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TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND
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UPDATE

RECOMMENDATION

COUNCIL AGENDA: 12-14-10
ITEM: 7.1 (a)

Memorandum

As referred by the Transportation and Environment Committee on December 6, 2010 and
outlined in the attached memo previously submitted to the Transportation and Environment
Committee, accept the Plant Master Plan Update progress report on the development of the draft
recommended alternative for the Master Plan for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant (Plant).
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Memorandum
FROM: John Stufflebean

DATE: 11-17-10

Date '7. /
It;Z:?/I~

Accept this progress report on the development of the draft recommended alternative for the
Master Plan for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (plant) and recommend
that this report be placed on the December 14, 2010 Council Agenda for discussion. .

OUTCOME

Acceptance of this report and feedback on the recommended draft altemative will allow staff to
continue on course with the planned Plant Master Plan activities, induding presenting the draft
land use altemative at public workshops in January 2011.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Plant Master Plan project has been a three-year effort to develop a technical altemative to
rebuild the aging Plant and enable it to meet future regulatory requirements and population
demands in the most sustainable and energy-efficient manner feasible. The proposed alternative
includes process changes that will reduce odors and shrink the Plant's footprint, thereby enabling
new land uses along the South San Francisco Bay shoreline.

The project team has elicited input from the Community Advisory Group, general public,
partners and regulatory stakeholders, and technical experts to develop a draft recommended
alternative for public discussion. This alternative envisions:

• Significant repairs and rehabilitation at the Plant as well as a major cha.llge in how
biosolids are treated. The cun-ent process of using over 700 acres of open air lagoons and
drying beds is proposed to be phased out over the next 15 years and replaced with a
covered, mechanical process.

• A mix of economic development with a focus on clean tech; recreational uses including
trails and parks; and habitat restoration ofuplands and marshlands.
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Public workshops at the end of January 2011 will provide opportunity for public review and
input on the draft recommended alternative. This input will then be included in the development
of the recommended Preferred Alternative, which is scheduled to be presented to the San Jose
and Santa Clara city councils for approval to be .analyzed through the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) process in April 2011.

BACKGROUND

The Plant serves the homes of 1.4 million residents and about 17,000 main commercial/
industrial sewer connections across San Jose, Santa Clara, Milpitas, Cupertino, Campbell, Los
Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga. Using principles of sustainability, the Plant Master Plan
aims to chart a course to continue the Plant's vital role in protecting public health and the
environment while supporting the region's economy and creating a new vision for San Jose's
South Bay shoreline. .

While the Plant has successfully served the community for more than 50 years, aging pipes,
pumps, concrete, and electrical systems have increased the Plant's risk of operational failure. On
March 27,2007, the Council accepted staff's report analyzing the infrastructure, planning, and
financing needs of the City's sewer collection and wastewater treatment facilities and provided
direction to staff to .proceed with the development of a Master Plan for the Plant. A 2007
infrastructure condition assessment repOlt identified $1 billion in infrastructure needs just to
repair the Plant's existing facilities. The Plant Master Plan's purpose is to identify the timing and
investment of new technologies so that the Plant will continue to function reliably as well as
accommodate future regulatory requirements and population growth; reduce overall
environmental impacts of operations, including improving energy efficiency; and provide for
flood protection. The underlying analyses in the Plant Master Plan provide flexible, trigger-based
direction for making the best infrastructure investments to reduce overall risks and costs tD
ratepayers. .

In November 2007, Council approved a contract with Carollo Engineers to develop a 30-year
Master Plan for the Plant. The new technologies will enable the consideration of new land uses
for portions ofth:e Plant's 2,600 acre site. Carollo Engineers with the subconsultants Skidmore,
Owings and Merrill (SOM) and Hargreaves and Associates, have been working with staff to
prepare the draft recommended land use alternative discussed in this memorandum.

ANALYSIS

Outreach and Decision-making Process
The Plant Master Plan project team has worked with the Plant Master Plan steering committee,
made up of City of Santa Clara and tributary agency staff, as well as City of San Jose staff
representing various departments throughout the project. Public Outreach was coordinated
through the Public Outreach Working Group, which is made up of the public relations staff of
the tributary agencies. The project team provided quarterly updates to the Treatment Piant
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Advisory Co11l.lJ:?ittee and San Jose's Transportation and Environment Committee to obtain
direction from political leaders on this project.

Technical expertise was provided by City staff; the consultant team, consisting of Carollo
Engineers and Brown and Caldwell- both experts in the field of wastewater treatment; SOM and
Hargreaves Associates for land use phinning; and the Technical Advisory Group.

Public input was obtained via the Community Advisory Group, public meetings, web surveys,
phone surveys, and stakeholder tours and meetings. A detailed Public Input Summary is
attached that summarizes all input received on the three land use alternatives that were presented
to the public in May 2010.

The process for developing the draft recommended alternative over the various phases of the
project is detailed below:

1. Brainstorming and Visioning (2008 to 2009)
The Plant Master Plan project lacked off in 2008 with a series of exploratory workshops held
with wastewater and land use planning experts to look at the world of ideas for the Plant and its
site. I(ey ideas from these workshops included the overriding need to repair the aging plant; t4e
desire to have a water theme for the site; use ofnatural treatment systems if feasible; the vision
to have land uses take advantage of available resources from the Plant (recycled water, organic
materials, energy); and the idea for a nature museum that could bring the public close to the
range of habitats near the Bay. A Technical Advisory Group, consisting of national wastewater
and energy experts, was formed to review and provide input on technical options.

The following Plant Master Plan goals 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.

2. Conceptual Altematives Development (2009)
The outcome of the initial workshops along with staff and stakeholder consultation was a broad
project concept that was introduced to the community at a public workshop in May 2009. The
May workshop was also the first meeting of the Community Advisory Group, a 20-member·
group that represents the cities in the Plant's service area as well as community, business, and
environmental interests. Staffpresented the goals to develop a balanced land use plan that can
accommodate the following broad concepts:

• Preservation of sufficient land for future treatment plant needs;
• 300 to 600 acres of development including retail and light industrial with a focus on

clean tech development;
• Habitat restoration (salt, freshwater, riparian habitats, upland habitat for burrowing

owls);
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• A regional park and trail connections; and
• Educational facilities with the possibility for a nature museum.

3. Viable Alternatives Development (Early 2010)
The Technical Advisory Group met again to verify the basic assumptions for the technical future
of the Plant. Once the future Plant operational footprint was identified, the land uses could be
appropriately planned. Numerous meetings with experts, City and tributary agency staff, and
discussions with the Community Advisory Group, helped the project team assess the viability of
different land uses. With this knowledge and the land use priorities highlighted in a public values
survey, which included input from almost 1,500 surveys taken at Plant tours, three viable land
use alternatives were developed and presented at five public workshops in M~y 2010.

The three alternatives contained the same Plant operational footprint but highlighted different
ways to reconnect Silicon Valley to the San Francisco Bay.

• The "Back to the Bay" alternative restored the most tidal land and focused development
on the bufferlands along Highway 237. Overall, this alternative received the most
support from the public (total development area 300 acres).

• While the "Necklace of Lakes" alternative also had development in the Highway 237
bUfferlands, it contained the largest contiguous burrowing owl habitat, which was
strongly supported by the public. This alternative connected the bufferlands to the Bay
by a series oflakes that w01lld serve to equalize the Plant's discharge to the Bay. The
"Necldace of Lalces" alternative also showed some industrial development in the current
biosolids area (total development area 400 acres).

• The third alternative, "Riparian Corridor," showed a connection between the bufferlands
and the Bay with two restored riparian (creek) corridors. The "Riparian Corridor"
alternative also brought in the concept of a "cleantech water institute" as a possible land
use. While this use was popular with the public, the public did not support the increased
industrial development in the biosolids area (total development area 500 acres).

4. Draft Recommended Alternative Development (Late 2010 - Early 2011)
Input from stakeholders, regulatory agencies, experts, the Community Advisory Group and the
general public on the three land use alternatives was evaluated and helped determine the draft
recommended land use alternative presented. The draft recommended alternative will be
presented at public workshops in January 2011 and be brought back to the councils of San Jose
and Santa Clara for approval as the recommended Preferred Alternative for environmental
review in April 2011.

Draft RecommendedAlternative
The draft recommended alternative consists of both a technical component for the future Plant.and
a land use component to envision new uses for the Plant's 2,600 acres of land. The land use
component is enabled by the Plant's changes in technology that will minimize odors and shrink im
biosolids operations area. This draft recommended alternative will be further refined based on
expert, stakeholder, and public input. A refined alternative is scheduled to be brought to tqe
councils of San Jose and Santa Clara for approval with respect to CEQA in April. This
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recommended Preferred Alternative will include major operational changes that require
construction of new facilities and land uses changes associated with the Preferred Land Use
Alternative.

Draft Recommended Technical Alternative:

The purpose ofthe technical evaluation was to develop liquids and solids treatment options that
address population growth and evolving regulations; .confirm the rehabilitation and replacement
needs; and incorporate green technologies. The new technical alternatives enhance the Plant's
capacity to use wastewater as a resource and accept other organic feed stocks to produce
renewable energy while minimizing its environmental impacts. Natural treatment systems were
analyzed, however; the large area needed for these types of systems made this concept infeasible.

The outcome of the technical evaluation is a phased Capital Improvement Program that provides
the Plant with a clear path for programs to address future regulatory uncertainties as well as
possible future grant opportunities. The recommended alternative will also increase the
production of renewable energy on the site, produce additional recycled water; and produce clean
biosolids for recycling.

While the 2007 Infrastructure Condition Assessment only identified "condition'; as a driver for
capital projects; the Plant Master Plan includes five additional drivers for optimizing the Plant's
operations to achieve the sustainability goals. The drivers for re1;>uilding the Plant or
implementing new tec1mologies are as follows:

Condition (Rehabilitation/Replacement) - A condition trigger is assigned if the process or
facility has reached the end of its econqmic useful life. This trigger is established based' on the
need to maintain that process or facility as operationally suffiyient to meet mission critical
reliability and performance requirements.
Regulatory Requirement - A regulatory trigger is assigned when the- need is driven by local;
state or national regulatory requirements.
Economic Benefft - An economic benefit trigger is assigned when a positive reduction in life­
cycle costs (considering capital and O&M) can be achieved.
Improved Performance Benefit - An improved performance benefit trigger is assigned when
there is a benefit in improved operations and maintenance performance related to overall
reliability and/or reduced operational and safety related risks.

."Increased FlowslLoads - An increasedjlow and load trigger is assigned when the need is based
on an increase in capacity to accommodate increases in flows or loads into the Plant.
Policy Decision - The policy trigger is assigned when the reason is based on a management
and/or political decision from the policy-malcers ..

The technical evaluation was hased on collection and analysis of 10 years of flow and pollutant
data; regulatory research, and population projections. Technical alternatives were screened for
fatal flaws; costs; ability to minimize odors; and technical feasibility; and were reviewed by the
Technical AclviB01'y Group. .
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The draft recommended technical alternative is a culmination ofprojects based on the six triggers
identifiedabove. The total projected capital cost of all the technical improvements identified by
the Plant Master Plan ranges from $1.6 to $2.2 billion. The following specific investments are
needed:

1. Headworks: Expansion of new headworks to accommodate future peak flows; implement
odor control; provide additional flow equalization; and improve routing of piping.

2. Primary (physical) Treatment: Repair and rehabilitation of primary tanlcs, odor control,
and additional flow equalization.

3. Secondary (biological) Treatment: Tanlc repair and rehabilitation; installation offme
bubble diffusers to save energy; improved connections of the tanlcs to improve operational
flexibility; and possible future additional nutrient removaL

4. Filtration and Disinfection: New filters and disinfection facilities for discharge to the
Bay and provision of recycled water.

5. Solids Thickening: Repair and improvements to thickening facilities to further thicken
sludge and reduce need for digester capl;tcity; odor control; and sludge screening to
improve quality of end products. .

6. Digesters: Rehabilitation of and improvements to digesters; gas line replacement; and
acceptance of new feedstocks to improve gas production for renewable energy.

7. Biosolids Process (Dewatering and Drying): Elimination of the current open air lagoons
and drying beds and implementation ofmechanical dewatering; covered lagoons; thermal
drying; a.lld waste to energy pilots.

K Electrical Reliability: Increase electrical reliability through newly replaced conduits,
motor control centers and switchgears.

9. Energy Generation: Replace existing inefficient engines and generators with more
energy efficient gas turbines and alternative energy sources such as solar generators and
fuel cells.

10, Support facilities and programs: Implement advanced process control; install new
meters; and rehabilitate roads and buildings.

The largest investment n~ded is in the category of Biosolids Processing. The most significant
change In technology relates to biosolids dewatering and drying. The 3D-year project costs for all
biosolids improvements as currently proposed in the draft recommended alternative are estimated
at $530 million, of which $250 million will be expended by 2025 fortransitioning from the
current lagoon drying bed operation. Instead of using 770 acres of open air lagoons and drying
beds, the Plant Master Plan proposes a new mechanical process that will minimize odors, prepare
ihe Plant for future greenhouse gas regulations and landfill closure, allow for diversification of
disposal and reuse of the biosolids as a resource, and allow for new land uses. Due to the higher
energy inputs, these processes will resu,lt in higher operating costs.

The ElantMaster Plan project evaluated timing options for this significant change in response to
TPAC and Community Advisory Group requests. Three options were evaluated:
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1. Recommended option: rehabilitate digesters, pilot test mechanical dewatering, then
change to new technology by 2022-2025

2. No pilot testing option: construct permanent facilities but eliminate or reduce pilot testing
to implement new technologies 3 to 4 years sooner and incur some risk as to whether
technology will work with a potentially different quality sludge that will be produced by
new digesters. This option wi11lead to an increase of expenditures of $65 million to 2025
due to an earlier increase in operating costs.

3. Contract dewatering option: Use temporary contract dewatering facilities to eliminate
need for lagoons and drying beds IOta 12 year sooner while constructing permanent
facilities. This option would increase expenditures by $200 million to 2025.

The Community Advisory Group discussed the trade-offs for an accelerated program for biosolids
as it affects land use on Plant lands and neighboring properties and identified the following for
consideration:

• Impacts on rates due to higher costs of accelerating.
• Odor elimination sooner allows use of the land and neighboring properties to achieve

positive environmental and economic benefits
• Possible impact on the Plant's flexibility in choosing future technologies that are still

evolving ifproject is accelerated.

Staff is not recommending the contract dewatering option due to high costs and feasibility issues
related to disposal of the product, but is evaluating the other two timing options.

Specific rate impacts are still being evaluated with refined cost estimates. The Plant Master Plan
seeks to minimize rate increases by looking at revenue-generating land uses, using a phased
program, and implementing energy saving and efficiency measures. As a result, the Plant­
which currently has some of the lowest rates in the Bay Area - will continue to be able to provide
invaluable benefits including wastewater treatment for high effluent water quality, enhanced
reliability, continued compliance, and advancing sustainability goals for the City and its partners.

Draft Recommended Land Use Alternative:

The technical evaluation resulted in a future Plant footprint smaller than the area currently used
for the treatment process. The purpose of the land use alternatives evaluation was to consider
possible economic, environmental, and social uses of the 2,600 acre site enabled by the Plant's
technical changes that reduce odors and chemical use. Specifically, the following major land use
items were included in the land use strategy: ' ,

• Determine the appropriate alignment for levees to protect this critical facility from future
sea level rise. City staffhave been working with the Army Corps ofEngineers and Santa
Clara Valley Water District's South Bay Shoreline Study.

• Meet the Plant's permitrequirement to plan future uses for former saltpond A18,
purchased by the Plant as additional buffer land in 2005.

• Plan for land use opportunities that financially benefit the Plant and its tributary cities.
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•. Ensure consistency with the San Jose Envision 2040 process and the City's Green Vision
to provide jobs and opportunities for Clean Tech development.

• Plan for the Bay Trail connection through this site and provide other recreational
opportunities.

• Protect existing habitats and plan for environmental enhancement opportunities.

The goal of the land use alternative development was to balance economic development,
environmental, and social uses, while being mindful ofpossible future sea level rise. The draft
recommended alternative was developed using:,

• Site analysis, including historic habitats, water patterns, transportation links, and sea level
rise;

• Input from national sustainability experts, the consultant team, and City staff;
• Input from the Plant's co~owner - the City of Santa Clara - and tributary agencies;
• Staleeholder input from regulatory and resource agencies with jurisdiction over the Plant

lands, the Santa Clara Valley Water District, the salt pond restoration project,
environmental non-governmental organizations; and business leaders;

• Community Advisory Group input;
• Public input throughout the project via tours of the Plant; public workshops (May 2009

and May 2010) and the project website; and
• Phone surveys (Baseline and Mid-point).

The drafLrecommended alternative is adaptive to future market conditions and opportunities. It
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 ofretail at t1.e frontage ofHighway 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 linle 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.
• Restored Artesian Slough and additional riparian areas (225 acres).
• Freshwater wetlands to further polish the Plant's effluent (60 acres).
• Multiple Plant discharge areas to diffuse the Plant's freshwater impact on the Bay

environment.
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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 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.

The development of the Plant lands 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. While the. .

timing of build out and the potential resulting lease revenue does not correlate with the
infrastructure needs of the Plant, it has the potential to offset future operating and maintenance
costs. The directjobs'created by this plan are projected at 15,200 with additional indirect jobs as
well as substantial construction jobs. Consequently, the plan creates substantial positive regional
economic benefit for the City and its partners.

AdditionalPublic Outreach Activities
Throughout the Plant Master Plan project, public and stakeholder outreach has been an integral
part of the land use plan development as described above through workshops, the website, and
the Community Advisory Group. In addition, extensive outreach was conducted t'O raise public
awareness ofthe Plant's infrastmcture needs, including highly successful Plant tours, the
website, and the "Rebuild the Plant" outreach campaign.

Next Steps
Building on the above activities, the next steps in the Plant Master Plan process include:
• January 2011 Community Workshops: Five community workshops are scheduled for late

January at locations in the Plant service area: downtown San Jose, Alviso, Santa Clara,
Milpitas, and Cupertino. The workshops will provide an overview of the Plant Master Plan
draft recommended technical and land use alternatives and solicit input to refine the
alternatives.

• CouncilAction: Following the community workshops and additional outreach to partners and
stakeholders, the final recommended Preferred Alternative 'Will be brought to the San Jose and
Santa Clara City Councils for action.

• Environmental Review: The recommended Prefened Alternative for the Plant Master Plan
will require a programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Envimnmental Impact
Statement (EIS) to be prepared in accordance with the-CalifQrma Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). A contract with Environmental
Science Associates was executed in September 2010 to pl'ovide the-environmental review.
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EVALUATION AND FOLLOW UP

Staff will retUln to the T&E Committee in the April 2011 to present a status update on the
project, including results of the public workshops.

PUBLIC OUTREACHIINTEREST

o
o

o

Criterion 1: Requires Council action on the use ofpublic funds equalto $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, staffmg
that may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or
a Corpmunity group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

This recommendation does not meet any of the criteria listed above. If the Committee
recommends consideration of this report by the full Council, it will be posted on the City's
Internet website for the December 14,2010 Council Agenda.

Engaging the public and the many stakeholder groups is an essential component to developing
the Plant Master Plan, The communications strategy for the Plant Master Plan was developed by
City staff with input from the Master Plan Steering Committee and the Plant's Technical
Advisory Committee. The tributary-wide Public Outreach Worldng Group, composed of staff
from the cities and sanitation districts, has been giving input on the public outreach strategy since
December 2007. The Community Advisory Group is meeting monthly and will share insights on
public ·o1,ltreach.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the City Atto'rney's Office and is scheduled to be reported
at the December 2010 Treatment Plant Advisory Committee meeting.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This item is consistent with Council approved Budget Strategy Memo General Principle #2, "We
must focus on protecting our vital core City services."
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CEQA

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

/s/
JOHN STUFFLEBEAN
Director, Environmental Services

For questions, please contact Bhavani Yerrapotu, Division Manager, Technical Services at 945­
5321, or Jennifer Garnett, Communications Manager at 535-8554.

Attachments:
A. Plant Master Plan Schedule
B. Public Input Summary
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Plant Master Plan Schedule
as of November 16, 2010

Attachment A

Month Key Milestones

Nov 2010 • Nov 18 - CAG meeting - Discussion of recommended land use alternative

• Nov 19 -Special TPAC meeting - Review of Plant MP process, technical
and land use alternatives development, cost considerations, discussion of
recommended alterative

Dec 2010 / • Presentation and request for decision~makerfeedback on recommended
Jan 2011 alternative that will be presented at public meetings in 2011:

0 Dec6-T&E

0 Dec9-TPAC

0 Dec 14 - SJ Council (Plant MP discussion and review of
Milpitas Guiding Principles)

0 Jan 11 - San Jose City Council (tentative, if deferral from
December 14)

0 Jan 11 - SCCouncil (tentative)

0 Jan 13 - TPAC (if needed)

Jan/Feb 2011 • Presentations to Tributary agency Councils/Boards (by request tbd)

• Public Workshops -last two weeks of January

0 Jan 19 - Alviso (George Mayne Elementary School)

0 Jan 20 - San Jose (Roosevelt Community Center)

0 Jan 25 - Santa Clara (SC Library)

0 Jan 27 - Cupertino (Cupertino Community Hall)

0 Jan 29 - Milpitas (Milpitas Senior Center)

Feb/Mar 2011 • Possible joint study session with TPAC agencies to discuss preferred
alternative and public comments

• March 30: CAG meeting (date/topic tbd)

Apr 2011 • Approval of preferred alternative for CEQA by SJ and SC councils

• Commendation to CAG

\
/
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Attachment B

Plant Master Plan

Land Use Alternatives

Input ~ummary

May - November 2010

SAN JOSE/
SANTA CLARA

WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL PLANT

Plant Master-Plan - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Page 1efe9
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Section 1 - Executive Summary

- ~. OVERVIEW OF PLANT MASTER PLAN LAND USE ALTERNATIVES INPUT .
fhe three-year process for developing the Plant Master Plan for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant (Plant) is based on the principles of sustainability to address how to best rebuild the aging
wastewater facility and use the Planfs 2,600-acre site at the South Bay's shoreline through 2040 and
beyond. Sustainability is often defined as a long-term, balanced view of the three Es: environment,
economy, and equity.

The project is unique for its adherence to principles of sustainability as it proceeds to:
• Rebuild one of the nation's best performing wastewater facilities with a goal of energy self-sufficiency,

and .
• Invite the community's vision for new land uses on the Plant(s 2,600-acre shoreline site.

Incorporating new technologies in the Plant operations allows the opportunity to envision new land uses. A
robust public input process was launched to collect feedback from the community and stakeholders on
their preferred land uses. This report includes a summary of the input collected between fYlay and
November 2010 on the three land use alternatives - Back to the Bay, Riparian Corridor, and Necklace ofLakes
- that was used to develop the final recommended alternative.

B. PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITIES
Public input on the three land use alternatives was collected in a variety of ways between May and
November 2010:

\
'. Land Use Questionnaire - Amultiple-choice questionnaire addressing land use topics was produced as

a hard-.copy workbook and an online questionnaire on the projectwebsite. The questionnaire presented
the three land use alternatives( and solicited input through multiple-choice questions and free-response
sections aimed at collecting an individual(s preferences on the comparative aspects of the alternatives.
o Community workshops - Five community workshops were held in May 2010 at different venues in the

Plant service area. About 200 total participants attended the workshops and received the workbook.
117 workbook responses were collected at the workshops( while others used them as a reference to
give input online.

o Online questionnaire - 213 responses were collected from the online questionnaire between May and
June 201 0 at rebuildtheplant.org.

• Community Advisory Group (CAG) - Agroup ot community members appointed from the eight cities
served by the Plant provides consistent input throughout the Plant Master Plan process. CAG members
provided input on the project and land use alternatives at regular meetings .and by filling out the Land
Use Questionnaire. Input from members of the public was also recorded at the regular CAG meetings.

• Tributary partner comments - Comments from the Plant tributary agencies (City of Santa Clara( City of
Milpitas( Cupertino Sanitary District( West Valley Sanitation District, County Sanitation Districts 2-3( and
Burbank Sanitary District) have been noted during regular project meetings. Additionally, some of these
agencies-have submItted written comments.

Plant Master Plan - Land Use Alternatives Input Su mmary -Page 3 of69



• Stakeholder meetings and letters - Project staff has and continues to regularly participate in
stakeholder meetings and has conducted special meetings to collect input on the alternatives. Some
stakeholder groups also submitted their input via letters.

• Website comments - Throughout the planning process, input and comments on the project are
accepted through the inquiry form at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved-Submit InqUiry/Comments.
To date, 80 website comments were received, of which 55 included support for recreational land uses.

-• Public opinion survey - An August 2008 baseline phone survey an~ July 201 0 midpoint phone survey,
were conducted to measure the community's awareness of the Plant, collect public values on land issues
presented similarly to the Land Use Questionnaire, and to measure the -impact of a summer 201 0 Plant ­
awareness campaign. On questions regarding land use; survey respondents reflected values and input
similar to people who filled out the Land Use Questionnaire.

• Land use proposals - Anumber of land use proposals from individuals and groups were submitted
during the public input process. At this time, the Plant Master Plan process is focused on broad,
categorical uses of the land. These detailed proposals will be considered when the plan begins its
implementation phase.

All input collected will be used to inform and develop the final recommended land use alt~rnative. An
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality

-Act (CEQA) to evaluate the environmental effects ofthe proposed plan. Opportunities for input on the scope
of the environmental review (ex: air quality, transportation, noise, etc.) are incorporated in the CEQA
process.

C. PROJECT TIMELINE AND INPUT PROCESS

Final
Master
Plan

May
08

Nov
08

e ,s;;:'
0<:; ?}'

o '9,'J Broad Selected
'v~"'~"''' -A1t.ernatlve Allernatlves Alternative

__D....ev...e...lop...m...en....t .......;(~j~1;:;'-........Na....rr_ow...e...d _ ....t~~\;.....__....De....ve_lo...pe_d_ ~t~~~fi'-..................
Jan 2009 2010 2011
09 I I I

Multl·Year
Implementation

Period

.Exploratory Workshops
wilh exper1s and partners

Communl1y Workshops & Other Input Opportunities
with slakeholdel'll and residents

Kick~off

The project kicked off in 2008 with a series of three exploratpry 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 (see the Community Workshop #1 Summary Report at rebuildtheplant.org under
Resources-Reports).

Public Values Input - 2009
Asurvey was developed to capture input on public values on land uses. Almost 1,500 surveys were
colle-cted from the CAG, public, and stakeholder groups at the May 2009 workshop, on PI~nt tours, and at
the project website. See the Community Workshop #1 Summary Report at rebuildtheplant.org under
Resources-Reports to view the input collected. The input was also included as an attachment to the
December 7, 2009 Transportation & Environment Comm~ttee memo.
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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 201 0 (see Appendix A- Land Use Alternatives
Supplement). Project planners collected input at a series of community workshops, via the project website,
and from stakeholder and regulatory groups, which is summarized in this report. This input has helped
shape the draft recommended alternative plan.

Final Plan
Public input on the final recommended plan will be solicited in early 2011. The Treatment Plant Advisory
Committee and city councils of San Jose and Santa Clara will then review the final plan, which will be subject
to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Upon council approval, the final plan will direct capital
improvements at the Plant over the next 30 years and guide decisions for the Plant's continued

.. improvement through 2040. It will also outline the land use plan for the Plant's site.
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Section 2- Land Use Questionnaire

A. OVERVIEW
Amultiple-choice questionnaire addressing land use topics was produced as a hard-copy workbook and as
an online questionnaire on the project website. The questionnaire presented the three land use alternatives,
and solicited input through multiple-choice questions and free-response sections aimed at collecting an
individual's preferences on the comparative aspects of the alternatives. The ~and Use Questionnaire was
distributed to the community and stakeholders through the following:

• Community Advisory Group (CAG) meeting on April 28,2010
• Community workshops in May 2010
• Project website in May and June 2010
• San Jose Parks and Recreation Commission and San Jose Envision 2040 General Plan Task Force

meetings in May 2010

Community Advisory Group Meeting on April 28, 2010
At the April 28,2010 CAG meeting, the project team presented the three land use alternatives and collected
CAG input through discussion and the Land Use Questionnaire. CAG responses were tracked separately
from the public as their input is considered a benchmark throughout the entire Plant Master Plan process.
View the CAG input and questionnaire responses in Section 3 - Community Advisory Group.

Community Workshops in May 2010
Aseries offive community workshops was held in May 201 0 to collect public input on the three land use
alternatives. Community Advisory Group (CAG) members, tributary agency dignitaries, and Santa Clara
Valley Water District Board of directors were in attendance. The workshop series was hosted at five
locations in the Plant service area:

• Saturday, May 1 - Milpitas City Hall
• Tuesday, May 4 - Santa Clara Library
• Saturday, May 8 - Roosevelt Community Center
• Wednesday, May 12 - George Mayne Elementary School (included Spanish-language services)
• Wednesday, May 19 - Cupertino Community Hall .

About 200 total participants attended the five workshops, which featured project display boards, brochures,
and handouts that participants viewed at their leisure. The presentation format was as follows:

Project overview - City of San Jose Environmental Services Director John Stufflebean delivered a
project overview and presented the three land use alternatives, followed by a question and answer
session with attendees.

Topic-specific break-out stations - Consultants and project staff hosted break-out stations that focused
on ecoDomic, environmental, social, and operational aspects of the alternatives. Participants rotated
through the stations in small groups.

Questionnaire input- Partic1pants recorded their input in workbooks (see Appendix B- Land Use
Alternatives Workbook). CAG responses were tracked separately from the broader group, as their
input is considered a benchmark throughout the entire Plant Master Plan process.
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Project Website in May and June 201 0 Pla~lan

. The Land Use Questionnaire was also available online, making it accessible to people who were unable to
·)attend a workshop. At rebuildtheplant.org, participants could review the land use alternatives maps and then
answer the online questionnaire.

B. FINDINGS
Asubtotal of 117 workbooks was collected from the five community workshops and one CAG meeting. A
subtotal of 213 questionnaires was completed online during May and June. Altogether, a total of 330
responses were received from the public and CAG.

The input from the workbooks and online questionnaire was, with a few exceptions, very similar. Therefore,
the key findings do not distinguish the two forms of input. Instances of the differences that did occur
between workbook and website input are included in the discussion. The key findings from the public input
collected are as follows. Asummary of the responses to each question are attached as Appendix C­
Summary Tables/Data Chart and complete responses and comments are available as a downloadable data
set at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Project Information.

Key findings from the land use questionnaire data include:

• Back to the Bay is the most popular alternative. Responders tended to show a preference towards
more environmental uses and closest connection to the Bay.

• Clean Tech Institute ranks highest among development options. The idea of a Clean Tech Institute
) received very strong support at the workshops. Comments a.lso supported land use development that

served to protect the natural environment and create jobs.

• Regional park ranks high. The larger 60-acre park was supported by a majority of responders
(compared to alternatives with a smaller 30-acre park).

• Size is more important than location. For all uses, qualitative responses indicated that size of each
land use was a more important consideration than its location on Planttands.

• Uses compatible with wastewater facility rank high. Energy projects such as solar arrays and waste­
. to-energy uses, which could potentially integrate with the wastewater facility operations, received a

high percentage of support.

• More information possibly affected input. Respondents who attended the workshops heard a
presentation and spoke with staff during four break-out sessions. This additional information possibly
explains the difference in responses between web and workshop responders on some of the questions.
For example, with respect to odor control aDd biosolids, workshop participants heard more information
about the costs and operational considerations which may explain why a majority of them favored
phasing in these new approaches gradually, while web respondents favored changing the biosolids and
implementing odor control to allow foraJternativecland uses.

;e Support for addressing odors to aUowfor alternative land uses·. Majority of the respondents were
supportive of addressing odors and changes to odor causing operations (i.e. open air-drying of biosolid5)
to allow for alternative land uses.

FiClnt Master ~Ian - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Pa§l€-7 of 69



1~
~1Jll ...s-a
~~';,~
-- .J"'C!!l4\i.--

PlantMaster Plan

While the findings from the CAG, the workshops, and website indicate a preference for open space and
recreation, the development schemes shown in the Plant Master Plan land use alternatives were created not
only to achieve the four goals of the Plant Master Plan based around the sustainability principle ofthe triple­
bottom line, but also to be consistent with the San Jose General Plan Envision 2040 process. This multi-year
process provided critical input to the land use alternatives, particularly with respect to creation of jobs in
this area of North San Jose. Workbooks for specific input into the Plant Master Plan project were provided to
the General Plan Task Force and the Parks Commission members, however, it appeared that most members
ofthese groups opted to enter their information online, and consequently project staff was unable to track
their specific input.
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Section 3 - Community Advisory Group

'A. OVERVIEW
The Community Advisory Group (CAG) has been providing 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 selected 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 land use alternatives was captured in the April 28,2010 meeting summary and through the Land Use
Questionnaire.

B. CAG INPUTON LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

April 28,2010 Meeting Summary
Below is an excerpt from the April 28, 2010 CAG Meeting Summary, which provides a snapshot ofthe CAG
input discussed at the meeting. View the complete summary at rebuildtheplant.org under Get Involved­
Community Advisory Group.

Land Use Alternatives
City of San Jose Environmental Services Director John Stufflebean presented a Plant Master Plan project
overview and introduced the three land use alternatives. John explained that none of the Plant's property will
be sold. All alternatives are contingent upon implementing odor control measures and relocating the .
biosolids processing area. An odor study will identify which lands can be developed with current OdOT
control~, which lands are suitable for uses that are not odor-sensitive (e.g., solar fields), and which lands
require additional odor controls prior to developme!'1t. The public is encouraged to participate in the May
community workshops that will review the three land use alternatives. All comment~ and feedback submitted
will be used to shape the recommended alternative, which will be a combtnation-of elements from the three
alternatives.

Note: The follOWing discussion pertains to the three land use alternative maps. Visit rebuildtheplant.org for more
information.

Economic Land Use Alternatives
Land use consultant Ellen Lou presented the economic land use alternatives, which include retail, light
industrial with a focus on clean tech industries, and office/research & development. Mitigation banking could
also be a possible revenue source. Participants questioned why environmental mitigation banking was not
addressed as an economic land use. Staff clarified that the discussion of mitigation is an important
consideration and would be addressed in the environmental land use discussion; rather than an economic
land use. Participants inquired about the consistent amount of land allocated toward retail in all three
alternatives. Ellen explained that retail outlets, such as McCarthy Ranch and Target, already exist in the area.
The proposed 35 acres is an appropriate size to accommodate large format retail use} but the retail size may
change as the marketplace changes. Amarket study would further define the retail mix.

EnVironmental Land Use Alternatives
City of San Jose Project Manager Kirsten Struve and land use consultant Peter Frankel presented
env-ir-onmentalland use alternatives, which include wetlands/salt marsh and mudflats, riparian habitat,
lakes/effluent pond, and upland/owl habitat. In response to a question aboutwhether there were engineering
issues with the proposed lev€.ealignments, Kirsten explained that the proposed alignments and the outboard
terraced- habitats are designed to prOVide better protection from flooding than the-CtlHep.t stair-step levees.
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She also reiterated that the environmental land use alternatives presented have not yet been
reviewed by regulatory agencies.

In response to furth~r questions, Kirsten said that effluent from the Plant will create the riparian corridor. The
Back to the Bay lake feature could potentially use stormwater or recycled water and would include natural
looking lake borders rather than man-made. Some participants were concerned that if the drying beds are
used for wetlands or habitats, instead of retail and/or light industrial, there would be no economic revenue
from that portion of the land to pay for changing the biosolids process. Kirsten explained that funding can
come from avariety of sources, such as development, mitigation banking, and grants.

Participants were concerned about the appropriate burrowing owl habitat at the Zanker Road and Highway
237 interchange. The owls are already located at the interchange, are loyal to their territories, and often have
difficulty adapting to other locations. Kirsten noted that the owl habitat preferences would need to be
considered, along with the development potential of the land. Currently, one occupied owl burrow is located
on Plant lands.

Some participants inquired about sea-level rise and asked why the Coyote Creek channel had not been
widened. Kirsten explained that the existing levee is new (mid 1990s) and includes a widened flood plain.
However, City staff will coordinate with Santa Clara Valley Water District staff to gather additional input on this
area. Kirsten also said that PondA-18 is a "water of the state" and that the regu latory and resources agencies
(including the Department of Fish and Game, U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bay Conservation and
Development Commission, Army Corps of Engineers, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board) will be
asked to provide input on the proposed uses.

Social Land Use Alternatives
City of San Jose Project Planner Matt Krupp presented the social land use alternatives, which include parks
(likely a regional park), trails, an education center/nature museum, and aesthetic features. When asked about
parking needs associated with sodalland uses, Matt explained that generally parkdesigns include parking
lots. This could also be an opportunity for different land uses to share parking.

Another 'participant addressed public transit connections, which would allevi~te the need for more parking.
Although the site is fundamentaily car-oriented, Matt explained that it may be possible to transport Plant
workers or visitors with shuttle services. In response to a question about expanding Zanker Road to four or six
lanes, Matt said that the traffic flow will be a consideration through the site and that the road alignments are
trying to avoid unnecessary impacts to the Alviso community. He also stressed that there may be increa'sed
truck traffic near the site, and it is important to try to separate pedestrians and truck traffic.

Aparticipant asked whether a distribution of smaller parks would be more appropriate for the land use rather
than one large park, as the dispersed design may increase accessibility for different modes of transportation
and more rewarding nature experiences. Matt explained that a large park may also include those ases, and
while trail networks can serve as a distributed park, the proposed trails are located on the levees, and
therefore do not prOVide an opportunity for additional park space along the trail.

Aparticipant asked whether retail and industrial developments would be reqUired to blend aesthetically into
the overall plan. Matt answered that design gUidelines will be developed for the Plant Master Plan at a later
date to ensure that any development would have a unified appearance and be compatible with the social and
environmental land uses.

Operational4ind Use Alternatives
Plant operations consultant Jan Davel presented the operational land use alternative options. When asked
whether replaced digesters and efficient technology will be enough to supply all of the Plant's energy needs,
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Jan explained that other energy sources (such as new feedstocks) and additional infrastructure will be
necessary to supplement the energy provided by the new digesters.

Jan explained that it is possible to eliminate the drying beds, but that the lagoons are needed for storage in
case of an emergency. He also said that the new sludge lagoons will be covered to help contain odors, and
that while there is an opportunity to implement a complete drying process with lagoons and without drying
beds, it would take years for design and implementation. When asked whether there will be future
opportunities for the elimination of drying beds based on the sale of land, John Stufflebean explained that the
City is not proposing to sell the land, but to lease it for revenue generation.

Staff was asked whether taxpayers can be guaranteed that the leasing revenue will be used only to pay for
costs of the Plant and for the general funds of the tributary agencies. Staff explained that this decision will be
made by the city councils of San Jose and Santa Clara. Currently, each city or sanitary district decides how it
will use any revenue generated through the lease of Plant lands.

CAG members were asked to complete the land use alternatives workbook.

Outcomes
• CAG input from the meeting discussion and the land use alternatives workbook will be provided to

the Steering Committee.
• Contact Project Planner Matt Krupp at matt.krupp@sanjoseca.gov or 408-945-5182 for more

information.

Land Use Questionnaire Responses
The Land Use Questionnaire responses from CAG members at the April 28,2010 meeting and May 2010
community workshops are included below. CAG responses were tracked separately from the public as their
input is considel'ed a benchmark throughout the entire PlaRt Master Plan process. View the complete Land
Use Questionnaire responses data set at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Project Information.

Question 1: How much retail would you like to see atthe site?

.~_~~.~~~~~r ~_~_-=-__._._~.~__~_~_,_~.~.~ .._..~ ...:... ~.~:~.~_._. :_~:_.: ..__-.:.~J~.~:.-~:_~.ij
Less than 35 acres . 7,__ , .. _.~.._~... ~ __ ~ _.'4 ..__.•.•._ ,._. _ _._ _ .. _ _ ._ _'.
About 35 acres . 6 .
••••••• - ••••-_. -- -. • ---, - •••••• - -'- --"-'-' ••••__ • •• ,- • - ••••'" • -. >- - - ...-_...-.- •• _.-.

More than 35 acres . 0
- _.___ - • __._ _.. , __ • __ I • '" ••••••• • ••_ •• _ -.-,.. .-_ _._~. • _ •

Why?
• Could only support this size of development.
• Plenty of retail in area and more retail pla/lned on 1st Street.
• Generate money.
• Alot of retail within a small area.
• Looks about right. ,
• There Is a good amount of retail in the area so anymore than 35 acres wouldn't be supported by the demand.
• ( like the idea of the sustainable revenue that leasing land would provid~ but Ireally dislike the idea of "big

box" stores. It doesn't fit with the site!
• TRefe is enough retail at McCarthy Ranch and target other opportunities.
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There is other retail nearby including big box stores and eating establishments, Idon't think there
would be enough demand.
We should dedicate as much land to retail as the market will bear because of its economic benefits.
NO retail acreage. Retail on this site would compete with current/future Alviso retail development and with
McCarthy Ranch retail operations. Further, while the North San Jose area needs to add retail, this location
across 237 is not located appropriately to serve that community. On the flip side of including no retail is that
current/future Alviso retail operations stand to gain if an improved Plant lands attract greater visitation and its
sales tax revenues also benefit San Jose.

Question 2: Which alternative would you p,refer for light industrial at this site? (e.g., size, location)

f ~~~~~1~~i:{;/~~j~~:'es ......•.• .••.•... .·.·l·
t~ip~-ria,~_~~rri~~~~'~~~~~~r;~=~,=~~_=~~'.:::~=:_=~=~~,=~~~.~~~,~'=:'~.~ ..~:_, :~:j,'~ .. ':: ~~J.~,:I

Why?
• Anew land east of Plant to be available.
• Good balance.
• See above.
• Have vacant Numi Plant.
• Visibility and Hwy 237 would be a good marketing trait of the property. The other uses would benefit from

being next to the creek.
• Idun't like the idea of converting the lagoons and drying beds into light industrial. Iwould like to see that area

left as a buffer to the Coyote Creek corridor.
• Nice how nicely balanced.
• 290 in terms of size, but the Riparian Corridor does a better job with preserving the corridor.
• There are already some empty buildings out that way.
• Light industry should not occur on the grasslands. Larger area dedicated to alternative energy alternatives.
• NO light industry. There is no justification for business park development of any type (retail strip, light

industry or office/R&D). Any such development on this site would: 1. Compete with existing business parks in
North San Jose and nearby Milpitas and Santa Clara, all currently with high vacancy rates. 2. Aggravate
transportation along Route 237, a highway that was a historical bottleneck in good economic times and for
which,there is no relief in sight from pUblic transit. Jobs on buffer lands would keep people in their cars in bad
traffic conditions, putting ever more carbon into the air. Subsidizing shuttles in lieu of public transportation, a
suggested solution, would be add-on costs that would not be a cost-burden for competing business parks. 3.
Put Plant into the speculative role of business park operator (or subject to financial woes of land-lease
business park operators), in an activity with no relationship to its core responsibilities and ineVitably be a
financial drain during market downturns. 4. Require major investment upfront, particularly in the Riparian
Alternative which suggests building a bridge and road connection to Dixon Landing Road. 5. Lease revenues
cannot be counted upon as a source of revenue for the Plant as contribution will vary with economic cycles
and the discretionary declsions of the cities served.

Question 3: Which alternative would you prefer for office/research &development at this site? (e.g., size,
location)
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Why?
• Effects of land south of 237.
• Right amount for area.
• Lots of R&D on 237 not rented.
• Or less.
• Same reasons as Igave for 2 above. My only comment would be to have the office be close to Hwy 237 for

visibility reasons.
• Whichever has the least. If the office/research development is based on green tech, Iwould be more receptive

.to the idea.
• Smaller footprint looks appropriate.
• If renewable energy or sustainable company would be a showcase for site.
• Avoids owl habitat.
• NO office/R&D development. There is no Justification for any business park development (retail strip, light

industry or office/R&D). Any such development on this site would: 1. Compete with existing business parks in
North San Jose and nearby Milpitas and Santa Clara, all currently with high vacancy rates. 2. Aggravate
transportation along Route 237, a highway that was a historical bottleneck in good economic times and for
which there is' no relief iri sight from public transit. Jobs on this site would keep people in their cars in bad
traffic conditions, putting ever more carbon into the air. Subsidizing shuttles in lieu of public transportation, a
suggested solution, would produce add-on costs, particularly costly during economic slumps. 3. Put Plant into
the speculative role of business park operator (or subject to financial woes of land-lease park operators), an
activity with no relationship to its core responsibilities and one that would be a financial drain during every
market downturn. 4. Require major investment upfront. 5. Lease revenues cannot be counted upon as a
source of revenue for the Plant as its contribution will vary with economic cycles and the discretionary
decisions of the cities served.

Question 4: Would you like to see an institute at this site?

..........._._ -.. . -- -_.-.. . -- ....-.. . --.--.---- t· --.... "'1Noanswer·. ". '., . . '.., 2

~'~~~.'~'~~~~"~.:~_~~_.._~~~~.'~_'~~_'~~~~'~~~'.'.~~~~"~_.'~=~.'-.~ ..=~_'~~::.~.~:~"~:~::~ ...._.._..:....:..:::.'.~ .~..:.-.".. :.·..·.:-=i_··
'!.~.s,. a~(}u.~ ~5 a~res~.~ .s~~1'! ~n R~Rarial~ .C::o..rr.i~~~t. ..__ .. _. .... _ ... " .1.!

_.Y.~~~l!!C?!~_~~~f.I"?_ ..~!.es_ ~_..:._.. __._.. _._ _ _~ __..:_ .. __..- 1 .

Why?
• Is this enough land? Define, why?
• Provide a model for energy sustainability.
• Research institute support environmental practices and places generally.
• If an Institute can promote industry in the region it would be worth the investment. 45 ac is a good start and if

it !s successful than the acreage can be increased. .
• Ilike the idea of bringing in research opportunities in green tech.
• Silicon Valley has always been a leader; this institute idea confirms our heritage as tech leaders.
• Ithink It wculd be a much more valuable community asset as opposed to the retail component.
• Could tie in with SJSU, SCU or even Stanford.
• If possible.
• Need more information. This concept is of recent vintage in PMP planning and needs further discussion.

Public workshop descriptions ofthe concept suggested a think-tank focused on sustainable technology
research. Thoughan attractive concept, it has no legs unless there is a substantial business-academic coalition

'J that puts its support behind it.
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Question 5: Which alternative would you prefer for wetlands creation?

t

-_··· .. - ---- --~... .. .. . -. "" , .. .' .- .._. .--- -- -- -"'.' .. ··:·····f·.-............... ..; ""-j' .' - '.':No answer . ... . . '. . -.. .'. . . 1· .'

.:~~~~~~~i~~_~.~¥..~ji~:.~~!~~..::~:_~.-.:~~~:.=~.~~~.~ ~~_~~:::.~._-:::~:~:=.:.~::=.[ __.::..:~~:::~.~ ..::.~::=~-~-: .~

I
Necklace of Lakes - 550 acres 5 I
}~!p~r_~~.':t ..<:o.rri~o~ - ~4Q ~~~~~_ ......__ .. _.................. ..... ...._. .. .._....?. L.... ' __ "" ...

Why?
• Would use the least amount of land.
• Like layout.
• More wetlands.
• Like use of wetlands near burrowing owl territory, would prefer move to riparian area.
• Utilizing the creek and keeping its environmental condition protected. Environmental uses are further away

from Hwy 237. .
• The more the better, although there may be more consid~rations for riparian and upland habitat if the South

Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project moves forward.
• Provides largest contiguous burrowing owl habitat.
• Provides a good mix of all features except lake feature.
• I don't believe wetlands are as threatened as the other habitats.
• At least 1,010 acres of wetlands i.e. all of Pond A-18 (860 acres) +150 acres polishing wetlands. There is

opportunity to give back to the Bay and to Alvisarrs shoreline which levees took away. That includes, in an era
of sea-level-rise, providing improved flood protection to the Plant and to all of Alviso. Just as the South Bay
Salt Pond Project worked with Alviso to use Pond A-8 as Guadalupe River flood relief valve, Plant lands should
be evaluated for potential to provide anJmproved Coyote Creek relief valve, expanding the SCVWD easement.
That easement and the Coyote Creek levee system were designed before sea level rise.and before more
frequent extreme storms from climate change were design factors. It appears that pulling the levee inward on
Plant lands along the border nearest that easement would add much improved high water capacity. The Plant
should evaluate this option with Santa Clara Valley Water District and, possibly the USACE. As for the
challenge of managing wetlands, excellent resources are avanable. The scientific and technical review
capabilities exist through the Don Edward National Wildlife Refuge and the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration
Project. To meet wetland management needs, t!-1e Plant can investigate an agreement with the Refuge akin to
agreements it has for lands owned by CA Department of Fish & Game and_the City of Palo Alto. Local Refuge .
management already has the authority it needs for such agreements as A-18 lies within its Congressionally­
approved expansion boundary.

Question 6: Which alternative would you prefer for riparian habitat creation?

r
·~i~t~~~~~~~:~·;~i.~~~~_:=·=:~=·=·~·~-::~-·-~~-~~...:::=.:..--:'.. -:.--~._-_::- ,.._:::':.~-..:_:t:~.
Necklace of Lakes - 120 acres 9... - .-. . . - ..~ ~- ~ -.- ._.' - " .. .- - .. -. - ~ - - - . _. - ..o,.. ._ _. . _. . . ._ - .. __ .__ ~_

.~ip~r~an C~r~!~o.r.- .1?~ ac~e~.. . . _.... '...__ .._. __ ..... _ .. _.......:4_.

Why?
• IfBack to the Bay bad some riparian, it would be good.
• . Maximize for habitat and sea level rise flood control.
• Don't understand how there's no riparian habitat in the plan. Lots of open space near Coyote Creek and the

Bay. i don't understand parameters for th-i-5-type of use to commet'lt-anymore on it.
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I like the idea of restoring the original riparian corridors that wentthrough Plant lands. Pla~~n

Good transitional land and would be good for trails and could tie in with eXisting flood control.
This alternative appears to provide the greatest amount of riparian habitat.
No preferred Alternative although Istrongly recommend the protection and creation of riparian habitat. The
riparian, lower Coyote Creek is a habitat rarity locally and the bufferlands provide the opportunity to enhance
it. Reactivating historic creek beds on the bufferlands, using plant effluent, is an action that could be used to
develop other riparian locations as would incorporation of riparian habitat design for the effluent pond and
polishing wetland. It is appropriate to mention the flood control coordination needed, which is why Ihave
(see question 5, wetlands) suggesting the contribution of some bufferlands to expand the existing SCVWD
easement. Doing'so would expand a floodplain and with it create an improved transitional habitat zone.

Question 7: Which alternative would you prefer for lakes/effluent pond creation?

B~_~.~~~!.~. ~:,~.~..._~ _~._.:._:~~ __......_.'~ ~~...::.:~ __ ,: _...__~ ._... ..._...._,._._~:.~-J-.:.:: '...._.,~ij
Back to the Bay - 40 acres I 4
'N~cklaceofLak~s":'Oa'~r~s'" -., - ,. j' ... '6
L.~e~.~~~_I!_~~_r!~~ ~!._:_p__~.~~~~ __. __ .._._ ..__ _. _._ _._ _, _.~_._.__.~..J

Why?
• Like layout.
• Effluent ponds complement riparian area. ~

• No preference.
• I like the use ofthe drying bed/lagoon areas for wetland and effluent pond. Ithink the aesthetics of the lake in

front would help blend any commercial/retail uses. Although Ifear it willioak artificial and be high
maintenance.

• Would like to limit the size of these for odor and appearance.
• None of the abov..e, Each of these options has a net loss in tidal and transition habitat and of wildlife refuge

needed due to sea level rise. When the sludge beds/drying ponds are no longer needed, there will be plenty
.of land to put to pond/wetland use within the current levee boundary. ..
Although the effluent pond is an operations requirement, factors affecting its location were not discussed
substantively at CAG meetings, an omission given the large acreage involved. Also, in addition to fulfilling a
regulatory requirement, will the major secondary use be habitat or recreation? Those two uses conflict. It has
been suggested that such ponds could substitute for loss of the habitat of the sludge beds/drying ponds but if
there is paddleboat (or similar) usage, the ponds will be far less attractive to wildlife. There is a need to fully
define the pUblic purpose of these proposed water bodies. In general, Isee these ponds as having the
potential of forming the heart of a great regional parle It is very disappointing that the regional park,
incorporating the pond/wetland was not presented to the public. On several occasions Iheard it mentioned
that effluent pond design might include a new outfall to the Bay. NO NEW OUTFALL SHOULD BE CREATED.
Doing so will introduce fresh water into yet another salt water/brackish environment, creating the same
environment impact as occurred on Artesian Slough. As that outfall's impact already produced regulatory
action, it would be foolhardy to consider doing it again.

Question 8: Which alternative would you prefer for upland/owls habitat creation?

! ....
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Why?

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

..

Smaller, better! Could you use riparian/upland lands for owl?
Enough acres and it is close to Cisco land where owls are.
Other protection for critters.
Control habitat!
Ithink it really depends on the environmental analysis of where the owl habitat is more appropriate.
Cost is less than other alternatives and could allow for grazing animals.
Grassland and owl habitats are threatened In San Jose. Owl habitat is extremely valuable from a habitat
mitigation perspective. .
Solution requires expert recommendations. This is not a decision that can be made as"a preference" ofthe
general public. It requires a decision based on independent, qualified biological assessment by individual(s)
with species-specific scientific expertise. Such a resource will use the best scientific information available.
There is much hearsay about the owls' adaptability, assumptions that have contributed to the species of
special concern status these owls have today. The hearsay includes the assumption that land acquired
elsewhere as mitigation will solve the problem. Once land is developed (or rezoned to be developed), it is lost
to the owls. Before that occurs, it is important. to put this decision where it belongs, in the hands of experts.

Question 9: Which alternative would you prefer for the development of a community park?

Why?
• Better location.
• Nice buffer by 237 a pleasant transition between building and habitat.
• Easy to get to.
• Not many parks in area.
• Traffic areas from North 1st Street.
• Ilike the additional acreage for the park land and the configuration. Ball fields would fit on this layoutmtlch

better. The park fits better away from 237 and Industrial areas.
• I like this option because it brings people deeper intb the Plant lands and may encourage more interaction

with other environmental features.
• Buffers plant lands. Why are the parks in one large block? Could they be integrated throughout the

development? .
• Strikes me as best.
• There is a need for more parkland, especially by the bay.
• The park land should be divided into multiple parks.
• It was disappointing and an omission, in my view, that there was not an alternative that presented the

regional park concept mentioned in the May 2009 public workshop. As the social use discussio.ns and maps
did not include the effluent pond/polishing wetland which form a significant aspect of social amenities, this·
question cannot be adequately evaluated. That is more a pity as San Jose generally afld, North San Jose
locally, has park deficits that this site could substantially fulfill. All three aiternatives include features to
comprise a regional park. Back to the Bay presents the 1and use that best l::lnifies that concept by positioning of \
the effluent pond/pol~shing wetland adjoining the dedicated park, by placing the nature center at the ponds
and by ptltting both along Coyote Creek trail access. One COReen'lI have is thatany-public preference for
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playing fields might lead to inadequate assessment of what playing field use would or would not be p~;~Jan
suited. Any playing field proposal must be evaluated to determine the number and needs of people most
likely to use the fields (age group, sport, home/work location, frequency). Time-of-day and day-of-week
limitations related to heavy traffic hours will certainly affect the likely pool of users and the type and number
of fields. Additionally, any field lighting must be subject to park location with the need to avoid it wherever it
might impact wildlife. Afinal concern is about lawns and pest wildlife, especially geese. Groomed lawns plus
plenty of water will attract geese to a park or playing field in large numbers and create an unattractive place
for human visitors. Additionally, although the Plant will have an unlimited water supply, lawn maintenance
has been shown to be very costly in carbon terms. It is best to avoid lawns. In fact, despite the plentiful water,
there should be an emphasis on native vegetation which, once established, requires far less water and lower
maintenance.

Question 70: Which alternative would you prefer for trails?

~
.... _.- __._._ -. . . .- -.- _.._., ~ -._ _- ..,.._-, j
Noanswer .'. . ". '. 4

, ..;. . '__~~"~'.__"' "._.,"",_.._ _~, .._.~~~__~~~._b_~'~~~..~_.~.~_ ..._ ~.~_. ...__.._. .__.__.._~~_. .

Back to theBC!y...... .. .. '.. . . } ..
Necklace of Lakes 8

.:·~.!e~!~~~.f~i~I~~~:._._._.:~:_:_::._~~-.~ ..:'.~:.~.-' .._~..-"~~_:: ..~:.-~::~_:_~::: ..~~:::._: ...::::~~~~: ~:=.~'.=_:::_~.~:

Why?
• Truck traffic on Zanker.

'. Like the layout.
• Hard to choose! Don't think Refuge will argue to connecti,on or any alternative down.
• More is better!
• 10 miles is too much trail on the piece of projects with all the surrounding trails. The parallel trails to the Bay

Trail and the east side of Coyote Creek is redundant and a waste.
• I like them all. The important thing is that there is connectivity to surrounding trails and brings the puhlk in

contact with the bay.
• All good, important parks are trails along riparian corridors.
• More trails = better
• More trails would prOVide great recreational opportunities.
• The more trails the better.
• Istrongly encourage trails but feel their locations will be determined once there is a land use layout of all large

acreage purposeSJ around which trails can be placed internal to the site, along the perimeter and connecting
to external trail systems. It is important that the trail plan include substantial provision for ADA access and
baby strollers. Note:. Every alternative Clssumes that the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge will permit a
trail crossing Artesian Slough. Any agreement to such connections will be decided solely by Refuge
management on the wildlife-first basis of its mission. The Refuge is required to perform a wildlife compatibility
determination for any trail connection proposed and to base its decision on it.

Question 77: Which alternative would you preferfor development of an education center/nature museum?

)
.-'
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•

•

•

•
•

•
•

Idon't think you would like to see the back of Zanker landfill.
Don't want Ed center.
Seems better·to locate further from the Don Edwards Center and with better area from Zanker, so people
approach from different directions.
None. Idon't think this is a useful allocation of reliable lands. The Don Edwards Education Center is sufficient
for the area.
Any of them, Ilove the idea!
Close to Don Edwards.
With proximity to Don Edwards, I'm just not sold on this option.

•. This would provide best location because it is in closer proximity to recreation area.
Closer to employment lands.
The Back to the Bay Alternative presents a more cohesive park-like layout (effluent pond +wetland +
dedicated park +trail connectivity), making the Nature Center there visible and accessible to more people. I
would move it further south in this rendition, possibly to the intersect of pond and wetland (so both areas are
visible from the Center and usable for its programs), I like also a location in reasonable walking distance to the
proposed Water Recycling Information Center where there may be additional public displays or tours.

. Complementary, reasonably close locations' can be a way to reinforce Nature Center exhibits and programs
with the themes of sustainability and methodology used at the Plant.

•

•

Why?

Question 12: Which alternative would you think represents the best overall look and feel for the site?

[~~~~~~~~~~_='~~~==~'~::~~.'~'=.:::.-~~:~.~~.=~=::=: :~=:=.=~:',=::~~ ..~=-~~~-=~[=:_~::::=-i-"

l..·~~c_k. !'?.!~~.'~~'-'-'--" -.---..- ----- ---.- - ..--..- - -- -.--- -----·-..-··f-..---·--..·~..-
Necklace of Lakes 6

4 __• __._.__ ~ ·~·__ _.~~•• __._•••• • .~.~~~~~_••••,~_~••• ._.~ ~ • ._,._.. _ _ ••_._ ••__• __ .....

Riparian Corridor. .' 1_._ _..__.__.__.__.._ .._..•_._ _._~.__ _ --..--..- _ __.--._.•..__ _-_.._ .._.1._._ "' "_,,

Why?
• What would happen to Zanker Road and Los Esteros?
• Park layout the best.
• Minimize salt pond,
• Ithink the economic uses should be structured near 237 and existing infrastructure and retail land areas

should be near Coyote Creek and the ba¥.
• Ithink this is on-e-of the largest tracks of open space we have left in San Jose, Iwould like to see as much of it

set aside for open space and habitat restoration as is possible, even though Iunderstand the economic
pressures to develop the land-, .

• Nice balance, natural flow, natural h20 treatments.
• That configuration meets our needs best.
• Combination of Back to Bay and Necklace ofLakes.
• None of the above. All of the Alternatives would hide the existence of a special new place behind a wall of

development along f-lighway 237, the border with the greatest exposure to the public and the site's best
promotional vantage p.oint. Instead of an inviting, come-hither, frontage, the Alternatives give 237
commuters the view ofjust one more landscaped business park. The PMP needs to develop an aesthetics plan
for its boundaries and access points approaching from either Zanker or Los Esteros Roads. Greenways and
small lakes aren't enough. The public is used to them as common attributes of many business parks and
hotels. Times they are a'changin and the aesthetics need to shout that change. By the 1950's people no longer
vacationed at Drawbridge, as-increasing flows of untreated sewage fouled the surrounding water and air.
Even when the sewage plant improved the water, the-air stayed fouled and there was a need to "hide" the
Plant. In the decades ahead/proposed Plant odor upgrades can lift that veil and bring people back to-the Bay.
The Plant should celelJrate tb..ose changes, starting at its 237 frontage. The City has hired a public artist-
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consultant to be part of the planning team. Aside from actual works of art, can that person help the
team develop a 237-frontage concept that inspires passersby to visit the Plant lands and its shoreline?
Similarly, none of the Alternatives address aesthetics along Zanker/Los Esteros Road where there is
opportunity to appropriately disguise some operations, dress up others and inspire the curiosity of passersby.
While it is surely desirable to apply aesthetics wherever there will be public presence within the site, it is
equally important to encourage visitation.

Question 13: Each alternative has about 60 acres for renewable energy. 60 acres of solar panels could provide
enough energy to power the Plant. What are your thoughts about renewable energy fields?

f. !'!!?.~!l~~~! :..:._:.~::_.~~:-. ..:.~~:: _.~~__._ :_.:..~ ~.~..: ~.._ _ ~:.: =.. _.:~~.··.:__L.:..~~.~_j~·_·1
I. ~O.acr~~ ~~.ems ~bout right.... _. . .. ... . .... ....... ....~

60 acres seems like too much for this location 1

I.... ·. i0.~!~_.!~~~~~~.~~~~.~. ~~.~~I.~~~.:~~~~t~~r.~~ ..~.:.. _.: ..:_.. :._ ... .. __.:....:...__:.: ......::..::...:.....j.~._
Why?

• Better to have more instead of buying back in future.
• For expansion in future.
• Only works in day light. Already have energy source in blosolids digestion.
• But this question varies greatly with technology methods.
• Acreage should be dependant upon financial analysis of the renewable.
• I like the idea. I'm unsure what size ofiand use would be appropriate.
• Whatever is needed to take care bfthe Plant's energy needs.
• It would be nice for the Plant to be self sufficient with energy.
• San Jose should use this property to stimulate this industry.
• No need to set aside acreage. The PMP has substantial plans to increase the energy output through upgraded,

improved and expanded operations. The 60-acre concept presented in the Alternatives was evaluated on
providing 100% of Plant energy needs while other plans make it clear that Plant operations themselves will be
major sources of sustainable energy. As the types and efficiencies of renewable technologies are rapidly
evolving, land requirements should significantly decrease and qUite possibly prove completely unnecessary.
The Plant's services, current and proposed, prOVide the cheapest and most sustainable resources through
methane-to-power production. Optimization of methane capture and conversion with~n Plant operations
should be its highest renewable energy priority. Multiple actions fall within this priority: repair and upgrade
digesters for biosolids processing, build enclosed biosolids drying operations that also capture methane,
upgrade eXisting excess digesters to provide FOG processing services, and seek the latest technology to
incinerate endpoint blosolids. These operations will have the best return-on-the-dollar over time due to their
direct Integration with Plant functions and goals. Closely related priorities are continuation of current energy
conservation, use of LEED's energy standards in any new building design and the installation of supplemental
renewable forms of energy (such as solar panels) directly on the operations site and its facilities, not on
bufferlands.

Question 14: What are your thoughts about developing waste-to-energy facilities on the site?

".",,, , ~ -,- _-- _-_ ''''''_'''''''_''_-''-''- ··----·..·-..-·-··-·~··_-_ · ·..· ·..·..·-..--..-..-·l
No answer 0-_ ,_ ~ _ -.... - - ,.... . _--- .

Good idea 15

I.·~i~::~t!~~!'~"--------~~---~--~- ----~~ --=-_~j
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Why?

• The right thing to do!
• We need it, reduce waste to landfill.
• Generate income.
• Absolutely fits the operation in a "green" world.
• If it is efficient and economical it should be done.
• This treats waste as a resourcel Great!
• Best use ofthe resource.
• Good to make better use of the waste for zero waste goal.
• Absolutely.
• In nature, everything gets recycled. The same can be true for all forms of human organic waste. Fortunately

technologies are being developed to do it and the Plant has capacity to provide it. It should seek to capture
methane wherever it can be efficiently collected and from any waste fO'rm its facilities can handle. It should
use its excess capacity, a unique resource, to expand to FOG processing. Doing so may also bring the Plant a
new flow of fee revenue as a servi<;:e to cities outside the Plant's sewageshed.

Questions 15: To allow alternative land uses sooner, would you be willing to pay more to phase out the
existing open air biosolids process before required by regulations?

Why?
• Regulations are changing, do rl9W, not later.
• Amustforourfuture.
• One step at a time.
• It would be good to transition towards the reduction of odors.
• No matter what timeframe is ahead at the Newby Island Landfill or in regulatory changes, it will take years to

phase out the sludge ponds and drying beds. If the lands are to be put to new uses, if the location of
replacement levees is to be identified, if odors are to be controlled, immediate planning of a new biosolids
management process is required. We know changes are coming and there is no reason to delay.

Question 16: To allow alternative land uses sooner, would you be willing to pay more to reduce the level of
odors from the Plant's operational area before required by regulations?

Why?

• One of area's biggest problems.
• Cut down the smeil
• The community will be more supportive as the odor environment makes visits more attractive.
• Stepby step - don't need tomsh dealing with odor control andeapturing more methane-is a top priority.
• 10 order to maximize use-oHhe land, odor recluction is imperative.
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As already recognized by the Plant, odor is the leading limitation on use of the lands and its most PIa~;lan

frequent complaint. People will choose to not work or play at a site when sewage odor is a frequent or
repeating condition. I remember feeling assaulted by that odor on aday I got out of my car in front of the .
Plant Lab bUilding. For the same reason that realtors put fresh baked cookies out during an open house, odor
(or lack of it) is a human behavior factor that affects the usability value of the lands.

General comments:
• A distributed network of small parks would be preferable. This would maximize the natural experience vs. the

park experience. Access to water for kayak and fishing, etc. A road through the area has the potential to
change commute patterns. More protected area adjacent Coyote Creek. Minimize salt pond maximize riparian
environment.

• My priorities: Maximize habitat in appropriate places. Restore riparian corridors. Address transportation and
infrastructure. Coordinate retail with Cilker.

• Burrowing owl biologists should be consulted to vet the back to the more remote owl habitat island.
• I don't believe that the Back to the Bay does not accurately reflect the groups concern regarding the need to

protect the grassland habitat and owl habitat. Exceptionally professional presentation. Good job!
• The Plant should stick to Its knitting, rebuilding and recreating awaste facility of the finest order as its first

order of priority. It should do all it ~an to become a better neighbor, reducing odor and outflow, making its
lands attractive to locals and. visitors, and supporting existing local plans and needs like those of Alviso, North
San Jose, salt pond restoration, and flood control. It should stay focused on the Green Vision, including energy
independence. It should avoid decisions that could substantially distract it, especially when a land use
proposal is speculative regarding revenue, carries major risks and is an activity wholly unrelated to its mission
and expertise.
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Section 4 - Tributary Partner Comments

A. OVERVIEW OF TRIBUTARY PARTNER COMMENTS
Comments from the Plant tributary agencies (City of Santa Clara, City of Milpitas, Cupertino Sanitary District,
West Valley Sanitation District, County Sanitation Districts 2-3, and Burbank Sanitary District) have been
noted during regular Plant Master Plan meetings since 2007. The tributary agencies participate in the Plant
Master Plan Steering Committee, which meets monthly and have receive updates regularly through the
Treatment Plant Advisory Committee process. Additionally, some of these agencies have submitted written
comments regarding the Plant Master Plan (see Appendix D- Tributary Partner Comments to view the
complete written comments):

• City ofSanta Clara - The Plant's co-owner submitted a comment letter from their Planning Division,
which included an additional land use alternative for consideration.

• City ofMilpitas - This tributary agency submitted "guiding principles" adopted by the Milpitas City
Council that will be reviewed and discussed at the San Jose City Council meeting on December 14,
2010.

• Cupertino Sanitary District- This tributary agency submitted "guiding principles" to the Treatment
Plant Advisory Committee for consideration in the Plant Master Plan planning process.

City of Santa Clara
The City of Santa Clara outlined their desired elements from the three land use alternatives, and developed
an additional alternative for consideration. The additional alternative represents a different assemblage of
the economic, environmental, and social land uses with an emphasis on integrating retail and light
industrial uses, and recreation in the form of open sports fields, on the 237 bufferlands.

City of Milpitas and Cupertino Sanitary District
The guiding principles submitted from the City of Milpitas and ~upertino Sanitary District can be divided
into three categories:

. 1. Items corresponding to the Plant Master Plan sustainability goals (operational, economical,
environmental, and socia/)-
The Plant operations are priority to all other land use activities and-any new opportunities should
benefit sewer customers throughout the Plant service area. The City of Milpitas specifically
requested including odor control in the first phases of the Plant Master Plan implementation.
Cupertino Sanitary District desired emphasizing the Plant as a resource recovery facility with the goal
of total reuse of materials treated and processed at the Plant.

2. Specific land use recommendations
The City of Milpitas emphasized that 237 bufferlands should be used for economic land uses and
social land uses should be located near Coyote Creek.

3, P~/icy recommendations
The guiding principles stated that after the-Plant Master Plan is complete, agreements with the
tributary-agencies should be renegotiated. Also, reveAues from new land uses should go back into
the Plant to offset operational casts-and rate increases and the City of San Jose public art
requirements, should not be incorper-at-ed into the costs shared by the tributary agencies.
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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 5 - Stakeholder Meetings and Letters

A. OVERVIEW
Project staff has and continues to regularly participate in meetings with partners, resource agencies, and
stakeholders, and conducted special meetings to collect specific input on the three land use alternatives.
Some stakeholder groups also submitted their input via letters on specific recommendations for future land
use decisions. The project team met with 14 groups and received six letters. See Appendix E- Stakeholder
Letters to view the complete letters submitted.

Stakeholder meetings were held with:
• u.s. Environmental Protection Agency
• San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
• South Bay Salt Pond Restoration team - U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, Coastal Conservancy
• Santa Clara Valley Water District
• Environmental non-profit organizations - Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, Citizen's Committee

to Complete the Refuge, Committee for Green Foothills, California Native Plant Society
• Silicon Valley Leadership Group Housing and Land Use Committee
• Alviso Collaborative
• City of San Jose and partner parks agencies - Santa Clara County Parks, City of Santa Clara, City of

Milpitas, Town of Los Gatos .

Stakeholder letters were received from:
• u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service - Don Edwards San Francisco Bay NatiDnal Wildlife Refuge
• City of San Jose Parks Commission
• Environmental non-profit organizations - Santa Clara Valley Audubon SQciety, 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

• Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition
• Association of Bay Area Governments Bay Trail Program
• Supervisor Cortese suppo~t letter for the Zero Emissions Electric Motorbike Park

B. FINDINGS
The stakeholder comments received during meetings and through letters outlined these groups'
preferences for specific land uses highlighted in the three alternatives.

While most of the letters and meetings focused on specific issues or pr-eferences (noted in the list below),
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. However, the Plant

. Master Plan has a goal to create a balanced set of land uses;

The recommendations provided by these stakeholders and agencies will be evaluated for regulatory and
cost feasibility, and considered andincorlJorated intothe Plan where appropriate.
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Specific land use comments from stakeholders include:

'Economic

• Maximize light industrial and retail along Highway 237
• Need major improvements along Zanker Road to accommodate proposed uses
• Consider ecohomic development uses that relate to wastewater treatment and Bay protection first
• Support for goal to become energy self sufficient at the Plant
• Desire to minimize footprint of development on open space
• Concern about stormwater runoff from developed areas
• Need protection from sea level rise

Environmental

• Include a large contiguous burrowing owl habitat
• Clearly define the function of the nature museum so it does not overlap with the neighboring Don

Edwards Education Center
• Avoid effluent ponds and lakes since they may attract nuisance species
• Maintain adequate distances between development and riparian corridors - specifically the Coyote

Creek corridor
• Support for terraced habitat at the Bay and connection to creek habitat
• Appreciation ofthe many environmental features included in the alternatives

.• Support for creation of freshwater marshes, a rare habitat in this area
• Support for land allocation for-recycled water facilities

Social

• Include recreation close to highway access, retaJ~and parking
• Shape social uses in a rectangle
• Incorporate soccer fields
• Support a night lighting location (away from habitat)
• Include regional trail connections and well marked trail heads (that-do not disturb habitats) and close

the gap in the Bay Trail
• Incorporate a flexible open space area for a variety of programs including large events
• Investigate opportunities for trail heads to the Bay Area Water Trail
• Minimize traffic through Alviso neighborhood
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Section 6 - 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 80 comments were received
between May and November 201 O. The project team responded to each inquiry via email. See Appendix F­
Website Comments to view the complete website comments.

B. FINDINGS
The comments received through the website inquiry form are summarized by topic-specific categories
below:

General project comments
General project comments included support for the Plant Master Plan, specific inquiries about neighboring
properties, and request for detailed technical information.

Economic comments
The economic comments included specific retail recommendations and relocation ofthe Mineta San Jose
International Airport to the Plant lands. '

Environmental comments
The environmental comments submitted showed support for open space, restricting development, and
attention on the endangered species who reside on the Plant lands. Specific suggestions to improve and
enhance the environmental elements of the Plant lands were included. I'

Operational comments
Many operational comments emphasized incorporating renewable energy alternatives at the Plant. Other
comments included technology proposals from private companies.

Recreational comments
Most website comments stlpported a specific recreational activity, includit=lg windsurfing/kitesurfing at
Pond A-18 and a zero-emissions recreational facility ell the Plant lands. These recreational ideas are also
described in Section 8 - Land Use Proposals.
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Section 7 - Public Opinion Survey

A. OVERVIEW

As part of Plant Master Plan outreach activities, two public opinion surveys were conducted - one as a
baseline (in August 2008) and one as a comparative survey (in July 201 0). Both surveys were conducted as
random telephone surveys of adult residents living in the Plant service area. Results were tracked as
aggregate for the service area and as city-specific findings for the cities of San Jose, Santa Clara, Milpitas,
Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga.

The survey questions were designed to explore awareness, attitudes, values, and behaviors among residents
about issues related to the Plant. For the goal of measuring any change since 2008, questions were
duplicated or modified only slightly in the 201 0 survey. New questions were added to measure the effects of
2010 outreach activities; these activities included the advertised community workshops in May 2010;
significant media coverage surrounding the community workshops from April through June 2010; and an
educational Plant awareness campaign in June and July 2010. In addition, a question on land use in the 2010
survey was designed to closely resemble the Land Use Questionnaire - providing a sense of opinion held
by people who were unable to attend the May 201 0 workshops and fill out a questionnaire, or who did not
have a chance to fil.! out the online questionnaire.

At the time of this writing, the survey consultant and ESD staff are preparing a report of the comparative
findings. As in 2008, a separate memorandum will provide the highlights of the midpoint survey and
comparative findings. This memorandum and the detailed survey findings will be posted to the project
.website, www.rebuildtheplaht.orgundertheResourcestab.ltis anticipated that this information wi!! be
available by end of 201 O. The 2008 baseline survey and related memorandum arce available on the website.
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Section 8- Land Use Proposals

A. OVERVIEW .
Anumber of land use proposals from varying individuals and groups were submitted during the public
input process. Proposals ranged from detailed plans for recreational uses to general suggestions via public
comment. Each proposal was initially evaluated on its compatibility with any of the three land use
alternatives. However, at this time the Plant Master Plan process is focused on broad, categorical uses of the
land. These detailed proposals will be considered when the plan begins its implementation phase. See
Appendix F- Land Use Proposals to view the complete proposals.

The proposals include:

• Wildlife rehabilitation center (environmental)
This proposal suggests a public wildlife rehabilitation center be located on about 5 acres ofthe Plant
lands. The center would prOVide care and rehabilitation of injured, sick, and orphaned wildlife within
the Silicon Valley Community as well as educational programs on wildlife conservation issues.

• Zero-emissions electric motorbike park (recreational)
This proposal suggests developing a public zero-emissions electric motorbike park on Plant lands.
The motor sport park would include Motocross track riding and .recreational trail riding using electric
or other zero emission recreation vehicles.

• Model airplane runways and center (recreational)
This proposal suggests creating public model airplane runways and educational center on the Plant
lands for gas-powered remote controlled airplanes.

• Glider airplane site (recreational)
This proposal suggests using Plant lands as a public glider airplane site for recreation and education,
including classroom field trips.

• Golfco-urse (recreational)
This proposal suggests develophig the Plant lands into a public golf course and conference facility,
inclucUng recycled water features and education.

• Windsurfing and kitesurfing (recreation)
This proposal suggests opening up Pond A-18 for public windsurfing and kitesurfing use, while
maintaining the levees around the pond.

Recreational proposals
The golf course was evaluated, but not included in the three land use alternatives because of the large
acreage demand of such a facility. The City of San Jose has three golf courses. San Jose's Parks, Recreation,
and Neighborhood Services Greenprint does not include recommendations for additional golf courses at
this time.

Windsurfing and kite5mfing are not compatible with future uses of Pond-A-18 as terraced wetlands.
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The other recreation proposals will not be specif(cally discussed as larid use options; however, they Pla~~;an

. will also not be excluded from future land use opportunities. These specific recreational uses will be
'Jevaluated once the future recreational uses are established by the City of San Jose Parks, Recreation, and
Neighborhood Services Department in conjunction with the Plant and its partners.

Environmental proposal
The wildlife rehabilitation center has the opportunity to be evaluated as the environmental lands become
available in the implementation ofthe land use plan.
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Appendix A - Land Use Alternatives Supplement

The Land Use Alternatives Supplement provides an overview of the three land use alternatives and their
unique features and specific elements. The Supplement was distributed as a hard copy and is available for
download at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Project Information.
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Appendix B- Land Use Alternatives Workbook

!The Land Use Alternatives Workbook includes the Land Use Questionnaire and free response sections to
capture community input on the three land use alternatives. The Workbook was distributed at the CAG
meeting in April 2010 and at the community workshops in spring 2010, and is available at
rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Project Information.
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Appendix C - Land Use Questionnaire Summary Tables/Data Chart

The following data tables include a summary of the Land Use Questionnaire responses from the workbooks
and online questionnaire. View the complete data set and free-response comments at rebuildtheplant.org
under Resources-Project Information.

Question 1: How much retail would you like to see at the site?

Question 2: Which alternative would you prefer for light industrial at this site? (e.g., size, location)

, _.. '" - _.. _ ,..__.. -.. --"- - - _ - ..'" ~ _.__..---_.._ _, - _- --- -. _· · 1·· - - ~ ..-.- _ ..
No Answer . . 33 10% Ir~~~-({.~.~·ilie.~~l.~.21 ?:~~r~~ ::.. ~--~:: = ~.. :: ': ': ::: ~ ..: ':j~i~ ~·.·.. .-~~~/~ .. l

I··~:~r:i:~e$~iir~~;;~:{:-:;:::. :..... ,.. .~~~:.~~.::.~.:. ...=........ "',', ..~... .'L..·. ":...:'4t '~:.'~.: ~·~~_.I
Question 3: Which alternative would you prefer for officef-research & development at this site? (e.g., size,
location)

Question 4: Would you like to see an institute atthis site?

Question 5: Which alternative would you prefer for wetlands creation?
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Question 6: Which alternative would you prefer for riparian habitat creation?

Question 7: Which alternative would you prefer for lakes/effluent pond creation?

r-··_·---·-....-.-.-........--..----..- ..-....--..-.....~._..---........."..- ..".........."..-..- ...--....... ·.._·.......···...·......._..1·..- ..·.._-..··..
I No Answer' . . . 39 12%r'" .. --... . -- ".................. . .

I' ~:~ti~~:::f t:k~~4:.0o~~:~:~.. . -- ..,....." 1~~., ~~: ..
L._._ _ __ ..__ ;._ __ ._._ _._ _ ..,._.._._._.__. __ _~

I Ripa.ri~~ Corridor - 0 ~cr.es..... .. . .. ... ..... .. ..... . ....._. ?.~ ..... .1.~ro ..

Que~tion 8: Which alternative would you prefer for upland/owls habitat creation?

;Questicm 9: Which alternative would you prefer for the development of a community park?

Question 10: Which alternative would you prefer for trails?

. Question 11: Which alternative would you prefer for deveJopment 0' an education center/nature museum?
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Question 12: Which alternative would you think represents the best overall look and feel for the site?

Question 13: Each alternative has about 60 acres for renewable energy. 60 acres of solar panels could provide
enough energy to power the Plant. What are your thoughts about renewable energy fields?

Question 14: What are your thoughts about developing waste-to-energy facilities on the site?

I··--'-·~·--··_-·-"·· "'--_."-~""'-"-""'-"~"-""'~""'-~"""""._......"-.--. ...... ~ .... ~_ ..-~.~,_. - ...- ... - ..--------....--.--.-....----"'""'"-'.... __....--...~---.- -..._"'~......-..~_.-

! No Answer 319%1- _..... .. ...... -.. -....

I Good idea ..... _ _.. 189 .. ...?}o!.o..

f ~::: ::~~~:?r~~.i()n -.. -- - "" ::..-..;;~ .
1- __.-._ __ _ ..__ _-------.-_ _._ -_.•-_ _ -- _ -••_-_ -- ,•., -- --..-.-,

Questions 15: To allow alternative land uses sooner, would you be willing to pay more to phase out the existing
open air biosolids process before required by regulations?

r' N~ A"~~~er"
1 ... ........

! Yes, dose the drying beds as soon as possible·

I••.::~;::::~:~~~~:f;::~~:t~i:~:~::~epe~t~p;ions_· •.-: .
37 11%. ---- .._. - ..- ..-.

130 39%...- " .- _ -

... ~.~ 6 },5r?_~._

47 1401<>

Question 16: To allow alternative land uses sooner, would you be wt1ling to pay more to reduce the level of
odors from the Plant's operational area before required by regulations?
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Appendix D - Tributary Partner Comments

'The comments submitted by the tributary partner agencies are available at rebui/dtheplant.org under
Resources-Project Information. '
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Appendix E- Stakeholder Letters

The letters submitted by stakeholder groups are available at rebuildtheplant.org under Resources-Project
Information.
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Appendix F - Website Comments

:Comments received through the website inquiry form are presented in topic-specific categories below:

General project comments

• Questions: A. What is the' current energy intensity of the wastewater treated? (kwh/million gallon water
treated? B. With the 2/3 clean energy source from the digester and nearby landfill, what is the current carbon
load for million gallon water treated? C. What is the anticipated carbon load for each of the master
alternatives? Comments: Great to see sea level rise being considered in the planning process. USGS
researchers found that the area within the current 1OO-year flood plain is roughly equivalent to the average
monthly high tide in 2050. Simply put, today's extreme flood event is about the same as a mid-century high
tide, Le. the probability of flooding within the current 1OO-YE7ar flood plain will increase from 1-percent per
year now to 100 percent by 2050. Adequate protection from sea level rise is very important for the future.

• As responsible party for parcel numbers 015-47-003,004, & 005 and lesser of the ten acres leased to Republic
Services (The Recyclery) please forward proposals for rebuilding of the waste water treatment plant. Thanks.

• Development of Plant Master Plan projects clean transportation projects suggestion. The SJ-SC-Water
Pollution Control Plant's 2,600 acre project is located in the heart of Silicon Valley and Major San Jose-Silicon
Valley based companies are working on clean transportation projects and kindly request to consider Calstart

, Projects for your projects. We wouHlike to develop pilot projects based on Calstart Guidelines at San Jose-CA.
Potential participating organizations: San Jose State University-Research Foundation, Mineta Transportation
Institute-San Jose-CA, San Jose City Hall

• Ijust returned from the community meeting and needed to tell you that while Iwholly support the plan, Iwas
appalled at the meeting! One, get a move on! Two, get rid of the breakout sessions, and three, Iam not a
three-year-old, and do not like being treated like one!

• Ijust read-about the upgrade to the valley's water treatment facility. Ithink it's long overdue and Iwish the
treated water was used more to water our city parks. I'm also in favor of using the land near the facility for
energy pro-duction, i.e. methane, or Iwould like to see it used as a farm. Local grown vegetables have a more
positive impact on the environment because the shipping distance- is less, plus recycled water could be used
to irrigate it. Iwould be leaning more towards the land being used as a cash crop. These are just my two cents
worth. :)

Economic comments
• Iwould like to see a Whole Foods grocery store, Walmart, and a number of restaurants. The r~staurants I

would like to see are T-Rex Cafe, Amici's Pizzeria, Pluto's, Ruth Chris steak house, Emilia's Pizzeria (2995
Shattuck Ave., Berkeley, California), Fiesta Del Mar Mexican food (Mt. View), and Outback.

• It is extremely rare for the City to have such a big chunk of land for future development. Therefore, before
breaking it up for various projects, we should step back and look at the big picture of the future San Jose. How
about moving Mineta International Airport over t6 free up the invisible top cover whi~h has capped bUilding

, heights of this 10th largest city. Needless to say, the 2,600 acres is way bigger than current SJC, alloWing the
new site to be made truly international and able to compete effectively against SFO.

Environmental comments
• Hi, Ilive in Alviso and really love the open space around the water plant, and Ilove seeing the sheep and goats

in the fields. Iwant to see the open space stay open, and whatever changes are made to the land surrounding
the water treatment plant, Iwant them to benefit wildlife. Iknow our economy nationwide is in bad shape,
but it will improve. But once open space is taken away, it is never given back. Please 1<eep the open space for
all to enjoy. People need open space just as much as the wikJlife. Thank you.

• ~ support restoring the ponds adjacent to the water treatment to mar-shland
• Icould not open the link to the survey, so l-will just make some general comments which Ihope will be

induded in your compUaticn of responses. With the "freeing up" ofso much land, it is easy to see !'low-the City
of San Jose would want to capJ.tal1ze on that and look at the potential of reve!1U.e-.pLoducing properties.
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office/research & development are all experiencing high vacancy and absorption rates. Taking the long view
that they're not making more land, Iwould hope that San Jose would focus on holding excess land as open
space for enjoyment of future generations. It seems to me that it is impossible to predict when any of the
above money making schemes would actually make money and not lose it. Isupport bringing the Water
Quality Plant up-to-date and focusing on energy recovery within the Plant. Ithink the burrowing owl habitat
should be left alone or augmented. I like the idea of wetlands creation, using all of Pond A18 and at least 150
acres of polishing wetlands. The City of Palo Alto has an Operating Agreement with the u.s. Fish & Wildlife
Service and San Jose might do well to explore a similar wetlands management model. Please recognize the
opportunity to improve the Plant and its energy efficiency, and hold in reserve all lands which can be reverted
to wetlands or developed as open space parklands with appropriate trails connecting to regional trails and
connecting various local points of interest.

• Under separate cover Iam forwarding to you maps and figures relating to previous projects adjacent to Water
Pollution Control Plant lands that designate some constraints to your alternative land use considerations.

1. South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study shows the 1DO-year flood plain 'extending south of 237 along
Coyote Creek, to area where Coyote Creek overbanked its levee to inundate Alviso in 1978. Flood'
control measures to protect water pollution control plant buildings must consider riverine flooding as
well as bay high water events so land use alternatives still must prOVide sufficient land buffer acreage
to facilitate this. Old maps make this low marsh region appear as delta between Guadalupe River and
Coyote Creek, with network of feeder streams that empty into South Bay sloughs such as Gray Goose.
This marsh ecotone habitat demands regulatory wetlands delineation review, includingvernal pools
and seasonal wetlands. Congdon's Tarplant may be present here in western quadrant where Arzino
Ranch used to be located.

2. Coyote Creek in bay lands reaches has a very high liquefaction susceptibility according to SBSP map.
3. South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Figure 3.6-7 Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Habitat Capture

Locations and Barriers to Movement shows critical habitat and concentration of captures along
northern levee of San Jose sewage ponds and Coyote Creek. Any impact to this refuge must be
avoided. This would limit master plan land use altering or extending beyond the northern boundary of
these ponds.

4. San Jose/Santa Clara Water Treatment Plant EIR Figure 4-8 Endangered Species in Baylands (1978)
locates California Clapper Rail and Least Tern nesting areas and associated marshes in South Bay. An
update of endangered species on and adjacent to control plant lands will be in master plan habitat?

5. US Army Corp of Engineers (COE) Study Area map of Coyote Creek shows original meander contour of
Coyote Creek, just south of Dixon Landing Road, which was prime habitat fo.rcolony of Salt Marsh
Harvest Mouse. Flood control project removal of creek oxbow demanded Santa Clara Valley Water
District mitigation for critical mouse habitat loss on site.

6. Coyote Creek Reach 1 Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Habitat Management Area (plate 3-2 by CH2MHILL) in
overflow flood bypass reach for Coyote Creek in CaE and Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD)
Flood Control Project of 1993, is being monitored though 'temporary' haul road still cuts- across Salt
Marsh Harvest Mouse mitigation.

7. Coyote Creek Reach 2 re-vegetation sites and shade planting for COE/SCVWD flood control project
floodway is constrained by eastern edge of settling ponds and as ponds are removed creek corridor
should return to having a full 150-foot buffer ofriparian vegetation. This is location of Coyote Creek
bird monitoring station for data on migratory and resident bird populations of south bay and wildlife
refuge. One last concern is that alteration of the tidal rl;!gimen of Pond A-18 should not confuse
anadromous salmon and steelhead from accessing appropriate river systems of origin, either
Guadalupe River or Coyote Creek, by creating attraction flows that divert them into pond when
entering or exiting their spawning grounds. Like vernal pools, anadromousfish runs illustrate the
unique ecosystems stiU able to be found in the5.outh Bay. Thank you for conducting the extenslve
workshops on the land use alternatives that you. are conslderir.g for San Jose's Water ponutio~ Control
Plant lands. Iwould however continue to caution planning staffthat due to subsidence, upstream
urban density andtbe-present vagaries of storm systems they shol::lldcproduce the ffi8St conservative
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land use options feasible to protect the plant from upstream inundation. Also, to comply with PI~lan
an expected state mandate for 50 percent use of recycled water, the recycled water settling/aeration
ponds need be more extensive and located inboard of plant to diminish saltwater intrusion.

Operational comments
• My company has a'patented odor control system, which eliminates sulfide-type odors and other odor

molecules as well. This system will decompose the odor causing molecule, and NOT simply mask the odor.
Also, this system reduces water content in the sludge from the belt press or centrifuge. The less water you
send to the drying beds, the shorter the drying time reqUired.

• Hello, l have a question for your chemists. I'm writing to ask if you accept the glycerin byproduct created from
the biodiesel manufacturing for use in your anaerobic digesters. Iunderstand that some wastewater
treatment plants accept this material to aid in the digestion process. Would you please direct me to the
correct person who can answer this? Thanks.

• Iunderstand that City of San Jose is working on the Plant Master Plan of wastewater treatment for the San
Jose area. Iwould like to introduce my patented, most advanced wastewater treatment technology in the
world to you for your consideration. Ican clean up the environment and produce energy at the same time. My
system takes outall suspend organic and inorganic materials directly from the wastewater. The sludge can be
incinerated to produce electricity. There will be thousands of barrels of oil saved each day by using my
cleaning technology nation wide. My patented wastewater treatment mixture and system can clean up all
municipal wastewater 20 times faster, cost less to build and run, easier to operate, use 50% less energy than
most same size treatment plants currently operating in the world. The sludge can be used to generate
electricity too. Iachieved wastewater TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL FRIENDLY CLEAN UP. You will save your city
governments, citizens a lot of money and problems but also do great benefit to the environment by using my
system. If you like to know more how my system works, please contact me at any time. Ican stop by your area
to give you more information anddo a fast demonstration. You do not have to wait for years, spend millions
of dollars before you know whetherthe system you choose will work as what they promised or not, Ican show
you within 10 minutes that the quality of the clean water out put of my treatment plant will be as good or
better than what you see before you commit anything. My system is operation mature, there are many
wastewater treatment plants operating in China using my treatment technology now.

• I'd like to submit this Waste Water Energy Recovery System for consideration by the City of San Jose. Thank
you for all your hard work.

• Please consider Fuel Cell Power Projects for Wastewater Treatment Plant-Modernization. Fuel Cell Power
Technology from Fuel Cell Power Projects Grants. Details available on request from Fuel Cell Energy Inc.

• We offer a line of Bio-Organic Catalysts that will accelerate the biological reactions used in sewage and
wastewater treatment. We have an environmentally friendly solution that will help to eliminate the odor­
issues associated with the wastewater plant, the sludge lagoons and all of the landfills currently operating in
Santa Clara Valley. We are confident that our product will reduce the amount of sludge out put by the
wastewater plant allowing for a more rapid advancement of the master plan. Further, we can design a system
to eliminate the odor issues associated with the wastewater plant and landfill withoot the reqUirement for
additional building of covers, or new buildings for storage and disposal. We can help the City of San Jose and
the all cities in the county of Santa Clara to reduce the cost associated with the various wastewater treatment
facilities, improve the productiVity of the facilities, improve the methane production capabilities and reduce
the need for capacity production in all existing processes. This product is FDA and EPA approved for
wastewater output levels and has been extensively tested by governmental and independent labs. The
products are currently being used by various PUCs in the USA and around the world with great success. We
would like the opportunity to present our complete solution to the city and show how nature's own system
can improve our human processes with our advanced green solutIons.

•. Hi, amid our finan.cial problems for the City of San Jose, the layoffs and cuts in services to the community, it
seems wise to us.e this land in away to generate income fQr the city to prevent closing pools, libraries, and
community centers. Now is a perfect opportunltyfor the city to change its charter and allow for the
generat+en of electrical power. We have a free renewable energy source to power gas turbine generators from
digesters 1000ted in the water pollution controi plant that coulcLeasily be piped over. We-could use
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development money to increase gas production and purchase two gas turbine generators. As the P~~~-Ja'
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power produced is sold to the west coast grid, the money generated would be a reliable permanent income
for the City of San Jose. Then we buy two more!

• My company supplies Epoxy solutions for rehabilitating storage tanks. Please see our website at neopoxy.us for
more information. Contact me if you have a need for our service.Thank you.

• Last year Isuggested an idea for using the land. It was flatly rejected. Isuggested allowing entrepreneurs to
have access to small pieces of land for erecting small wind turbines. Say 20 feet square. No, no, and no was the
response Igot. Frustrating. ,Now you suggest water recreation? Are you serious? The place is a toilet. It stinks. If
you were to get into the water you would surely get some disease. Aclean tech center? What the heck is that?
Aliving museum? Stop wasting our tax dollars in this poor economy on useless structures. Jobs based
development? You won't allow wind turbine development which could actually create jobs. There are already
trails and habitat areas that nobody uses because it's such a nastYt dirtYt stinking place. The county already has
plenty of retail selling every Chinese product imaginable. The county is so out of touch with reality, The·
county also works in extreme slow motion. Nothing at all will happen for years. Mere residents have no say
with what happens to all that land, Guaranteedt wasted money will be spent on a stupid museum and a clean
tech centert whatever that is. And why are you so concerned about receiving my name and address and
business and title and phone number and email address? Thatts really none of your business. Are you trying to
target me or blacklist me or something? I've already been rejected on my "green" suggestion. Idon't need
anyone showing up at my doort my business or calling me rejecting my Idea again. Its so frustrating and
unproductive dealing with any aspect of the government. Prove me wrong....

• Trieo Corporation is currently working with Orange County Sanitation District, Metropolitan Water District,
and other water and wastewater organizations to improve the reliability of their eqUipment through
lubrication best practices. We would like to partner with the San Jose/Santa Clara facility in a similar effort. We
propose a meeting the week of February 22 with those with overall responsibility for equi pment reliability and
lubrication. Please contact me to further discuss. '

., would like to talk to someone about Bio-organic Catalyst Inc.'s new technology that has shown tremendous
results in resent trials at several municipal sewage treatment plants in this country including New ¥ark City.
These results include 20 to 50% reduction in aeration energYt 15 to 40 % reduction in sludge volume/-up to
88% increase in biogas production and 99% odor removal. This probably sounds far fetched, but Ican send
you all the information and case studies and put you in personal contact with extremely happy plant
managers in New Yorkt New Jersey, and southern California. Please check us out on the web at bio­
organic.com and pass this on to the correct person. Thank you for taking a moment to consider what we have
to offer in cost savings to the tax payers of the gre;:lter San Jose area.

• Iwould like to recommend a Waste W-ater Treatment plant that actually generates energy from biosolids, It's a
micron levelt centrifugal force, water filtration system with a combined 4 stage bio solidap..aerobic digestion
process which generates as much energy as a coal plant or the Hoover Dam per yeart an excess of 7,725 kWh. I
am hoping to come in for a tour two.weeks from now.

• Use of 2,600 Acres: Build and operate a City owned or P-P Partnership thin film solar PV power plant - revenue
or credits to the City. 300 acres should accommodate a 40MW plant yielding 65-70mil kWh/yr. Scale this up
based on available land, Use SJ /SV companies and local jobs. Enhance SJC revenue. Applied Materials and
First Solar can carpet that area as you know. Why not?

Recreational comments
• Hi and first thanks for taking public input for the use of the pond adjacent the Control Plant Facility. This pond

affords the local bay area and incredible opportunity to create a new water sports site while at the same time
protecting the local environment. Ihope you will seriously consider creating a new water sports and water
access site and we would love to help. Please also do not remove the levee as it would greatly damage the
site; Thanks again.

Surfing-related sports comments
• Please create a-sailing park forkiteslltfing and wind surfing. Th.anks.
• Open Pond A-18 to kitesurfers and-windsurfer51
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• I believe that it would best serve the local community to use part of that pond as a small sailing pond ~~;la:
and park. We already have entirely too much bird reserves. We have literally millions of residences within 30
minutes of this pond yet not one place to access the South Bay to enjoy boating, kayaking, sailing,
windsLlrfing and kiteboarding without having to go through a narrow slough. The location of this pond
creates one of the best wind supported sailing areas around. I would urge you to consider returning the use to
the people. Every "water trail" in the South Bay is only ajogging trail to look out from rather than actually
getting into the water. I know that ifthere was a shallow pond for kiteboarding/wind surfing and sailing, the
park would be packed with participants and spectators alike. Iwould be more than happy to go into detail if
the interest is there. Vou can also talk to Jim McGrath who works for the BCDC and is an advocate for water
access.

• I would like to support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER
PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO
THE 880 FREEWAY). Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite

. popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for
, windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and

retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing
access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more
crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to
prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of
the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now butthis action would unfortunately allow
normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would qUickly render the
pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently
ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you.

• Please open up your largest pond for windsurfing. It is 'non-polluting, enVironmentally friendly, and the
favorite past-time for thousands of Bay Area residents. Your pond would be an excellent location for
windsurfing and could become the best teachin§/Iearning spot in the Bay Area. The Bay Area is one ofthe top
3windsurfing/kitesurfing locations in the United States and thousands of tourists come here every year. Also
make sure you don't remove the levee, as this would silt in the pond, turning it into a mud flat in a few years.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSESTTO THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould like to voice my strong
support for proViding public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for Windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to preventthe pond from
silting in and becoming un-usabl€t please do not removethe levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2' to 4! deep) pond, which in turn would qUickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable. Thankyou for your time.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POf\.lD (THE ONE CLOSESTTOTHE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referrecl-tothis pond as Pond A-l8.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wiD.d-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Fr-ancisco Bay Area. Due to geographlc conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for wi ndsudillg, and
windsurfing is exactly the ty-pe of recreational outlet thatareastudents, professioncrl-s, -and retirees thrrveoA.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing a.ccess is quite limited
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in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area p~~Jan
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to .
work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

• I support windsurfing as arecreational use at the ponds. Please count me in as asupporter of this land use.
• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN

THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)

. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quitelimited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now butthis action would unfortunately allow normal tidal'action to
work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would qUickly render the pond un-usable for
Windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

• There is no sailing site for the South Bay. The pond will be great for Windsurfing, kiting, kayak, and other water
sports from what we learn. This will definitely create a better image and serve some useful purpose for the.
whole Silicon Valley.

• Hi, I enjoy windsurfing at the bay. This pQnd would be very nice and close for many windsurfers in the South
Bay. I really hope this pond will be open for windsurfers soon. Thanks.

• I would like to voii:e my strong support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to
this pond as Pond A-18.) Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powere~ and muscle-powered sport that is
quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographi<: conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for
Windsurfing, and Windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and
retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, Windsurfing
access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that-much more
crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to
prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not r~move the levees to the bay side of
the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow
normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would qUickly render the
pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently
ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFlNG ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred toth~s pond as Pond A-18.)
I am an avid windsurferwho can personally attest to the physical and mental heaJth benefits of windsurfing, a
non-polluting, Wind-powered sport. Windsurfing access is quite limited in the area especially access to Windy
areas with flat water. Flat-water windsurfing is ideal for beginners as well as more advanced sailors looking to
improve their technique. The shallow depth of the pond would also make this a safe place for sailors of all '
abilities to enjoy our sport. i would like to respectfully request the following: (1)opel'l up your largest pond to
windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming-ufl-usable, please do not
remGvethelevees to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sounrllike aguod idea now but
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this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) ~Ian
pond, which in turn would qUickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the
silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your
time.

• RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS CONCERNING THE WATERPOLLUTION CONTROL PLANT
MASTER PLAN. As a San Jose resident and avid windsurfer I would like to support the idea of providing public
windsurfing access to the largest of the ponds at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near
Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a completely renewable, non-polluting sport enjoyed by enthusiasts of all
ages throughout the Bay Area. San Francisco Bay is world-famous for its many windsurfing venues. But in
general it is weak in one area - most of the existing locations require a more experienced sailor to be safe on
the open Bay. The proposed new sailing location is perfectly designed to fill this niche, as well as provide
exciting sailing opportunities for more experienced sailors. The protected nature and shallow waters of the
pond, combined with its large size could proVide a unique sailing environment, unmatched anywhere in the
Bay Area. The changes needed to accommodate windsurfing would be minimal. Ideally they would include
parking close to the pond, agrassy area to rig sails, and a ramp into the water. Thank you for considering this
idea.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould like to se.e the above pond
being opened for windsurfing and kitesurflng use. Those sports are environmentally friendly sports, enjoyed
by people that are aware and support there natural surroundings. Offering access to this site would show how
this "barren" area can be used by residents for outdoor activities. Also, the South Bay doesn't have too many
access points for water sports and this access point would be welcomed. To enable access to the pond the
levees should not be removed.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San francisco- Bay is "made" for Windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area --which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond (A-18) to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the
pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remoVe the levees to the bay_side of the pond.
Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortuRately allow normal
tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un­
usable for Windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently Ideal) depth
of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould Iiketovo1ce my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the5an Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, ?nd muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" forwindsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, Windsurfing access is quite Umited
in the area -- which oFlly makes potenttal-access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. rlease do: (1) open up your largest pop.d (A-18) to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the

. pond from siltincg in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond.
Removing these le1'ees may sound like a good idea-nowbut this action wou!dunfortunately allow normal
tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which Irrttlrn-w0uld quickly render the pond un-
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usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently
ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time. '
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS; IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control'Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove'the levees to the pay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2' to 4i deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. (I believe that the Planner referred to this pond as Pond A-18.)
Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. PlEase do: (1) open up your largest pond to Windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from
silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove.the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing
these levees may sound like a good idea oow but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to
work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would-quickly render the pond un-usable for
windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the
pond, making it un-usable.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS; IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MPdOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould liketo voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, Wind-powered, and muscle­
powered sport that Is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for Windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area
students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among
other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited in tbearea -- which only makes potential access here at the
pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to Windsurfing
access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon tHe (currentiy 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would
quickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS; IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE (LOS-EST TO-THE 880 FREEWAY). Iwould like to voice my strong
support for providing pu!3lic windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pullution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non motorized sport-and provides safe non­
polluting recreation. Please support more recreatioA-on the bay by allow~ng access.

.. -'
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• I (and many friends with similar interests) would like to know more about having water access around Pla~;lan

the plant area for kitesurfing/windsurfing/kayaking.1 have been an avid kitesurfer/windsurfer over 10 years in
the area. The closest spot for kitesurfing is in San Mateo, and this location would provide a great beginner
friendly access to one of the fastest growing sports, that is also very environment friendly. Beside negligible
im pact, it would save many hours of driving for all the South Bay enthusiasts making a daily track to the San
Mateo Bridge. Iwould be happy to provide more information if you are interested.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSESTTO THE 880 FREEWAY). I support the opening of access to the
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. I love windsurfing. It is my favorite
pastime. The Bay Area is a great windsurfing area and a spot closer to home would make it even better. Fewer
miles driven are better for all of us. So, please: open the pond to windsurfing access and please do not remove
the levees at the bay side of the pond.

• I amwrlting to request that major pond under your control be opened to windsurfing access as part of your
redevelopment plans. Please do not completely remove the levees. This will quickly result in the silting up of
the useful area of the pond. Ifyou contact the Don Edwards Reserve just next door you will find that they
control the level of one ofthelr ponds by restrictive flow of water from the main Coyote (?) River which is tidal
near the pond. The restriction allows for a small tidal action in the pond, which I suspect is beneficial, but the
range in only about 1 foot. Consider that you could even use the flow to generate tidal power electricity. The
pond, if kept at the 2 to 4 feet depth would be great for windsurfing. The fewer obstacles In the way of the
prevailing NW wind flow the better for sailing. I hope you can see your way to opening this pond to us. It
would be an asset to the sports community. Thank you.P.S.1 was the person responsible for encouraging
other windsurfers to attend your meetings and respond to your request for comments.

• I would like to voice my strong support for providing public windsur.fing & kitesurfing access to the largest
pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing and
kitesurfing are popular recreational activities in the Bay Area. Due to prevailing weather conditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for these activities, and windsurfing/kitesurfing are exactly the types of recreational
outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Dtle to private ownership of most bay-front
property, among other factors, access is quite limited in the area -- Which only makes potential access here at
the pond that much more crucial to the area population. Additionally, the relatively warm, flat water of the
above-referenced pond make it an ideal location for beginner windsurfers and kitesurfers who currently have
limited options in the SF Bay Area. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing and kite-surfing
access,AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would

. qUickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF
. WINDSURFING/KITESURFING ACCESS IN THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880

FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong support for providing public windsurfing and kitesurfing access to
the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Wind- and
kitesurfing are a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco-Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and
windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on.
Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, windsurfing access is quite limited
in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area
population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to wind- and kite-surfing access, AND (2) to prevent the
pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please-do not remove the !eve€s to the bay side of the pond.
Removing these levees may sound like a-geed idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal
tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un­
usable for Windsurfing due to silting. SpecificalJy,the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth
of the pond, rnakingJt un-usable. Thank yor.rfor your time.
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• I would like to contribute a support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the Pla~':~lan'
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. I migrated here from Minnesota
16 years ago mainly for the strong wind and the potential access to windsurfing recreation in the Bay area,
and since then have contributed to the tax revenue of California with continuous employment and growth.
The limited access has been always an on-going issue with the Bay, This largest pond can be a huge potential
for recreational access for clean, non-polluting sport such as windsurfing, kayaking, and kiteboarding. Please
open up this large pond to recreational access. Thank you.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle­
powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area
students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most b~y-front property, among
other factors, Windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the
pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to Windsurfing
access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would
qUickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

I

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF KITESURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY), Iwould like to voice my strong
support for providing public kitesurfing/windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Kitesurfing/windsurfing are both non-polluting, wind­
powered, and muscle-powered sports that are quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic
conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for kitesurfing/windsu.rfing, and they are exactly the type of
recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most
bay-front property, among other factors, kitesurfing/windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which
only makes potential access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1)
open up your largest pond to kitesurfing/windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and
becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees
may sound like a good idea now but this action would unfortunatelyaHow normal tidal action to work upon
the (cu.r.rentiy 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would quickly render the pond un-usable for
kitesurfing/windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal)
depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for yourtime.

• I think the idea of making the pond accessible to Windsurfing and kiting would be an absolutely fantastic use
of this natural resource. Thankyou for your consideration.

• I heard there was a possibility that the site of the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant could be
opened up for Windsurfing. This would hav.e the potentialto open access to the sport to many more people in
the South Bay, as currently safe places to learn to sail are limited. I hope this is seriously considered as an
option.

• IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN- THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880
FREEWAY). I would like to voice my support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond atthe
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing isa non-polluting
(green!) sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area, Currently there are limited launches in the
Bay, particularly in the southern tip of the BaYI mostly due to the silt/mud accumulations that hinder
launching and windsurfmg, especially-at tow tide, Windsurfing is a recreational outlet that area students,
professionals, aFld retirees greatly enjoy. Please: (1) open up your largest pond to Windsurfing access as soon
as possible, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-us-able, fllease do not remove the
levees to the bay side of the pond. Thank-you-for your time.

Plant MasterPlan - Land Use Alternatives Input Summary Page4uof69



.J
!

.."
~tJlJ~
~~,

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING PI~;Jan
ACCESS IN THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my
strong support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind-powered, and muscle­
powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area
students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among
other factors, Windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the
pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to Windsurfing
access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side ofthe pond. Removing these levees may sound Iike'a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond; which in turn would
qUickly render the pond un-usable for Windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

• I, too, would like to voice my strong support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting,
Wind-powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the Sari Francisco Bay Area. Due to
geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for Windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactiy the type of
recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most
bay-front property, among otherfactors, windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes
potential access here at the pond that much' more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your
largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable,
please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good
idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4'
deep.) pond, which in turn would qUickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically,
the silting would greatly decrease the (currently iaea~) depth of the pond, making it un-usabie. Thank you for
your time.

• COMMENT with regard to THE PLA[).1+ MASTER PLAN PROCESS (San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control
Plant): PLEASE CONSiDER REPURPOSING THE LARGEST POND TO ALLOW FOR WATER SPORTS, ACTIVITIES, IN
PARTICULAR WiNDSURFING. Iwould love to see windsurfing access to be provided to the pond close to I-880.
There is only one windsurfing location (near Palo Alto airport) in the entire South Bay. And that spot is heavily
tide dependent (needs more than 4 ft. of water leve!), and the~efore is rarely usable. Windsurfing is an
extremely enVironment-friendly activity that can be exercised in the ocean or in the upper SF Bay Area
locations. But forthe many windsurfers living in the South Bay, it means a lot of driVing to get to those spots
(70 to 100 miles round trip). Access to the largest pond would allow South Bay residing windsurfers to be even
more environment friendly by cutting the currently long drive down to a few miles. Though I am not a
beginner, the pond would be ideal for them to be introduced to this sport. Almost all other spots in the Bay
Area are hostile'to beginners due to prevailing strong tides. To make this pond usable to Windsurfers and '
other water sports, it is important not to remove the levees to ensure the pond will not be tried up by lower
tides. Thanks for allowing me to provide my input.

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN-PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public.Windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, Wind-powered, and muscle­
powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic cOflditions, San
Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area
students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Due to privateownershlp of most bay-front property, among
other factors, windsurfin-g-acsess is quite limIted in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the
pOAd that much more crucial to the area pepulation. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing
-access, AND (2-) to prevent the p-OI'Ld from silting in and becomin9 un-esable, please do not remove the levees
to the bay side of the pond-;- Remeving these levee-s may sound like a-good idea now but this action would
unfortun-ately allownormal tidal action towark upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would
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qUickly renderthe pond un-usable for windsurfing dueto silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly Pla~lon

decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.
• I would like to voice my strong support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San

Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. I live in the SF Bay Area to windsurf.
Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exadlythe
type of recreational outlet that area students, professionals, and retirees thrive on. Unfortunately, there are
not a lot of places to windsurf, especially for beginners who are intimidated by sailing in the SF Bay. Please (1)
open up your largest pond to windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from slltln.g in and becoming
un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removing these levees may sound
like a good idea now but this action would unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently
2' to 4' deep) pond, which In turn would qUickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting.
Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable.
Thanks. .

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I already sent you an email asking for
taking Windsurfing into consideration in your plans and got response also - thank you. However Iwould like
to voice my strong support again for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting, wind­
powered, and muscle-powered sport that is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic

I

conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for Windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational
outlet that area students, profession.als, and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front
property, among other factors, Windsurfing access is quite limited in the area -- which only makes potential
access here at the pond that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest
pond to Windsurfing access, AND (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do
not remove the levees to the bay siue of the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now
but this action would unfortunately allow-normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond,
which in turn would qUickly render the pLll"ldun-usable for windsurfing due to sllting. Specifically, the silting
would greatly decrease tbe(currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your tim·e.

• PUBliC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). I would like to voice my strong
support for providing public windsurfing access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas. Windsurfing is a non-polluting,wind-powered sport that is
quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions, San Francisco Bay is "made" for
windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that area students, profeSSionals, and
retirees thrive on. Due to prilTclte ownership of most bay-front property, among other factors, Windsurfing
access isquite limited in the area -- which only makes potential access here at the pond that much more
crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to Windsurfing access, AND (2) to
prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usabJe, please do not remove the levees to the bay side of
the pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this a-ction would unfortunately allow
normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would qUickly render the
pond un-usable for Windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly decrease the (currently
ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time. .

• PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE PLANT MASTER PLAN PROCESS: IN SUPPORT OF WINDSURFING ACCESS IN
THE LARGEST MAJOR POND (THE ONE CLOSEST TO THE 880 FREEWAY). To whom it concern~,I'd really like to
encourage consideration of providing public access to the largest pond at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant near Alviso and Milpitas for the purpose of windsurfing. Windsurfing is a green sport
that combines aspects ofsailing and surfing, requiring both good wind and water conditions. The SF Bay Area
is generally fantastic (world class, even) in terms of providing a large percentage of sufficiently Windy days in
any given year, however the IimitiAg factor for most of thewindsurfing public is one of access to a location
wRere the wind and water combination is ideal. (Since most efthe bay-front is owned-by private property
interests, there is a-limlt<ltion in access points to the bay today). What we have here an opportunity here to
provicle an aUditional public access point to a body 6fwater (the pond) that is absolLJtely ideal (a very r-are and
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unique combination) for windsurfing. The aspects of this pond that make it so ideal include: (a) P1a~lan
Relatively constant water depth (Le. independent of the bay tides). This would allow one to go windsurfing
any time it is windy, as opposed to having to find a particular ideal combination oftides, currents and wind
strength, a situation SF bay windsurfers currently face that does limit our activity time. (b) Shallow water. This
makes it ideal for beginner/intermediate folks to improve their skills, as it's so easy to position the gear and
restart quickly after taking a dunk without wasting lots of energy as is the case in deeper water. With shallow
water, once can simply stand on the bottom, and qUickly and easily reposition the gear for a restart using that
additional leverage. For many,' knowing that the water is shallow enough to be walkable is also a significant
mental barrier to progression overcome. (c) Flat water. This again makes it ideal for beginner/intermediate
folks to improve their skills and learn new techniques, as they can focus on their handwork/footwork skills,
without haVing to be concerned with a windsurf board bouncing across excessive chop/swell/waves as is
often currently the case in the bay at large. If you have ever snow skied, an analogy might be a smooth
groomed slope (the pond), compared a field of large moguls (the open waters of the bay). (d) Location,
Location, Location. This pond is naturally located at a point where the bay winds converge and are nice and
steady/non-gusty, again another major contributor to improving windsurfing skills. Steady/smooth winds
greatly facilitate windsurfing. The general lack of the above combinations, all at the same time, in the greater
Bay Area severely limits windsurfers in spite of the otherwise world class wind conditions, and this project is a
rare and unique opportunity to provide access to a truly ideal windsurfing venue. In light of the above,1
request that you: (1) open up your largest pond to Windsurfing access, AND (2) keep the water levels relatively
constant and flat, Le. please do not remove the levees to the bay side of the pond. Removal of these bay-side
levees would unfortunately allow normal tidal action which in turn would qUickly render the pond un-usable
for windsurfing due to silting. Silting would greatly decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it
un-usable. Further, opening up the bond to bay/tide action would eliminate the much sought-after flat water
conditions that currently preside in the pond, limiting the pond (while still usable/un-~i1ted) to advanced
windsurfers only and forcing-beginners/intermediates elsewhere. Thank you for your time.

• Hello, Iam writing in response to the master plan being developed for the rebailding of the water treatment
plant. Ihighly recommend that you \vork with S.F. Board Sailing Association to put in a Windsurfing launch on
the pond. Since the water will be shallow and warm, this isan excellent location for beginning \"!irctdsurfers.
Not only that, it is a safe location. Ican envision a revenue stream by allowing a concession with Windsurfing
rental gear, as well as lessons.

• RE: WINDSURFING IN THE LARGEST POND (CLOSEST TO 880).1 would like to voice my strong support for
providing for public windsurfing access to the largest pond. Windsurfing Is a non-polluting, Wind-powered,
and muscle-powered sport that Is quite popular in the San Francisco Bay Area. Due to geographic conditions,
San Francisco Bay is "made" for windsurfing, and windsurfing is exactly the type of recreational outlet that
area protessionals and retirees thrive on. Due to private ownership of most bay-front property, among other
factors, windsurfing access is quite limited in the area_-- which only makes potential access here at the pond
that much more crucial to the area population. Please do: (1) open up your largest pond to windsurfing access,
and (2) to prevent the pond from silting in and becoming un-usable, please do not remove the levees to the
bay side ofthe pond. Removing these levees may sound like a good idea now but this action would
unfortunately allow normal tidal action to work upon the (currently 2' to 4' deep) pond, which in turn would
qUickly render the pond un-usable for windsurfing due to silting. Specifically, the silting would greatly
decrease the (currently ideal) depth of the pond, making it un-usable. Thank you for your time.

• 'I understand there is a decent sized pond near the plant. I'd like to suggest windsurfing access be prOVided as
one ofthe amenities. Thank you for your consideration.

• 1'm writing to suggest that the pond area be made available for windsurfing and kayaking. In an ideal situation
there would be the following accommodations adjacent to the pond at a cross-shore wind location (where
the wind blows paraHel with tl'1e shoreline); parking area, lawn area for rigging, and a rinse off area. Thanks for
your consicleration!

• Hello, Iheard that you plan to rebuild the plant. Icannot make it to tomorrow's public meeting but Istill
wanted to add my-support to a suggestion for access to the large pond next to the plant. It would be great if
you consider givi-ng access to the pond for sailingikiting activities.
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• This has to do with the water treatment plant rebuild.lwould like to suggest planning for a Pla~;;;J.n

windsurfing venue at one of the ponds. This could be a world class windsurfing venue ifit is designed
properly. As you probably know the winds are very consistent at the plant. If a pond were designed to take
advantage of this wind there is a possibility of having professional windsurfing events at the site. With the flat
water, Ican envision many Freestyle, Supercross, and Slalom events. If you erect a set of grandstands on the
leeward side of a large enough pond the pro-circuit would definitely be interested. You can't pass up this
chance to make San Jose the Windsurfing Capital of the Bay!

Zero- emissions recreational facility comments
• Isupport an all-electric or low emissions motorsports park in the buffer area surrounding the water pollution

control plant. Access to recreational areas is becoming more and more difficult and enthusiasts are expending
more non-renewable resources in their quests to reach these areas. Better to have access close to home and
encourage use of zero-emissions motorsports.

• Build the off-road facilities for electric bike.
• Iwould like to voiCe my support for an all electric motor sports park to be included for the buffer lands

surrounding water pollution control plant. There are few areas for OHV enthusiasts, and adding another park,
albeit all electric, would be a welcome alternative to driVing long distances.

• Iheard about a possible off-road park plan for the land near the treatment plant in Alviso. Ithink this is a great
idea, and Iwould love a recreational area for my family and friends especially electricvehicles. Ibelieve this
park would receive much attention and use as this sport is extremely popular. Please take this into
consideration as a reality. Thank you.

• Iheard about the treatment plant land becoming available and the idea for an off road park near the bay. I
would like to have a park close to home. Ienjoy going to the parks but they are too far away to visit often. My
friends and Iwould love to have a park nearby to bring the kids to.

• The idea of having an ali eiectric motor park by the water treatment and power plant along the 237 corridor
sounds very interesting. Iwoukllove to take the kids there for some fun, and for them to learn about
renewaple energy and clean tech!

• Hi there, Ijust heard about the idea of including an electric motorsports park as part of the 'vv~ter plant
redevelopment. What an absolutely fantastic idea to do such a-thing right in the heart of Silicon Valley. It really
fits in with our culture of.innovation and it would be just a ton offun too. Ihope this can be part of the plan,

• Isupport an all-electric m()tor-sports park being included in the plan for the buffer lands surrounding the
Water Pollution Control Plant.
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Appendix G- Land Use Proposals

the land use proposals submitted by members of the public are available at rebuildtheplant.org under
Resources-Project Information.

, . \
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Appendix H - Media Coverage

The Plant Master Plan workshops in May 201 0 were covered in local print, online, and television 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.

• Sunnyvale Sun- May 13,2010
Shape Our Shoreline Community Workshop calendar listing

• Berryessa Sun - May 7, 2010
Options explored for sewer plant master plan

• Milpitas Post- May 5, 2010
Options explored for sewer plant master plan

• San Jose Mercury News - May 1,2010
Sports fields advocates see big opportunity on 2,600 acres near San Jose sewage plant

• KTVU and KICU's BayArea People - May 2010
Master Water Plans - Rosy Chu and City of San Jose Environmental Services Director John Stufflebean
discussed the Plant Master Plan

• Silicon Valley Community Newspapers - April 30,2010
Meeting seeks ideas on land use at San Jose/Santa Clara wastewater treatment plant

.. Silicon Valley/San Jose Business Journal- April 30, 2010
Water treatment development project in San Jose will be a Job generator

• San Jose Mercury News- April 29, 2010
Public workshops set to begin Saturday on fate of 2,600 acres around San Jose sewage plant

• Milpitas Post - April 29, 2010
,Sewer plant long-term land reuse workshop is tomorrow

• The ChamberAdvocate - April 201 0
Wastewater Plant Improvements Dl'aw Local Interest, National Attention
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· Appendix I - Publicity

~Community workshop and Land Use Questionnaire 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:

• Milpitas Post- April 23 & April 30, 201 0
• Silicon Valley/San Jose Business Journal- April 30,2010

Email advertisements were sent to San Jose Mercury News subscribers of targeted communities in
coordination with each workshop location:

• April 27 - Santa Clara
• April 30 - Milpitas, San Jose
• May 3 - Santa Clara
• May 6 - San Jose, Alviso
• May 10- Alviso, Cupertino
• May 17 - Cupertino

)
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Come see thre~different land use
maps that PfO:pos~how to b~stuse tha
2/600,~af.resite tlf the San Jos~fSal1t~ Clan~

Water Pollutio·n (:ontro£ PJant - a wastewater
treatment fadlily centered between the Bay and HIghway
237.. Aswe develop a roaster plan to sustatnabty rebuild
ouraging Plant,we can consIder arange ofnew land use5~

jobs based devetoprnent, retail! aclean te<:n cGnter,water
recreation; a living mU5eum~ trails, habItat areas, and more.

Together we can create aspecial destinatlon tobenefit
our region and our ecoflOmy for dec~d~s to come.

Learn more at t'ebufidthepf~nt.o~'g
or call (408) 945~51&2

SAN )OSlJISANTA CLAM.
WATER POUUTIOt{
CON"fROl. PLANt

~g rJ>I.(it5cs ~SQn.bl:<'.s.."Philli.!l)&.Yi''''''. Capa-/ir>:l.
CMlp.""..A:!.<'! G<lrO$.MonreS!nzJC\ Cf.d$::lrol"";v.J
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• SanJose Environmental Services
Department

• San Jose Giants Stadium
• San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution

Control Plant
• San Pedro Farmer's Market
• Santa Clara City Council Chambers
• Santa Clara City Hall lobbies
• Santa Clara Community Recreation Center
• Santa Clara County libraries (Campbell, .

Cupertino, Milpitas, Saratoga)
• Santa Clara Library lobbies
• Santa Clara Senior'Center
• Santa Clara Youth Soccer Park
• Spring in Guadalupe Gardens event
• The Tech Museum of Innovation
• Trader Joe's - 635 Coleman Avenue, San

Jose, CA
• Vallco Shopping Mall
• Whole Foods .-: 20955 Stevens Creek

Boulevard, Cupertino, CA

~~~
~~r'~..-...... ,~

Flyers PIa~;;lan

Workshop flyers were distributed alone and with the Plant awareness campaign kiosk at local events and
'point-of-service counters, including:

• 24 Hour Fitness - 1610 Crane Court, San
Jose, CA

• Cupertino City Hall
• Cupertino Senior Center
• Cupertino Sports Center
• Don Edwards San Francisco National

Wildlife Refuge ,
• Eastridge Shopping Mall
• Evergreen Valley College
• Food Bowl 99
• Great Mall
• Happy Hallow
• JDS Uniphase Earth Day event
• Martin Luther King library
• Plant job fair
• Quinlan Community Center (Cupertino)
• San Jose City College
• San Jose City Hall lobby
• San Jose Council District 5
• San J0seCouncii District 9
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stU'ipe the future
ofour South Bay Shoreline
Come see three different land use maps that propose how
to best lise the 2,600-acre site ofthe San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant~ a wastewater treatment
facility centered between the Bay and Highway 237. As
we develop a master plan to sllstainably rebuild our aging
Plant, we can consider a range of new land uses.

S,~;~~ljJitdaYf May 1-. 9:30 -11:30 a.m.
Milpitas City Hall . 455 East Calaveras Blvdv Milpitas

1'1' ~.,., .. j .-- \' f\ll "'''f'' 6 0i'ii"~~;>l\.H.l/l P-JI'iJi} t",.~. :0 -8:00p.m.
Santa Clara Library. 2635 Homestead Rd., Santa Clara

s,;~tlff&'·day~ Nh;;y S- 2:30-4:30 p.m.

Roosevelt Community Center· 901 E. Santa Clara St.,SanJose

V(f':1dn~sd2:'<\Vr M'l,":1r~ '12 ~ 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Alviso Library, 5050 North 1st St., San Jose

'''lJ.r'''-\rV;'CdF'v IVIFt'31 '!G:~~ <::.nO-8'QOpm",._.~ .."",~. ""~~<l"'·-~.l} . "/t .,0' ..... 'v· •• ,

Cupertino Community Hall· 10350 Torre Ave., Cupertino

Learn more-at rebuHdtha-plant.org
or call (408) 945-5182

To request an ao:ommochrtloh underthe Americans- wlth OfsabliltiesAd, can 408..s35·3S00. Spantsn j 'Aetnamese, and
ChlnesaA anguagasQJvlces Bre avallabfe upon request. crty -afSanJose-c.ornmltteo too~n and hone:s:t gov~mme.nt.
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Emails
Workshop and online land use questionnaire information was emailed to stakeholder groups through
'/various list serves:

• Alviso Collaborative

• Alviso Rotary
• Alviso Task Force

• Baykeeper
• Bayside R/C Club
• Building Owners and Managers

Association (BOMA) Silicon Valleyeblast
and newsletter

• Clean Water Action
• Guadalupe Gardens

• Koi Club
• Milpitas Chamber of Commerce
• Milpitas city employees
• Milpitas homeowners and neighborhood

associations

Plant Master Plan - Land Use Alternatives-Input Summary

• Milpitas Recreation public mailing
• Neighborhood Development

Center/Strong Neighborhoods Initiative list
serves

• Plant Master Plan stakeholders
• Plant tour participants
• San Jose Employee News list serve
• San Jose Environmental Services

Department employees

• San Jose General Plan/Envision 2040
• San Jose Green Vision list serve
• Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management

Initiative list serve
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May Workshops for Plant Master Plan

What would you do with 2,600 aGres
arong the southern San Francisco Bay?

Shape the future of Qm South Bay stlOreUne
Corne see three differentland use maps that propose haw to best use the 2,60G-acre site of the­
San JosefSanta Clara Water Pollution Control Plant-3 wastewatertrea!ment facilityc:enrered
ber,','een tI)6 Bay and Highway 237. As we- develop a master plan to sustainably rebuild our aging
Plant, we can consider a range of new land uses.

Attend a workshop

Saturday, May 1 -9:30·11:30 a.m.
Milpitas CityHall, 455 East Calaveras BlVd., Milpitas

Tuesday, May 4 - 5:00-8:0(} p.m.
Santa Clara UbraIY, 21335 Homestead Rd., Santa Clam

Saturday, May 8 - 2:30-4:30 p.m.
Roosevelt Community Center, 901 E. Santa Clara St., San Jose

WeclnesclaYf May 12 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Afviso library, 505.Q N. 151 St, Safil Jose

WednesdaYf May 19 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Cupertino Community HaU, 10350 TorreAve" Cupertino

linagine w!lal$ possibfe
Water fecreeffort,

s crean tecll center.
a fiving museum, .

jobs-based de.velopment,
trniJs, habitat areas,

retail, and more.

Together we can create a
Speci;l/ destinaTion

to benefit our region for
decades to come.

Learn more at l'ebuHdtheplant.org or call 408-945-51S2~

ltJY(:;J ~., '~~

Sb.NJ()~E
r ..\I1J1~~ 111 ..UhTN\"'IJI ...·

Oper:ator/adminismltorofthe Plant
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",VAl i II I~\1J lui li~l'l'
l.clH 11ln! 1'1 ANI

ServiflgtfJe cities of&n Jose. Santa Clara,
MiJpita-S', C.apertino. C.ampbeIT. Los Gatos.

MOllte Sereno, anef Sar:i1toga
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NBGHBORHOODDEVELOPMENTCENTER

E-BLAST
April Mid-Month 2010

An information-sharing service of the
Neighborhood Development Center (NDe)

The mission of the Neighborhood Development Center is to build strong
neighborhoods by connecting individuals to information, technology, and
opportunities for civic engagement.

San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant

"Vhat )yoUId you do with 2,600 acres
along the southern Sall Francisco Bay'?

Shape the future of our South Bay shoreline
Come see three different land m;e maps that propose how to best nse the 2,600-301'e site of the
SanJose/Smlt.,> Clam Water Pollution Conu:ol Plant - a wastewater treatment facility centered
between the Bay l\11d Hi~hway 237. As we develop a master plan to slL,>tainably rebuild our aging
Plant, ,,,e can considea' a range of new land uses.

Attend a worl{Shop

. Satmday, Mil)' 1- 9:30-11:30 a.m.
Milpitas City Hall, 455 East Calaveras Blvd.~ 1Y1i1pitas

Tuesday, l\·ray 4 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Santa Clm'll Library, 2635 Homestead Rd., Smlta elm'll

Sattmlay, May 8 - 2:30-4:30 p.m.
Roosevelt COllUlllUllty Center, 901 E. Santa Clara St., San Jose

Wednesday, Mil)' 12- 6:00-8:00 p.11l.
Alviso Library, 5050 N. 1st St., San Jose

tVedllesday, lVIllY 19 - 6:00-8:00 p.m. .
Cupe1iino Conumurlty Hall, 10350 Torre Ave., Cuperthlo

~...
J~

~~>-~
~\~ 'f
~r)

~l{~""""
P'mJ~ ''';JRtf M3fl

I/il(fgil1e iJ'lsat'spossible
Water recreation,

a clean tech cel1teJ~

a liVllJg 1IIusell111,
jobs-based development,

tmils, Itabitat areas,
retail, and more.

Togetltel' we Cfll1 create Il

special nest/oatlofl
to benefit our regionfor

decades to come.

SAN JOSE/
SANTA CLARA

W!\TJ;R POLl.UTION
CON'fROt PLANT

Servillg the cilidS ofSrJlI Joso. Santa Claro,
Mtlpitas, Cupertino, Cmnpbell, Los Gatos,

MOllie Serono, and Sam/oga

Leam more at l'ebuildtheplant.oI'g or call408-94S-S182.

A~'fp~"
-.:uVt'.'tf Ir,::; '~

~~JP~g
~""'1'1lt.L UP SIUHJ<:l V.'iLW)"

E"riHJJ1Itl<'oriJl S"n'lcrs
~'!~Jf:.-:"(!:l'i~i/;;'!:~:!!~.-.- ...

Opemtor!fldlllinishnfor ofth(!:Plallt
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Websites PI~;Jan
Workshop and online land use questionnaire information and/or visual web-button were posted to various
websites:

• City of San Jose
• City of Santa Clara
• San Jose Councilmember Judy Chirco's District 9 site
• San Jose Councilmember Kansen Chu's District 4 site
• Plant Master Plan project site
• San Jose Environmental Services Department
• Watershed Watch website
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Monday, May 24,2010

Department Links

r'~'-'-'--'-~--'~"~'-'~'----'''''''_.'"-'-j
I What's New
~. 1:
:; May 2010 Attend a May f
I Workshop & Shape the Future of i
~ Our South Bav Shoreline )
UShare your thoughts on land use 1
!i ideas for the 2,GOO-acre site of the ..
il San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Ii PoHution Control Plant - a
nwastewater treatment facility
!j centered between the Bay and
1Highway 237. As we develop a
'I' master plan to suslalnably rebuild
i) nur Plant, Which Is .now 54 ~(ears
i old, we can consider a range of

. ~ new, pUblic land uses.

l 04-22-10 First CountywIde
;1
1

Enemy Map Launches for Earth
~~
aOn the 40th annlvelSary of Earth
~ Day, the Silicon Valley Energy
~ Watch (SVEW) program Is 1

~ launching an interactive online map \i
1that vlsuall'f plots energy use, solar n
.i Installation, and green bullding )
~ dala for Santa Clara County, ft
.~ r~

I Environmental Services N:ews I
L....~...~, ..._."...,~_" ..."..,,,.~_ ..,"_.~_.,.~.,', ... j

Weclcome to Environmental Services
:Ri~~

Aol

Green Building

Environmental Services
Home

Drinking Water

Energy

Wastewater

Recycling & Gamage

Recycled Wattlr

Pollution Prevention

Service Areas

J'.mp to BusnesHlnks

_S_to_n_l1_w_ll_te_r Missj'on: Work with our community to conserve
resources and safeguard the environment for future

--------- generations.
Water Conservation

PublicatIons
Recycling & Garbage

_R_"f_P_s_&_B_i_cfs In 2006, San Jose diverted 60% ofi[s total waste stream from
landfills, surpassing the State requirement to reduce disposal by half.
As a result, San Jose is the nation's recycling leader among c1lies of
Its size.
~, Rp,sjdRnts, Public Area RRcvclinq CO!ls;!f!Ic!!on &
Demoli!!on, School Recycllng, Waste Prevention, Gar1)age Rates,
Ze~o Waste, OrganIcs Diversiol1, Reusable Bags

Water Conservation
Water is a precious resource and the amount.a\lailabIe for human
needs and for the envimnment IS limited, in dry or wet years. BesIdes
precipitation, there are many factors that affect how much water 1s
avaUable for drinking and other uses, and how much wastewater can
IJe treated-As a result, we nee" to continue and increase water
conservation efforts in order to support the population and economic
growth in our community, and to protect and preseIVe the
environment.
ImpOrtance afWater Consef'1ation, Top Actions for Residents. JQ.Q.
Acfionsior Businesses, Water Eftident Technologies <WET)

Wastewater
The City ofSan Jose Is the lead agency for implementing
pretrealment programs on behalf of the 8 Uibutary Julisdlctlons whose
sanitary sewersystems discharge to the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Polh.rtlon Control Plant
Waslewater Discharger Forms, Pollution Prevention for Residents,
San JosetSanta Clara Water Pollution Control Plant, Plant Master
Plan, Treatment Plant Advisory CommIttee, Water Efficient
Technologles,Dental Amalgam Program, Prevent Sewer BackUps &
Backflpl'ls, Annual Sj.mtllllY SeWfrServlcR and Use Champs Om'.-

\\<.:,h7 'SiLlc-or'rVALLEY."j
;:':'~" ''J' enen;rV'tTKlD
'1~+-1~11~' '.T.'~t"'''lt''.!I'!-·j I~~t.~+ ,t

Mercury Fever
Thermometer ""<H'~'
Exchange ~~~~:':~I: ..~lg

I
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Newsletter articles
An informational workshop article was placed in local community publications:

• Green Scene, Burbank Sanitary District
• Guadalupe River Park Conservancy newsletter
• Inside San Jose and Employee News, San Jose
• Los Gatos Vista, Los Gatos
• Pipeline, San Jose Public Works Department
• Plant Master Plan Update - February and June 201 0
• San Jose councilmember newsletters for districts 1,2,9, and 10
• Tributary Tribune

"'~,,-,
~ i~~~

greer&vw\':'(jif,\r~~
~ tJ h.righttlr thld(( ;~/ t-;ti}!:f" in BURB/~I'~JK S/\NHARY DISTRICT

COUNTY EVENT ---,

The Pltmt Mdster' Pion is d three~yadreffort to develop d ttlaster pion for the
Son Jose/Santa elora Water Pollution Control Plant. Your input is needed to
guIde the futvre of fhe 2/600~ocre Plont shoreline sfte.

Get involved! Visit the Plant Master Plan Web site to;
• Locats the Mxt cornrnvniiy workshop
• Sign up to fake a Plant tour
• View lhe project video and submit your feedback
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The Plant Master PI'an
~;\ii:;i;~~-'\.i~t);:;-';;_;"j[(i~';~i:i;:j;\j;\~;}:i{Ri~\"jj(;'i'; Wha~[s the ~onnectiol1 between taking a sho,,:,er and
:!:,,, i i';'\' ;iq~~~;~~i~H;r:Hrf:B!tf!:\? ftushmg a tOilet and your sOllthern Bay shorelme?
:i,' ::::;\'~~M:i£~~t;«'f,~~~~m\~1;;G

,} Y:;J;S-':~;i~~~~;~~J~~!~;~~tt<!J"Wt~ vVastewater from eight South Bay cities flows Into the southern
;,<~t~ijl ,tiri~'.~:J~n~;~ft~J~'~~r:l~~11!7£~ii:>Bay 0 but first itOs cleaned by the San Jose/Santa Clara Water

:,·;;·:".",,,,,,:':'~'>~,!":-':'I',··;,_;C.:;i';,',~:-'·j,~;.'d1i;!' Pollution Control Plant. This critical facility protects OW" Bay,
publk health, and our economy. HavIng voJOrkecl nonstop since 1956, the Plant needs to be
rebUilt.

The Plant r\-1aster Plan addresses how to best rebuild the Plant, includin~l how It can become
'j energy self-sufficient as weH as a producer of clean energy. The rebuilclln~l enables us to
/consider new uses for re-gion-al benefit on the P[-antos 2,600-acre shoreline site. This spr[nQ,
corne and give input on scenat-ios for new land uses, such as jobs-based clev-e-1opment, a
clean tech center, expanded habltat protection al"eaS, and comnlLlnity amenities such as trails
and water recreation,

Get involvecll
, Visft~w..saniQ;sec~.g9vLesdLQJantma.stenIl,an to:

, .
• Locate the- next cornrnunity wot-kshop
• Sign LIp to take a free Plant tour
• Leam how this project v'lil1 enhance our regionDs sLlstainability
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Inside San Jose

What's th.e connection between taking a shower and flushing a
to.ilet and your South Bay shoreline?,

Wastewnter from San Jose aild

seven other South Bay cities flows

into the southern Bay - but first

ies cleaned by the San Jose ISan­

ta Clara \XT.'1ter Pollution Control
Plant. TIllS critical £'ldllt)' pro~

tccts our Bay, public health, and
our economy. Having worked

nonstop since 1956, the Plant needs to be rebuilt.

The Plant Master Plan addressesho'w to best rebuild the
Plant, including how it can become energy se]f:'sufficie.nt

as well as a producer of clean el1erg)~ The rebuilding

Employee News

enables us to consider new uses for regional benefit on the

Plant's 2,600-acre shoreline site. This spring, come and

give input on scenarios for new land uses, such as jobs­

based development, a clean tech center, expanded h,~bitat

protection areas, and comllwnity amenities such as trails
and \vater rec.reation.

Get itt11011Jedf
Visit \vvV'w.sanjoseca.govlesd/plantm3sterplan to:

• Loca,te the next community \vorkshop

• Sign up to take a fi-ee Plant tour

• Learn how tIlls project will enhan.ce our region's
Sllst.ainability

Shape the future of our South Bay shoreline
April 22r 2010

Come see tht-ee different land lise
maps that propose how to best use
the 2,600-acre site of the San
Jose/Santa Clara Water pollution
Control Plant - the wastewater
tt-eatrnent facility centered between
the Bay and Highway 237.
As the City develops a master plan

to sustaTnably rebuild our aging plant, we c3In consider a range
of lil€W land lISes, indudvng Water rect-eatiotl/ a clean tech
center, a living museur)), jobs-b:ased development, trarls, habitat
areasJ retail, and more. Together we can create a special
destination to benefit our region fOl- decad es to corne.

)

-)
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To learn mOt-e, attend a workshop:

• Saturday, May 1 - 9:30-11 :30 a.m.
Milpitas City Hall, 455 East Calaveras Blivd., Milpitas

..., Tuesday, May 4 - 6:00-8: 00 p.m.
Santa Crara Library, 2635 Homestead Rd., Santa Clara

.,. Saturday, May 8 - 2:30-4: 30 p.m.
Roosevelt Community Center, 901 E. Santa Clara St., San
Jose

• Wednesday, May 12 - 6:00-8: 00 p.m.
AlViso Ubral'lt 5050 N. 1st St. l San Jose

• Wedllesday, May 19 - 6:00-8:00 p.m.
Cupeltino Community Hall l 10350 Torre Ave., Cupertino

Operated by the Environmental Services Departmentl the Plant
was originally constnlcted in 1956 and now serves 1.4 million
people and 7,000 main business connections across eight cities.
It works nonstop, cleaning an average 110 million gallons of
wastewater per day that flows in from sinks, showersr toiletsr

washing 1l1achines, and othet- indoor water uses. It also
produces about 10 mimon gallons of recycled water per day for
lise in irrigation[ industria! processes, and toilet plumbing of

large buHdings.

Learn more at rebuildtheplant.oro or call 408-945-5182.

If yOll ~lave information that your department would like to share

with other City employees, please contact us at
. Emf) loveeCornmunlcations(&sa njose.ca. gov

Plant Master Plan -Tand Use-Alternatives Input Summary Page 65 of69



Vol. 8, Issue 1

Public Works

What would you do with Z,600 acres?
Help build the v1sion for the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control-Plant and its 2,600-acre site along
the southern San Francisco Bay. This May, attend a
community workshop to provide- your input on the land
use alternative scenarios for this large Site. As \"re rebuild
our aging Plant, we have the opportunity to create a new
destination with economic, environmental, and social land
uses that benefit-our region.

Get involved! Visit rebuildtheplant.org to:
• Locate the next community workshop.
• Sign up to take a free Plant tour.
• Submit your land use ideas to the project team,

Shape OlU~Shoreline COllllllunity Workshops
YVednesduy, l\!ny 12, 20HJ
0:00 p.m.- 8:00 p.m.
Alviso Library, "5£150 NOl'tlllst Street~ San Jose
It's time to rebuild the San JoselSanta Clara Water Pollution C..outrol Plant and c-01lSider new
lands uses on its 2,600-acre shoreline srte. Attend a COnlll1U1Uty workshop to feam .about the
Plant Master pran and! share, ideas on how ,ve' ,e.an make our South Bayshoreline a special
destination. For more infonnatio1l,. call 40&-975-2606 or visit 'i7lI\\,'W.rebuildtheplantorg

)
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Dear Community Member,

) Coul1cilmember I{alra wOuld like to invite you to join LIS in the foHowing upcoming events near you:

'4.) Plant Master Plan Workshop
Date: Saturday, May 8, 2010
Time: 2:30 pm - 4:30 pm
Place: Roosevelt COmmunity Center - 901 E. Santa Clara Street, San Jose
-Or-

Date: Wednesday, May 12, 2010
Time: 6:00 pm - 8:00 pm
Place: Alviso Librafy - 505 N. 1St Street, San Jose

Corne see three different land Lise maps that prOpose 110W to best use tl1e 2,600-acre site of the San
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant - a wastewater treatment facility centered between
the Bay anq Highway 237. As we develop a master plan to slIstainably rebuild our aging Plant, we
can consider a range Of new land uses. For more information, please visit wwvuebuildthepJantorg or
call (4()8) 945-5182.

.What would you do with 2r600 acres along the southern San
Francisco Bay?
Come see three different rand use maps that propose how to best lise the
2,600 acre site afthe San Jose/Santa Clara Water Palll/Hon Control
Plant-a wastewater treatment faciHty centered between the Bay and
Highway 237. As we develop a master plan to sustainably rebuild our
aging Plantr we can consrder a range of new land lIses.

Attend a workshop:

Tuesday, May 4th; 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Santa Clara Library, 2635 Homestead Roadr Santa Clara

Saturday, May 8th; 2:30 pm to 4:30 pm
Roosevelt Community Centerr 901 E. Santa Clara Street, San Jose

Wednesday, May 'J!2th;6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Alviso Library, 5050 N. '1st stree~ San Jose

Wednesday, May 'Wth; 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
.) CuperllilQ COI'nml:mity Hall, ~0350 TOITe Avenue? Cupertino

Leam more at \NW\N.rebuildtlleplantorQ or call 408-945-5182.
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Television bulletins
Aworkshop information slide was developed to air on select channels.

• City of Milpitas cable access channel
• City of San Jose facility screens and cable access channel
• City of Santa Clara cable access channel
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Direct mail
Apostcard announcing the community workshops was sent to residents in Alvisor North San Jose, and
'M'I'.1 I pitas.

shape the future ofour South Bay Shoreli ne
Corne see three different land use maps that propose how to best use the
2,600-acre site of the SanJose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant­
a-wastewater treatment facility centered between the Bay and Highway 237.
As we develop a master plan to sustalnably rebuilCl our aging Plant, we can
consider a range of new land uses. .

$C;\i;urd;fl.~r, MnV 1-- 9:30 -11:30 a.m.
Milpitas City Hall. 45S East Calaveras Blvd., Milpitas

Tuesday, MaV 4-6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Santa Clara Library. 263S Homestead Rd., Santa Clara

Saturday, May 8-i:30 - 4:30 p.m.
Roosevelt Community Center. 901 East Santa Clara St., San Jose

W<!i!nnesday, May n·- 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Alviso Library. 5050 North 1st St., San Jose

Wednesday, May 19-6;00 - 8:00 p.m.
Cupertino Community Hall· 10350 Torre Ave., Cupertino

Learn more at rebuildthep[ant.orgorcall (408) 945·5182

:1~
San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant ~~
Serving the cities ofSan Jose, Santa Cloro, Milpitas, ""i"':
Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos, MOllte Serello, olld Saratoga

To Fequest nD_at(.OmmodaUon under lhtl; Americans with OlsablllUc:sAet, call 40B-'i3l).'SOO.-SpMlsh,
V1etni\mese., and Chinese· language servkes o1r~ available upon request-CIty of 5.\n Jose-committed
\0 open and.honest government.

-£) Pnnloo on T~.:d p.1pH.<l+tQ/Q7U;OO/<\<l4S/MIG/1nu9~X/KY
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