net benefits for the South Bay, increasing its capacity for 
emergency response and recovery following a major disaster.
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Entertainment Waterfront 
The Entertainment Waterfront concept includes 
approximately 83,000 square feet of destination 
restaurant development along the Alviso 
waterfront. The new development would be located 
adjacent to Alviso Slough and the Bay Trail, 
leveraging Alviso’s proximity to the Bay. The 
Entertainment Waterfront concept would improve 
the existing Bay Trail segment with enhanced 
landscaping and access to the Bay. The Alviso 
Slough Restoration Project and South Bay Salt 
Ponds Restoration Project will also widen Alviso 
Slough, improving the waterfront experience and 
creating a draw for the Entertainment Waterfront 
concept. Figure 9 illustrates a conceptual plan for 
the Entertainment Waterfront concept, and Figure 
10 presents before and after simulations of the 
development. 

Construction of the Entertainment Waterfront 
concept in Alviso poses potential challenges, due 
to its proposed location adjacent to Alviso Slough 
and the flood control levee. The US Army Corps of 
Engineers and SCVWD have regulatory authority 
over the levee along the slough and restrict any 
construction that would alter the levee or 
compromise its stability. As a result, any buildings 
must be set back from the levee, and landscaping 
must be placed in fill or planters that contain their 
roots. The regulatory agencies may allow the 
placement of fill between the Entertainment 
Waterfront buildings and the levee, so long as it 

does not cause the levee to settle. This issue 
would require further geotechnical analysis in the 
future stages of implementation. In addition, the 
proposed overlook in Alviso Slough would require 
additional permitting, due to the construction of 
the pilings in the waterway. Figure 11 illustrates a 
section of the Entertainment Waterfront concept, 
including these challenges. 

A waterfront in Alviso with many amenities 
presents a distinct private investment opportunity. 
The City of San José would substantially reduce 
entitlement risk by updating the specific plan and 
assuming the responsibilities of permitting and 
sufficient enhancement to the Bay Trail and 
waterfront to catalyze development, a total public 
investment of approximately $4.2 million. The 
overall economic benefit-cost ratio of the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept is 44.6. The 
high economic benefit-cost ratio can be partially 
attributed to the relatively low public investment 
costs versus expected private investment, as the 
development would require $33 million in private 
investment. The development would provide 
approximately $4.4 million in tax revenues to the 
City of San José, not including indirect or induced 
fiscal benefits that may be realized through the 
project. The result is a fiscal benefit-cost ratio of 
1.1. Table 4 provides additional detail on the 
benefits and costs of the Entertainment Waterfront 
concept.

Table 4. Entertainment Waterfront Benefit-Cost Summary, 2011-2030

Alviso Entertainment Waterfront (20 yrs) Low High

Total Benefits $185,519,000 $4,402,000

Total Costs $4,158,000 $4,158,000

Benefit-Cost Ratio 44.6 1.1

Notes: Economic benefit is the present value of the direct increase in earnings from the Entertainment Waterfront over the 20-year 
period. The fiscal benefit is the present value of the projected taxable sales and property tax directed to the City of San José’s 
General Fund over the same 20-year period.

Source: AECOM
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Figure 9. Entertainment Waterfront Conceptual Plan

Source: AECOM
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Before

After

Figure 10. Entertainment Waterfront 

Figure 11. Entertainment Waterfront Section

Source: AECOM

Source: AECOM

A waterfront destination would attract residents 
from the surrounding area and provide 
economic development for Alviso. 
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The Emergency Hovercraft Port concept would 
continue Alviso’s maritime legacy and benefit the 
South Bay in the event of a major disaster. The 
majority of the benefits are associated with 
emergency response: over 20,000 residents and 
50,000 employees are within a 1-hour walk of the 
proposed Emergency Hovercraft Port concept site 
(Figure 12). The total number of residents and 
employees is projected to grow substantially over 
the next 25 years with an estimated approximately 
56,000 residents and 100,000 employees by 
2035 (ABAG 2009). An emergency port in Alviso 
would increase the South Bay’s capacity for 
emergency response, particularly following a 

disaster that has disabled roads and bridges. The 
Emergency Hovercraft Port concept would facilitate 
access for as many as 1,400 additional first 
response personnel to Alviso. Recovery 
transportation following initial emergency response 
would provide up to 1,200 passenger trips via 
hovercraft ferry between Alviso and San Francisco. 

The Emergency Hovercraft Port concept may yield 
additional benefits not necessarily limited to 
emergency response and recovery transportation. 
For example, the San José Fire Department could 
use a hovercraft to respond to calls for assistance 
in Alviso Slough and the San Francisco Bay. A 

Impacts to the 
South Bay

Emergency Hovercraft Port

Analysis of the economic impacts of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront found that both concepts would result in net 
benefits to the South Bay.

Figure 12. Emergency Hovercraft Port Response Area (2035 Projections)

Source: ABAG, AECOM

½-Hour Walk

• 10,800 residents

• 28,000 employees

1-Hour Walk

• 56,000 residents

• 99,600 employees
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The Entertainment Waterfront concept would spur 
economic development while retaining the 
community’s small-town character, consistent with 
the goals of the Alviso Master Plan. Benefits would 
include the total one-time and ongoing impacts to 
the economy generated by construction and 
ongoing operations, as well as positive fiscal 
benefits to the City of San José. The Entertainment 
Waterfront concept would generate direct 
economic output impacts of $530 million in Santa 
Clara County over 20 years. Indirect and induced 
impacts arising from subsequent rounds of 
purchases generated by the direct impact would 
create an additional $240 million in output. The 
concept would also create 621 new jobs in Santa 
Clara County over the 20-year period. This includes 
direct impacts of approximately 140 jobs during 

the construction period and an average of 
approximately 360 annual jobs. Other vendor and 
employee purchases would generate 121 
additional jobs throughout the economy in indirect 
and induced impacts (Table 5).

The direct benefit would be the present value of 
the increase in total estimated earnings from 
construction and the 20-year operations of the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept, estimated at 
approximately $186 million. Indirect and induced 
impacts would generate an additional $70 million 
in earnings (Table 5). The City of San Jose would 
also receive direct fiscal benefits from the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept, with a total 
present value of $4.1 million in sales tax and 
$280,000 in property taxes. 

Entertainment Waterfront 

Source: AECOM, IMPLAN

Table 5. Entertainment Waterfront Economic Benefits, Santa Clara County

Direct Indirect & Induced Total Impacts

Output Impacts

One-Time Construction Economic Impacts $28,486,000 $13,083,000 $41,569,000

Operations Economic Impacts (2011-2030) $503,860,000 $226,159,000 $730,019,000

Total Output Impacts $532,346,000 $239,242,000 $771,588,000

Earning Impacts

One-Time Construction Economic Impacts $190,000 $70,000 $260,000

Operations Economic Impacts (2011-2030) $185,330,000 $69,526,000 $254,856,000

Total Output Impacts $185,520,000 $69,596,000 $255,116,000

Employment Impacts

One-Time Construction Economic Impacts 142 67 209

Operations Economic Impacts (2011-2030) 358 54 412

Total Output Impacts 500 121 621

hovercraft could also provide opportunities for 
commercial recreation in and around Alviso, 
conceivably providing commercial transport during 
major events such as 49er football games. 
Development of a hovercraft ferry in the long-term 
may be another option to expand the capacity and 
the benefits of the current Emergency Hovercraft 

Port concept. After accounting for costs, the net 
present value of the emergency response and 
recovery transportation benefits provided by the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port concept ranges from 
approximately $7.9M to $18.3M over 30 years. 
Opportunities exist for regional cost-sharing of 
development and operations.
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Implementation  
& Financing
The South San Francisco Bay Emergency Port Access Study found both the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts to be 
feasible. The two concepts complement one another and may be pursued 
simultaneously. 

Implementation
Project initiation would likely require at least five years, as both concepts would require additional planning 
and permitting, collaboration with multiple stakeholders and the identification of funding sources (Figure 
13). The first step is securing funds to perform more detailed site analysis and land use planning. Because 
this study did not analyze a specific project, the implementation agencies will need to complete an 
Environment Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) and obtain regulatory approval 
from the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the U.S. Department o Fish and Wildlife and the 
City of San José, among others. For the Entertainment Waterfront concept, the City will need to update the 
Alviso Specific Plan along the waterfront and obtain the appropriate permits, in order to create sufficient 
certainty to facilitate development.

Figure 13. Implementation Timeline

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Project Initiation / 
Private Developer

Project InitiationCollaborate  
with WETA

Perform Specific Plan 
Update / EIS-EIR

Secure Planning 
Funds

Secure Entitlements 
+ Initiate Site 
Improvements

Secure Permits + 
Funding for Hovercraft, 
Infrastructure + Training

Obtain City Approval

Hovercraft Port

Entertainment Waterfront

Coordination with stakeholders throughout the 
Bay Area will be instrumental to implementation 
of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and 
Entertainment Waterfront concepts.
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Partners
Coordination with stakeholders throughout the Bay Area will be instrumental to implementation of the 
Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. For both concepts, collaboration 
between the City of San José, San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce, Santa Clara Valley Water 
District and Santa Clara County will be key to moving forward. Emergency management agencies at the 
regional, state and federal levels coordinate most emergency planning efforts and provide funding 
sources. Forging a partnership with the Water Emergency Transportation Authority, which oversees the 
planning and funding of the region’s ferry system and water-based emergency response, will be crucial for 
implementation of the Emergency Hovercraft Port concept. Additionally, coordination of emergency 
planning efforts with NASA and facilities at Moffett Field should be considered. Implementation of the 
Entertainment Waterfront concept will require coordination with the Bay Trail, Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, and other permitting agencies. Table 6 illustrates potential partners to move 
forward with implementation of the Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. 

Entertainment Waterfront Emergency Hovercraft Port

Local Stakeholders • City of San José
• San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of 

Commerce
• Santa Clara Valley Water District
• Santa Clara County

• City of San José
• San Jose-Silicon Valley Chamber of 

Commerce
• Santa Clara Valley Water District
• Santa Clara County

Regional Stakeholders • Bay Trail
• San José Parks, Recreation + 

Neighborhood Services

• Water Emergency Transportation Authority
• California Emergency Management Agency
• Bay Area Urban Area Security Initiative
• Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Regulatory Bodies • Bay Conservation + Development 
Commission

• Santa Clara Valley Water District
• Federal + State Permitting Agencies

• California Emergency Management Agency
• Federal Emergency Management Agency 
• Unites States Coast Guard

Source: AECOM

Table 6. Potential Partners
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Funding
A variety of potential funding sources may help finance development of both the Emergency Hovercraft 
Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts. Grants administered by FEMA, California Emergency 
Management Agency and the Bay Area Urban Area Security Initiative fund projects by cities and counties 
for planning and coordination, construction and equipment purchase to improve emergency preparedness 
and response capabilities, while the US Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Boating 
and Waterways fund the construction of boating infrastructure. Table 7 presents potential funding sources 
for the Emergency Hovercraft Port concept. A wide variety of public and private grant funding is available 
for economic revitalization, notably from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development and the 
US Environmental Protection Agency. Funding is available from California’s Proposition 84, transportation 
agencies and the San Jose Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Department for waterfront 
revitalization and trail improvements. In addition, several state programs offer low-interest loans for the 
construction of commercial and recreation-oriented projects. Table 8 presents potential funding sources 
for the Entertainment Waterfront concept.

Sea Level Rise
Given Alviso’s location on the San Francisco Bay, any future planning should consider the risks related to 
sea level rise. Both the Emergency Hovercraft Port and Entertainment Waterfront concepts have 
opportunities to plan for and adapt to rising water levels. Planning can include strategies to improve flood 
protection before construction or create the flexibility to improve flood protection over time. For example, 
should the Emergency Port concept include a new hovercraft pad, this facility should be constructed above 
the projected future flood elevation (including sea-level rise) or allow flexibility for raising its elevation in 
the future. The Entertainment Waterfront concept should consider levee improvements (increasing both 
the levee height and base) to maintain the same level of flood protection and ensure levee stability as 
water levels increase.  Drainage improvements and increased pumping may also be needed to prevent 
ponding of low-lying areas.  One adaptation strategy for the Entertainment Waterfront concept would be to 
use the first level for parking rather than furnished commercial space in order to minimize the 
consequences of any extreme flooding events. Future planning for both concepts should consider sea 
level rise adaptation strategies up front. 
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Funding Source Agency Eligible Activities
Potential Application  

to Alviso
Funding 

Availability/Status

Federal Funding 

Competitive 
Training Grants 
Program

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency

High priority national 
homeland security training; 
focus areas determined per 
grant cycle - i.e., regional 
collaboration, citizen 
evacuation, critical 
infrastructure protection 

Personnel training FY08 grants totaled 
$27.2M, ranged 
$1.1M-$3.6M; 
current funding 
status uncertain 

Environmental 
Planning and 
Historic 
Preservation 
Program 

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency

Compliance with other FEMA 
grants for construction/
renovation involving historic 
property, special-status 
species, wetlands/water 
bodies, hazardous materials 

Hovercraft landing area or 
hangar construction; levee 
improvements

Amounts not 
specified

Boating 
Infrastructure 
Grant Program

US Fish and Wildlife 
Service

Construction, renovation and 
maintanence of tie-up 
facilities for recreational boats 
(nontrailerable) 26 feet or 
longer

Hovercraft landing area; 
project planning, 
economics, environmental 
assessment and design 

FY11 grants totaled 
$10M; $100K CA 
max for Tier 1 
projects; no max for 
larger Tier 2 projects

State Funding 

State Homeland 
Security Grant 
Program

California 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency

Depend on national priorities 
for planning, organization, 
equipment,
training and exercise to 
prevent, protect against, 
respond to and recover from 
catastrophic events and 
terrorism

Hovercraft purchase; 
personnel training; detailed 
staging and response plans

FY10 grants to Santa 
Clara County totaled 
$3.8M

Emergency 
Management 
Performance 
Grants

California 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency

Planning, training, and 
equipment purchase for 
emergency preparedness, 
response and recovery; 
construction activities limited 
to Emergency Operation 
Centers 

Hovercraft purchase; 
personnel training

FY10 grants totaled 
$14M, included 
$446K to Santa 
Clara County; Min 
$125K; 100% match 

Boat Launching 
Facility Grants 
and Loans

Department of 
Boating and 
Waterways

Construction of small craft 
boating launching facilities 

Hovercraft landing area or 
hangar construction; public 
access

FY10 grants totaled 
$2.3M; FY03 
included $2.2M for 
Alviso County Boat 
Launch

Local Funding 

Regional 
Catastrophic 
Preparedness 
Grant Program 

Bay Area Urban 
Area Security 
Initiative

Development of integrated 
plans, procedures, and 
protocols to address 
catastrophes; personnel; 
training 

Detailed staging and 
response plans 

FY11 funding status 
uncertain; FY10 
grant totalled 
$3.75M to 11 
counties, 23 cities; 
25% match 

Urban Area 
Security Initiative 
Grant

Bay Area Urban 
Area Security 
Initiative

Planning, organization, 
equipment, training, and 
exercise to prevent, protect 
against, respond to and 
recover from terrorism in high-
threat, high-density urban 
areas

Hovercraft purchase; 
personnel training; detailed 
staging and response plans

FY10 grant totalled 
$34M for regional 
hubs in 10-county 
area; reimbursement 
grant

Source: AECOM

Table 7. Potential Emergency Hovercraft Port Funding Sources
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Funding Source Agency Eligible Activities
Potential Application  

to Alviso
Funding  

Availability/Status

Federal Funding 

Entitlement 
Communities 
Grants

Dept of Housing and 
Urban Development-
Community 
Development Block 
Grant

Property acquisition, 
demolition, rehabilitation, 
public facility construction, 
public services for 
neighborhood revitalization, 
economic development 

Land acquistion; parking 
and infrastructure 
development; Bay Trail/
waterfront improvements; 
historic preservation/reuse

Grant amount 
determined by 
formula; to local 
governments 

Section 108 Loan 
Guarantee 
Program

Dept of Housing and 
Urban Development-
Community 
Development Block 
Grant

Property acquisition, 
demolition, rehabilitation, 
public facility construction, 
meeting urgent low/moderate-
income needs

Land acquistion; parking 
and infrastructure 
development; Bay Trail/
waterfront improvements; 
historic preservation/reuse

CDBG allocations 
used as loan security 
for local governments; 
FY06 grants ranged 
$750K-$19M

Brownfields 
Economic 
Development 
Initiative

Dept of Housing and 
Urban Development-
Community 
Development Block 
Grant

Enhance security/improve 
viability of Section 108 loan 
projects

Land acquistion; parking 
and infrastructure 
development; Bay Trail/
waterfront improvements; 
historic preservation/reuse

Paired with Section 
108 Loan; current 
NPL sites excluded; 
FY10 grants totaled 
$17.5M, max per 
grant TBD; FY09 
grants $1M-$2M

Superfund 
Technical 
Assistance Grants

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Technical assistance and 
community involvement related 
to reuse

Project planning, 
economics, environmental 
assessment, and design 

$50K to community 
groups 

Superfund 
Redevelopment 
Pilot Program

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Reuse financial assistance, 
outreach and planning 

Project planning, 
economics, environmental 
assessment, and design 

$100K max to local 
governments

Brownfield 
Assessment 
Grants

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Reuse assessment, cleanup, 
job training and revolving loan 
fund

Project planning, 
environmental assessment, 
economics, design; historic 
preservation/reuse

$350K max per site 
or $1M max for five 
hazardous sites 

Brownfields Area-
Wide Planning 
Pilot Program

US Environmental 
Protection Agency

Reuse assessment, cleanup 
and planning in economically-
disadvantaged communities 

Project planning, 
environmental assessment, 
economics, design; historic 
preservation/reuse

$175K max to local 
governments

Rivers Trails and 
Conservation 
Assistance 
Program

National Park 
Service 

Community assistance for 
waterway and open space 
conservation, trails and 
greenways development

Waterfront/Bay Trail 
improvements

Staff and 
organizational 
support

State Funding 

Proposition 84 - 
Sustainable 
Communities 
Planning Grants

Strategic Growth 
Council

Urban revitalization, 
community/ economic 
development, infrastructure 
improvement

Project planning Grants range 
$100K-$1M; FY10 
grants totaled $22M; 
20% set aside for 
economically 
disadvantaged 
communities 

Proposition 84 - 
River Parkways 
and Urban 
Streams 
Restoration 

CA Resources 
Agency/Dept of 
Water Resources 

Urban waterfront revitalization, 
trail improvements, river 
access/recreation, flood 
management, habitat 
restoration, interpretation

Land acquisition, Bay Trail/ 
waterfront improvements

 FY10 grants ranged 
$130K-$2.5M; no 
min; match 
encouraged

Proposition 84 - 
State Coastal 
Conservancy 
grants

CA Coastal 
Conservancy

Urban waterfront revitalization, 
trail improvements, coastal 
access/recreation, habitat 
restoration 

Land acquisition; 
waterfront/ Bay Trail 
landscaping planning, 
design and construction

Grant amount 
determined by need; 
$108M available; 
match encouraged

Local Funding 

Transportation 
Development Act 
Funds

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission

Pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements and 
maintenance

Bay Trail/waterfront 
improvements

FY10 grants to Santa 
Clara County totaled 
$82M 

2010 Regional 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Program 

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission

Pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements, signage and 
landscaping

Bay Trail/waterfront 
improvements

$6.2M available for 
Santa Clara County

Source: AECOM

Table 8. Potential Entertainment Waterfront Funding Sources
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Our Mission
The South Bay has the opportunity to enhance emergency 
response and create a unique waterfront experience with a highly 
amenitized shoreline that includes access to wildlife-oriented 
recreation on a dynamic bayland. The waterfront will also allow first 
responders to use Alviso as a port of entry to augment emergency 
services likely to be overstretched during a major catastrophic 
event. The scenarios recommended in this report balance the 
ecological importance of the South Bay with the economic 
development and emergency response needs of Alviso and the 
region. The result is a multi-use waterfront capable of serving as an 
access point for first responders while supporting ongoing 
recreation and entertainment opportunities South Bay residents. 
The realization of this vision will required the continued leadership, 
perseverance, and local community energy to fulfill a goal long 
established by local business and community leaders to build upon 
Alviso’s maritime history and restore a vibrant waterfront 
experience. 

 27

R
ef

er
en

ce
s

O
ur

 M
is

si
on



T
H

E
COUNT Y

O
F

S
A

N T A C L A

R
A

1850


	TPAC-agenda_04-11
	TPAC-Agenda-04-07-11-extendedmeeting
	0BSAN JOSE/SANTA CLARA TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

	TPAC-02-11 MIN
	Staff present: Monica Perras, Sharona Rozario, Beth Gonzales, Dale Ihrke, Mollie Dent, Kirsten Struve, John Stufflebean, Mansour Nasser, Napp Fukuda.
	Others present: Alan Kurotori (City of Santa Clara), Robert Reid (West Valley Sanitation), Kathleen Phalen (City of Milpitas), Steve Machida (Cupertino Sanitary District), David Wall (San José City Resident), Christina Fernandez, (City of San Jose).
	January 13, 2011.

	TPAC-INFO-03-21-11 ESD
	TPAC-OPO-MAR 2011
	10-11

	TPAC-6.A.1-04-07-11memo
	TPAC-6.C.1&2-04-07-11memo
	TPAC-6.D-1-3memo
	TPAC Attachment1 A-6.D.1-3
	TPAC-Attachment B PreferredAlternativeMap-6.D.1-3
	TPAC Attachment C 6.D.1-3
	TPAC-6.E.1-04-07-11memo
	TPACAlvisoPort_Brochure (reduced version)6.E
	TPAC-Agenda-04-07-11-extendedmeeting.pdf
	0BSAN JOSE/SANTA CLARA TREATMENT PLANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE


	Feb Minutes
	Item 4A
	Item 6.A
	Item 6.B
	Item6Bsup
	Item 6C
	Item 6D
	Item6D_attacha
	Item 6D_attachb
	Item 6D_attachc
	Item 6E
	Item 6Eatt



